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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of
South Lake Tahoe (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed City of
South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update (General Plan Update; proposed project; project) and
has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses the expected
environmental impacts resulting from approval and implementation of the proposed project, as
well as responds to comments received on the Draft EIR (DEIR).

1.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR
The City, acting as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the public and
responsible/trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of the
proposed City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update. As described in the State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is a public informational document that assesses potential
environmental effects of the proposed project and identifies alternatives and mitigation measures
to the proposed project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts.
CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
“project” which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA,
the term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a
direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed General Plan Update,
the City has determined that the proposed action is a project within the definition of CEQA.

PROJECT SUMMARY
The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of an updated General Plan for the
City of South Lake Tahoe. The updated City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan would replace
the existing General Plan, which was adopted in 1999, and is consistent with the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency’s (TRPA) 1987 Regional Plan. The proposed General Plan Update is based on
the foundation of the City’s Smart Growth Principles and is intended to be consistent with the
intent and general approach of the TRPA Regional Plan Update process.
The proposed City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update comprises a Land Use Diagram
and policy document that contains ten elements. Each of the elements identifies goals and
associated policies and action items. State law requires that general plans address seven topics:
land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. The proposed
General Plan Update covers each of these topics except housing, plus several additional issues,
for a total of ten elements. An updated Housing Element was adopted by the City on
December 9, 2008, and is not part of this update.
Please refer to Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of the
proposed project.

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT
The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the proposed General Plan
Update that has led to the preparation of this FEIR.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Notice of Preparation and Initial Study
In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared and
released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of this EIR on September 16, 2009. The City of South Lake
Tahoe was identified as the lead agency for the proposed project. The NOP was circulated to
the public, local, state, and federal agencies, and other interested parties for 30 days to solicit
comments on the proposed project (SCH No. 2009092049). The NOP and full text of responses to
the NOP are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. An Initial Study for the project was
prepared and released for public review along with the NOP. Its conclusions supported
preparation of an EIR for the project. The Initial Study is also included in Appendix A of the Draft
EIR. After releasing the NOP, a public scoping session was held on October 8, 2009, to receive
additional comments. Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during
preparation of the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR
The Draft EIR (DEIR) was released for a 60-day public and agency review on September 13, 2010,
with the review period set to end on November 12, 2010. The DEIR contains a description of the
project, description of the environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and
mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project
alternatives. The DEIR was provided to interested public agencies and the public and was made
available for review at the City offices and on the City’s website.

Final EIR
The City received comment letters from public agencies, interest groups, and the public
regarding the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required
by CEQA. This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section
4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR, as well as minor edits to the proposed General Plan, which
are included in Section 5.0, Minor Revisions to the General Plan. This document constitutes the
FEIR.

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration
The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the FEIR is “adequate and
complete,” the City may certify the FEIR. Upon review and consideration of the FEIR, the City
may act upon the proposed General Plan Update. A decision to approve the project would be
accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and,
if applicable, Section 15093. The City would also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for mitigation measures that have been incorporated into or imposed upon the project
to reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment. The Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program will be designed to ensure that these measures are carried out during project
implementation.

1.2

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of adoption and implementation of
the proposed General Plan Update. This EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126, should be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all subsequent
actions taken by the City. The document will serve as a source of information in the preparation
of initial studies for subsequent planning and development proposals, including subsequent
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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environmental review of community plans, for infrastructure provision and individual
development proposals, and for public facilities.

KNOWN RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES
In CEQA, the term “responsible agency” includes all public agencies other than the lead
agency that may have discretionary actions associated with the implementation of the
proposed General Plan Update or an aspect of the project. Since potential future
implementation decisions may occur many years from now when the General Plan is in
common use, they cannot be known with certainty. However, the following agencies may have
some role in implementation of the City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update and have
been identified as potential responsible agencies:
•

El Dorado County

•

Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA)

•

California State Lands Commission

•

El Dorado County Air Quality Management
District (EDCAQMD)

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB)

•

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

•

South Tahoe Public Utility District

•

•

Lake Tahoe Unified School District

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA)

•

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

•

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)

•

El Dorado Local Agency Formation
Commission (El Dorado LAFCo)

•

California Tahoe Conservancy

•

California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG)

•

California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD)

•

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

•

For the purpose of CEQA, the term “trustee agency” means a state agency having jurisdiction
by law over natural resources affected by a project, which are held in trust for the people of the
State of California. Specifically, the following trustee agencies may have an interest in the City of
South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update and its implementation:
•

California Department of Fish and Game

•

California Department of Parks and Recreation

•

California State Lands Commission

•

California Tahoe Conservancy

1.3

ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR

This document is organized in the following manner:
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SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION
Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to
contain.

SECTION 2.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Section 2.0 includes an updated Executive Summary that provides a brief project description
and presents a summary table of probable environmental effects of the project.

Section 3.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Section 3.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference),
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.

Section 4.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
Section 4.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received.

SECTION 5.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE GENERAL PLAN
Section 5.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the proposed General Plan by City staff or as a
result of comments received that may require further environmental analysis.

General Plan Update
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section provides an overview of the proposed City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan
Update and its environmental analysis. For additional detail regarding specific issues, please
consult the appropriate section (4.1 through 4.14) of the Draft EIR.

2.1

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR), which consists of the Draft EIR and comments
and responses to comments as well as minor revisions made in this document, provides a
reasonably thorough analysis of the potential environmental effects associated with the
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
This Final EIR analysis focuses on potential environmental impacts that could arise from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update through development of the land uses
within the Planning Area, as regulated and guided by General Plan policies and actions. The EIR
adopts this approach in order to provide a credible worst-case scenario of the impacts resulting
from project implementation.

2.2

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of an updated General Plan for the
City of South Lake Tahoe. The updated City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan would replace
the existing General Plan, which was adopted in 1999, and is consistent with the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency’s (TRPA) 1987 Regional Plan. The proposed General Plan Update was
developed over a two-year period through an extensive outreach process that engaged
residents, businesses, stakeholders, and decision-makers. The proposed General Plan Update is
based on the foundation of the City’s Smart Growth Principles and is intended to be consistent
with the intent and general approach of the TRPA Regional Plan update process.
The proposed City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update comprises a Land Use Diagram
and a policy document that contains ten elements. Each of the elements identifies goals and
associated policies and action items. State law requires that general plans address seven topics:
land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. The proposed
General Plan Update covers each of these topics except housing, plus several additional issues,
for a total of ten elements. The updated Housing Element was adopted by the City on
December 9, 2008, and is not part of this update.

2.3

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project and
avoid and/or lessen the environmental effects of the project. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(e) requires that a “no project” alternative be evaluated in an EIR. The Draft EIR
evaluates the following alternatives:
•

Alternative 1a – Base Case Scenario Alternative (No Project Alternative). Alternative 1a
assumes the continuation of South Lake Tahoe’s existing 1999 General Plan. Under this
alternative, there would be no change to the City’s current planning and regulatory
system. It assumes that TRPA would continue to allocate development commodities at
the same rate and using the same system as established under the 1987 Regional Plan,
but no additional development commodities beyond what are currently provided for in
the 1987 Regional Plan and associated TRPA Code of Ordinance would be allocated.
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Additionally, this alternative assumes no new annexations would occur during the 20year General Plan time frame. There would be no changes to the existing roadways,
transit system, or parking requirements.
•

Alternative 1b – Existing General Plan with New TRPA Allocations Alternative. Similar to
Alternative 1a, Alternative 1b assumes the continuation of South Lake Tahoe’s existing
1999 General Plan. However, this alternative also assumes that TRPA would proceed with
adoption of a Regional Plan Update and would provide new development allocations to
the City. There would be no changes to the existing roadways, transit system, or parking
requirements.

•

Alternative 2 – Transect Zoning System Alternative. This alternative reflects TRPA’s Transect
Model proposed in the Regional Plan Update (TRPA Alternative 2) as applied to South
Lake Tahoe. It assumes that the City and TRPA would establish a Transect Zoning System
in which the majority of development is concentrated in two nodes: Tahoe Valley and
Stateline. Additionally, minor growth could occur within the three existing community
plan areas (South Y Industrial Tract, Bijou/Al Tahoe, and Stateline/Ski Run) and in the
proposed Tahoe Valley Community Plan area. Little to no growth would occur in other
areas of the city.
Alternative 2 would lead to a further shift in the transportation and circulation system in
which transit-oriented design features (e.g., mixed-use development, consolidated
parking) would be required to encourage non-auto-oriented travel within the two nodes.
All other aspects of the General Plan Update policy document (i.e., policy provisions and
development standards provided in Table LU-2) that would guide this alternative would
remain as currently identified in the proposed General Plan Update.

2.4

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The City of South Lake Tahoe was identified as the lead agency for the proposed project. In
accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of South Lake Tahoe
prepared and distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study (IS) for the City of South
Lake Tahoe General Plan Update that was circulated for public review on September 16, 2009
(SCH2009092049). The NOP and IS included a summary of probable effects on the environment
from the implementation of the project. Written comments received in response to the NOP
were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR. The issues raised in the NOP response letters
included:
•

Consistency and timing of the proposed General Plan Update with proposed Regional
Plan Update and Tahoe Valley Community Plan

•

Reductions in vehicle miles traveled and traffic congestion

•

Public transit and bicycle/pedestrian facilities

•

Commercial floor area (CFA) allocations and distribution

•

Land coverage and development right incentive programs

•

Future annexations

•

Park development on residential infill parcels

General Plan Update
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•

Demand for and provision of recreational facilities

•

Airport expansion and associated environmental effects

•

Population growth and associated environmental effects

•

Historical and cultural resource protection

•

Affordable housing

•

Climate change

•

Light pollution

•

Storm drainage treatment

•

Water quality and implementation of the Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)

•

Flooding hazards

•

Water supply and groundwater protection

•

Snow removal

The complete text of the NOP and NOP comments are included as Appendix A to the Draft EIR.

2.5

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Table 2.0-1 displays a summary of impacts for the proposed General Plan Update and proposed
mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of
significance is indicated both before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure.
For detailed discussions of all mitigation measures and of proposed General Plan policies and
action items that would provide mitigation for each type of environmental impact addressed in
this Draft EIR, refer to the appropriate environmental topic section (i.e., Sections 4.1 through
4.14).
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TABLE 2.0-1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

4.1 Land Use
Impact 4.1.1

Implementation of the proposed Policy LU-1.1, Policy LU2030 General Plan Update would 3.1, Policy LU‐3.2, Policy
not result in the division of an LU-4.2
existing community nor would it
result in land use compatibility
issues. No impact would occur.

NI

None required.

Impact 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
conflict with the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency’s 1987 Regional
Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin and
associated plans and regulations.
This
impact
is
considered
potentially significant.

Policy LU‐1.4, Policy LU10.1, Policy LU‐10.2, Policy
LU‐10.7, IMP‐1.1, IMP‐1.2,
IMP‐1.10, IMP-1.11, IMP4.6, Policy HS‐7.1

PS

MM 4.1.2

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
not result in expansion of existing
nonconforming uses in the General
Plan Planning Area. This impact
would be less than significant.

Policy LU‐1.3, Policy LU1.4, Policy LU‐1.13, Policy
LU‐7.1,
Policy
LU-7.4,
Policy LU‐8.6, IMP-1.3

LS

Impact 4.1.3

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

NI

The City will add the following as an
implementation measure to the
General Plan:

LS

The City shall not implement any
provision or standard of the proposed
General Plan Update that is in
conflict with the 1987 Regional Plan
until such time as the Regional Plan
has been updated and the General
Plan is determined by the City and
TRPA to be consistent with the new
Regional
Plan
and
TRPA
Environmental Threshold Carrying
Capacities.
None required.

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

LS

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

4.2 Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics
LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
not result in the displacement of a
substantial number of people or
housing units in the Planning Area.
This impact would be less than
significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
not result in a substantial decrease
in the availability of housing,
including
affordable
housing,
within the city. This impact would
be less than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.2.1

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
result in an increase in the
population of the city and would
alter the overall distribution and
density
of
this
population.
However,
the
extent
of
development
would
not
be
considered substantial in relation to
existing development and El
Dorado County growth trends. This
impact is less than significant.

Impact 4.2.2

Impact 4.2.3

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Policy LU-1.1, Policy LU1.4, Policy LU-2.3, Policy
LU-2.9, Policy LU-2.10,
Policy LU-4.2, Policy LU4.3, Policy LU-4.4, Policy
LU-5.1,
Policy
LU-7.2,
Policy LU-8.7, Policy LU9.2, Policy ED-1.4, Policy
TC-2.4,
Policy
TC-3.1,
Policy PQP-1.5, Policy PQP1.7, Policy PQP-2.10, Policy
NCR-1.2, Policy NCR-2.2,
Policy NCR-2.3, Policy
NCR-3.6, Policy NCR-3.16,
Policy NCR-6.2, Policy
NCR-6.5

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

4.3 Hazards
Impact 4.3.1

Land uses and development Policy HS‐6.1 , Policy HSconsistent with the proposed 2030 6.2, Policy HS‐6.6
General Plan Update could result in
the transport, storage, use, and/or
disposal of hazardous materials as a
result of normal construction and
operation of land uses and
improvements within the Planning
Area. This impact is less than
significant due to federal, state, and
local regulations regarding the
handling,
transportation,
and
disposal of hazardous materials.

LS

None required.

Impact 4.3.2

Land uses and development Policy HS‐6.1, Policy HSconsistent with the proposed 2030 6.3, Policy HS‐6.6
General Plan Update could result in
the release of hazardous materials
into the environment under
reasonably foreseeable upset or
accident conditions. Exposure to
such materials could occur either
through routine use or due to
accidental release. This impact is
potentially significant.

PS

MM 4.3.2a

LS

The following shall be incorporated
into the proposed General Plan
Update as a policy in the Health and
Safety Element:
The City shall require existing and
new commercial and industrial uses
involving the use, handling, transport,
or disposal of hazardous materials
within the city to disclose their
activities in accordance with El
Dorado County guidelines and the
requirements of state law.

MM 4.3.2b

The following shall be incorporated
into the proposed General Plan
Update as a policy in the Health and
Safety Element:
The

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

LS

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

City

shall

require

that

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

construction activities cease if
contamination is discovered on
construction projects until the
contamination is reported and its
extent is assessed, delineated, and
isolated, as appropriate. Remediation
shall occur to the satisfaction of the
appropriate responsible agency (such
as the El Dorado County Department
of
Environmental
Management,
Hazardous Waste Division, the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the Department of
Toxic Substances Control, or the City
of South Lake Tahoe, depending on
the type of contamination).
Impact 4.3.3

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update could
result in siting of schools in the
vicinity of land uses involving the
use, transport, disposal, or release
of hazardous materials. This is
considered a less than significant
impact, as the siting of schools is
required to comply with state
statutory
and
regulatory
requirements addressing safety from
hazards,
including
hazardous
materials.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.3.4

Implementation of the proposed Policy HS‐7.1
2030 General Plan Update could
result in safety hazards associated

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

with operations at public airports
adjacent to areas proposed for
development. This impact is
considered a less than significant
impact due to the proposed
General Plan Update policy which
prevents development that would
pose hazards to aviation or
endanger the landing, taking off, or
maneuvering of aircraft.
Impact 4.3.5

Implementation of the proposed Policy HS‐1.1, Policy HS2030 General Plan Update may 1.3, Policy HS‐1.4
interfere with adopted emergency
response and evacuation plans in
the Planning Area. This impact is
considered less than significant due
to existing City requirements.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.3.6

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update could
expose people or structures to
hazards involving wildland fires in
wildland-urban interface areas. This
impact is considered less than
significant due to existing standards
and policies in the proposed 2030
General Plan Update.

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Policy HS‐2.1, Policy HS2.2, Policy HS‐2.3, Policy
HS-2.4,
Policy
HS‐2.5,
Policy HS‐2.6, Policy HS2.7

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

4.4 Transportation and Circulation
Impact 4.4.1

Land uses and development
consistent with the proposed
General Plan Update would not
result in traffic volumes that would
cause intersection or roadway level
of service to exceed adopted
standards. This impact is less than
significant.

Impact 4.4.2

Changes in land uses associated
with the proposed General Plan
Update in addition to anticipated
changes in land use under the
proposed TRPA Regional Plan
Update are anticipated to result in
an increase in vehicle miles of
travel for the Tahoe region over a
peak summer day. This would be a
significant impact.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Policy TC-1.1, Policy TC1.8, Policy TC‐1.11, Policy
TC-1.15, Policy TC-1.16,
Policy TC-1.18, Policy TC2.1, Policy TC-2.2, Policy
TC-2.3,
Policy
TC-2.4,
Policy TC-2.5, Policy TC2.6, Policy TC-2.7, Policy
TC-2.8,
Policy
TC-3.1,
Policy TC-3.2, Policy TC3.3, Policy TC-3.4, Policy
TC-3.5,
Policy
TC-3.6,
Policy TC-3.7, Policy TC3.8, Policy TC-3.9, Policy
TC-3.10, Policy TC-3.11,
Policy TC-3.12, Policy TC3.13, Policy TC-3.14, Policy
TC-3.15, Policy TC-3.16,
Policy TC-3.17, Policy TC3.18, Policy TC-3.19, Policy
TC-6.1, Policy TC-6.3

LS

None required.

S

MM 4.4.2

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

LS

The following shall be incorporated
into the proposed General Plan
Update as a policy in the
Transportation
and
Circulation
Element:

SU

The City shall establish an Alternative
Transportation
Operating/Maintenance Program that
would impose an ongoing annual fee
on new development to fund
alternative transportation operations
and maintenance. Expenditures under
this program would be limited to the
following:
•

Operating costs of public
transportation programs either
operating within the city or
directly benefiting city residents
and businesses.

•

Maintenance
of
older
multipurpose bicycle/pedestrian
facilities.
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
•

Maintenance
and/or
snow
removal on a limited inventory
of major sidewalks (not already
the responsibility of existing
agreements).

Impact 4.4.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
include adoption of goals and
policies that would encourage
pedestrian and bicycle facility
improvements. This impact would
be a beneficial impact.

Policy TC-1.1, Policy TC1.8, Policy TC‐1.9, Policy
TC‐1.11, Policy TC‐1.15,
Policy TC‐1.16, Policy TC1.18, Policy TC-3.1, Policy
TC-3.2,
Policy
TC-3.3,
Policy TC-3.4, Policy TC3.5, Policy TC-3.6, Policy
TC-3.7,
Policy
TC-3.8,
Policy TC-3.9, Policy TC3.10, Policy TC-3.11, Policy
TC-3.12, Policy TC-3.13,
Policy TC-3.14, Policy TC3.15, Policy TC-3.16, Policy
TC-3.17, Policy TC-3.18,
Policy TC-3.19

B

None required.

B

Impact 4.4.4

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in an increase in demand for public
transit services in the Planning
Area. However, implementation of
proposed General Plan Update
policy provisions would ensure that
transit service opportunities are
provided. This is considered a less
than significant impact.

Policy TC-1.1, Policy TC1.8, Policy TC‐1.9, Policy
TC‐1.11, Policy TC‐1.16,
Policy TC-1.18, Policy TC2.1, Policy TC-2.2, Policy
TC-2.3,
Policy
TC-2.4,
Policy TC-2.5, Policy TC2.6, Policy TC-2.7, Policy
TC-2.8,
Policy
TC-6.1,
Policy TC-6.3

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

2.0-10

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

4.5 Air Quality and Climate Change
Impact 4.5.1

Construction-generated emissions
associated
with
subsequent
development under the proposed
General
Plan
Update
could
potentially
exceed
applicable
standards and thresholds. As a
result, this impact is considered
potentially significant.

PS

MM 4.5.1

The City shall include a policy in the
Natural and Cultural Resources
Element
requiring
subsequent
discretionary projects that would
have a significant air quality impact
by the City and TRPA as part of the
review of the project application to
provide air quality construction
mitigation to address short-term
construction emissions sufficient to
reduce construction emissions below
EDCAQMD thresholds. This excludes
building permits for single-family
residential units. Such measures may
include, but are not necessarily
limited to, the following:
•

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

Measures
recommended
EDCAQMD.

by

LS

currently
the

•

Prohibition of open burning of
debris from site clearing unless
involved with a fuels reduction
project.

•

Utilization of low emission
construction equipment and/or
fuels.

•

Implementation
of
best
management practices in concert
with water quality protection
measures.
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

•

Impact 4.5.2

Emissions of criteria pollutants from
subsequent development under the
proposed General Plan Update
could exceed EDCAQMD and
TRPA significance thresholds and
could result in a significant
contribution
to
ambient
concentrations
that
exceed
applicable standards and thresholds.
As a result, this impact is considered
potentially significant.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Policy NCR‐5.1, Policy
NCR-5.2, Policy NCR‐5.3,
Policy NCR‐5.4, Policy
NCR‐5.6, Policy NCR‐5.7,
Policy NCR‐5.8, Policy
NCR‐5.9, Policy NCR‐6.1,
Policy NCR‐6.2, Policy
NCR‐6.3, Policy NCR‐6.4,
Policy NCR‐6.5, Policy
NCR‐6.6, Policy NCR‐6.7,
Policy NCR‐6.8, Policy
NCR‐6.9, Policy NCR‐6.10,
Policy NCR‐6.11, Policy
NCR‐6.12, Policy NCR6.13, Policy NCR‐6.14,
Policy NCR‐6.15, Policy
NCR-6.16, Policy NCR6.17, Policy NCR‐6.18,
Policy NCR‐6.19, Policy
LU-1.1, Policy LU‐2.10,
Policy LU-3.1, Policy LU9.1, Policy LU‐9.2, Policy
LU-9.3,
Policy
LU-9.4,
Policy LU-9.5, Policy LU9.6, Policy LU-9.7, Policy
LU-9.8,
Policy
TC-2.1,
Policy TC-2.2, Policy TC2.4, Policy TC-2.6, Policy
TC‐2.7,
Policy
TC-2.8,
Policy TC-3.1, Policy TC-

PS

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

MM 4.5.2

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

Restriction
construction
vehicles.

of
idling
equipment

of
and

The following shall be added as a
policy to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element:

LS

Development projects will include
the following as part of project design
to address air quality impacts:
a.

The installation of wood-burning
hearth devices in proposed
residential dwelling units shall
be prohibited.

b.

Require
that
all
feasible
EDCAQMD-recommended
mitigation measures to reduce
operational emissions of criteria
air pollutants be incorporated
into project design.

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

2.0-12

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

3.2, Policy TC-3.3, Policy
TC-3.4,
Policy
TC-3.5,
Policy TC-3.6, Policy TC3.7, Policy TC-3.8, Policy
TC‐3.9, Policy TC-3.10,
Policy TC-3.11, Policy TC3.12, Policy TC-3.13, Policy
TC-3.14, Policy TC-3.15,
Policy TC-3.16, Policy TC3.17, Policy TC-3.18, Policy
TC-3.19
Impact 4.5.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
contribute
to
localized
concentrations of mobile-source
CO
anticipated
to
exceed
applicable ambient air quality
standards. This impact would be
considered less than significant.

Impact 4.5.4

Implementation of the proposed Policy LU‐7.4
General Plan Update may result in
the increased exposure of sensitive
receptors to odorous emissions. As
a result, potential exposure of
sensitive receptors to odors would
be
considered
potentially
significant.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

The proposed General Plan
Update contains policies
that
include
specific,
enforceable
requirements
and/or
restrictions
and
corresponding performance
standards that address this
impact.
These
policy
provisions are identified
under Impact 4.5.2.

LS

None required.

PS

MM 4.5.4

LS

The following policy will be added in
the Land Use Element:

LS

When discretionary projects that
would be a substantial source of
odors is proposed near residences or
sensitive receptors, either adequate
buffer distances shall be provided
(based on recommendations and
requirements of the EDCAQMD) or
mitigation measures incorporated to
reduce the potential exposure to

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
acceptable levels. Examples of such
projects could include, are not
limited to, recycling facilities, animal
care or shelter facilities, restaurants
with outdoor barbeque facilities.
Potential mitigation associated with
this policy requirement will be
coordinated with any required permit
conditions from EDCAQMD.

Impact 4.5.5

Impact 4.5.6

Implementation of the proposed Policy LU‐7.4
General Plan Update could result in
increased exposure of existing or
planned sensitive receptors to TACs
that
may
exceed
applicable
standards. As a result, this impact is
considered potentially significant.

PS

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
contribute to greenhouse gas
emissions that could result in
significant environmental effects,

PS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

MM 4.5.5

The following will be added as a
policy to the Land Use Element.

LS

The City shall include an action in the
General Plan requiring that when
new or relocated discretionary
development that would be a source
of TACs such as those listed in Draft
EIR Table 4.5-9 is proposed near
residences or sensitive receptors,
either adequate buffer distances shall
be
provided
(based
on
recommendations and requirements
of the California Air Resources
Control Board and EDCAQMD), or
filters or other equipment shall be
provided or mitigation measures
incorporated to reduce potential
exposure to acceptable levels.

Policy NCR‐6.1, Policy
NCR‐6.2, Policy NCR‐6.3,
Policy NCR‐6.4, Policy
NCR‐6.5, Policy NCR‐6.6,
Policy NCR‐6.7, Policy

MM 4.5.6

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

The following will be added as
policies to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element.
•

LSSU

Support local, TRPA, and
statewide efforts to reduce
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

including water quality impacts to NCR‐6.8, Policy NCR‐6.9,
Lake Tahoe. This impact would be Policy NCR‐6.10, Policy
considered potentially significant. NCR‐6.11,
Policy
NCR‐6.12,
Policy
NCR‐6.13, Policy NCR6.14, Policy NCR-6.15,
Policy NCR-6.16, Policy
NCR-6.17, Policy NCR6.18, Policy NCR-6.19,
Policy NCR-6.20, Policy TC1.1, Policy TC‐1.8, Policy
TC‐1.11, Policy TC‐1.15,
Policy TC‐1.16, Policy TC1.18, Policy TC-2.1, Policy
TC-2.2,
Policy
TC-2.3,
Policy TC-2.4, Policy TC2.5, Policy TC-2.6, Policy
TC-2.7,
Policy
TC-2.8,
Policy TC-3.1, Policy TC3.2, Policy TC-3.3, Policy
TC-3.4,
Policy
TC-3.5,
Policy TC-3.6, Policy TC3.7, Policy TC-3.8, Policy
TC-3.9, Policy TC-3.10,
Policy TC-3.11, Policy TC3.12, Policy TC-3.13, Policy
TC-3.14, Policy TC-3.15,
Policy TC-3.16, Policy TC3.17, Policy TC-3.18, Policy
TC-3.19, Policy TC-6.1,
Policy TC-6.3, IMP-8.6

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

emission of greenhouse gases
linked to climate change.
•

Develop a citywide greenhouse
gas emission inventory and
establish regular time frames for
updating the inventory.

•

Establish a greenhouse gas
emission
reduction
target
consistent with AB 32 and SB
375 reduction efforts.

•

Analyze and mitigate significant
increases in carbon emissions
during project review pursuant
to the California Environmental
Quality Act.

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

4.6 Noise
LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in construction activities and
associated noise in the city.
Construction activities are expected
to continue to occur in the city. The
proposed General Plan Update
does not contain noise level criteria
or policies for evaluating noise
associated with construction. In
addition, the City does not have an
ordinance
that
addresses
construction-related
noise.
However, construction activities
would be of short duration and will
be required to comply with the
TRPA
Chapter
23
Noise
Limitations. This impact is less than
significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed Proposed General Plan
General Plan Update would not Update policies that include

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.6.1

The proposed General Plan Update
could result in exposure of persons
to or generation of noise levels in
excess of City or TRPA standards.
However, the proposed City of
South Lake Tahoe General Plan
Update policy provisions would
adequately address ambient noise
issues. This impact would be less
than significant.

Impact 4.6.2

Impact 4.6.3

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Policy HS-8.1, Policy HS8.2, Policy HS-8.3, Policy
HS-8.4,
Policy
HS-8.5,
Policy HS-8.6, Policy HS8.7, Policy HS-8.8, Policy
HS-8.9, Policy HS-8.10

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

2.0-16

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

result in increases in traffic noise
levels in excess of TRPA CNEL
noise standards. This impact is less
than significant.

requirements
containing
specific
performance
standards addressing traffic
noise impacts are identified
under Impact 4.6.1.

Impact 4.6.4

The proposed General Plan Update
could
include
additional
commercial and light industrial
uses and/or expansion to these
types of uses. However, the
proposed policy provisions would
adequately address noise issues.
Therefore, noise impacts associated
with
the
development
and
operation of land uses of the
proposed General Plan Update
would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan
Update policies that include
requirements
containing
specific
performance
standards addressing noise
impacts associated with
proposed land uses are
listed under Impact 4.6.1.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.6.5

Sensitive land uses constructed near
Lake Tahoe Airport and Barton
Memorial Hospital could be
exposed to excessive aircraft noise.
However,
implementation
of
applicable noise standards would
address this impact. This impact is
considered less than significant.

Policy HS-8.4, Policy HS8.6, Policy HS-8.7, Policy
HS-8.8,
Policy
HS-8.9,
Policy HS-8.10

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.6.6

Subsequent development under the
proposed General Plan Update
could result in exposure of persons
to or generation of excessive
groundborne
vibration
levels.
Activities such as pile driving could
result in substantial sources of

PS

MM 4.6.6

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

The following policy shall be added
to the noise section of the Health and
Safety Element:

LS

All construction activities that include
impact equipment and activities such
as pile driving, soil compaction, or
vibratory hammers could potentially
S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

groundborne vibration. As a result,
this
impact
is
considered
potentially significant.

4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.7.1
Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
increased surface water pumping
from Lake Tahoe as well as
improvements to an existing beach
and boat ramp. These actions
would not result in the substantial
alteration of surface water levels
and/or currents in Lake Tahoe. This
impact is considered to be less than
significant.
Impact 4.7.2
Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
increase demand for water supply
to the city, requiring increased
groundwater
production
and
potentially depleting groundwater
supplies. In addition, planned
development could interfere with
groundwater recharge and/or alter
LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
affect nearby structures. Where these
activities occur within 200 feet of
existing structures, an analysis of
vibration impacts will be conducted.
The analysis will address the potential
for adverse vibration levels based on
the criteria contained in the table
below. The City will ensure that
construction operations are designed
to avoid or mitigate for vibrations
above 0.02 inches/second (0.5
mm/second).

Policy PQP-2.1, Policy PQP2.2, Policy PQP-2.3, Policy
PQP-2.5, Policy PQP-2.6,
Policy PQP-2.7, Policy PQP2.9, Policy PQP-2.10, Policy
NCR-2.5, Policy NCR-2.7,
Policy NCR-2.12, Policy
NCR-3.6, IMP-1.11, IMP-5.4

LS

None required.

LS

LS

None required.

LS

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

the
direction
or
flow
of
groundwater supplies. However,
implementation of current TRPA
standards as well as proposed
policy provisions in the proposed
General Plan Update would
address
this
impact.
New
development anticipated under the
proposed General Plan Update
would also not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies. This impact
is considered less than significant.
Impact 4.7.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
the discharge of polluted runoff
from construction of future urban
development, potentially causing
harm to the biological integrity of
waterways, violating water quality
standards,
or
otherwise
substantially degrading surface
water
quality.
However,
implementation of current City,
TRPA,
LRWQCB,
and
state
standards, as well as proposed
policy provisions in the proposed
General Plan Update, would
address this impact. This impact is
less than significant.

Policy PQP-4.1, Policy PQP4.2, Policy PQP-4.3, Policy
NCR-2.1, Policy NCR-2.8,
Policy NCR-2.11, IMP-1.1,
IMP-8.1, IMP-8.2

LS

Impact 4.7.4

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
the discharge of polluted runoff
from operation of future urban

Policy LU-1.1, Policy LU1.4, Policy LU-1.11, Policy
LU-2.3,
Policy
LU-4.3,
Policy LU-4.4, Policy TC-

PS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

None required.

MM 4.7.4

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

LS

The City shall revise Implementation
Program IMP-8.1 as follows:

LS

Stormwater Management Plan. The
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.7.5

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

development, potentially causing
harm to the biological integrity of
waterways, violating water quality
standards,
or
otherwise
substantially degrading surface
water quality. Implementation of
current City, TRPA, LRWQCB, and
state standards, as well as proposed
policy provisions in the proposed
General Plan Update, would
address this impact. However, the
City currently lacks an operation
and maintenance program and
funding for the operation of
stormwater infrastructure. This
impact is potentially significant.

4.6, Policy PQP-1.5, Policy
PQP-2.10, Policy PQP-4.1,
Policy PQP-4.2, Policy PQP4.3, Policy PQP-11.8, Policy
NCR-2.1, Policy NCR-2.2,
Policy NCR-2.3, Policy
NCR-2.4, Policy NCR-2.5,
Policy NCR-2.7, Policy
NCR-2.8, Policy NCR-2.9,
Policy NCR-2.10, Policy
NCR-2.11, Policy NCR2.12, Policy NCR-2.13,
Policy NCR-2.14, Policy
NCR-3.6, Policy NCR-3.10,
Policy NCR-3.16, IMP-1.1,
IMP-8.1, IMP-8.2

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
the degradation of groundwater
quality resulting from construction
and operation of future land uses.
This is considered a potentially
significant impact.

Policy LU-1.1, Policy LU1.4, Policy LU-1.11, Policy
LU-4.3,
Policy
LU-4.4,
Policy TC-4.6, Policy PQP2.10, Policy PQP-4.1, Policy
PQP-4.2, Policy PQP-4.3,
Policy PQP-11.8, Policy
NCR-2.1, Policy NCR-2.2,
Policy NCR-2.3, Policy
NCR-2.4, Policy NCR-2.7,
Policy NCR-2.8, Policy
NCR-2.9, Policy NCR-2.10,
Policy NCR-2.11, Policy
NCR-2.12, Policy NCR2.13, Policy NCR-2.14,
Policy NCR-3.6, Policy
NCR-3.10, Policy NCR-

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
City shall adopt and regularly update
a stormwater management plan that
identifies ways to minimize runoff,
improve
area-wide
stormwater
retention, and reuse. The stormwater
management plan shall also include a
program to ensure ongoing operation,
maintenance, inspection, and longterm funding of private and public
water quality control features.

PS

MM 4.7.5

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

The City shall revise Policy NCR-2.5
as follows:

LS

Pervious Materials in Parking Areas.
The City shall explore the use of
pervious materials for parking areas
and test on some street sections. The
City shall incorporate pretreatment
features as part of the use of pervious
materials in order to protect
groundwater quality.

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

3.16, IMP-8.1, IMP-8.2
LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update
could
potentially provide for development
in areas subject to flooding as a
result of dam failure. However, area
dams are maintained and inspected
for safety and are not expected to
fail. This is considered a less than
significant impact.

LS

None required.

LS

Implementation of the proposed Policy
HS‐1.1,
Policy
General Plan Update would provide HS‐1.3, Policy HS‐1.4
for new development in areas
subject to flooding as a result of a
tsunami, seiche, or mudflow. This is

S

Impact 4.7.6

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
increase impervious surfaces and
alter drainage conditions and rates
in the city, which could result in
increased runoff and potential
flooding impacts. The proposed
General Plan Update could also
potentially provide for development
in areas currently subject to
flooding. However, implementation
of current City and TRPA standards,
as well as proposed policy
provisions in the proposed General
Plan Update, would address this
impact. This is considered a less
than significant impact.

Impact 4.7.7

Impact 4.7.8

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Policy PQP-1.1, Policy PQP1.4, Policy PQP-1.5, Policy
PQP-1.6, Policy PQP-1.7,
Policy PQP-1.8, Policy PQP4.1, Policy PQP-4.2, Policy
PQP-4.3, Policy HS-4.1,
Policy HS-4.2, Policy HS4.3, Policy HS-4.4, Policy
HS-4.5, Policy NCR-2.1,
Policy NCR-2.9, Policy
NCR-2.12, IMP-8.1

MM 4.7.8

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

The City shall include the following
as a policy to the General Plan:

LS

The City shall update the Local
Emergency Operations Plan and
Emergency Management Plan to
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

considered a significant impact.

include planning and response
provisions for seiche wave hazards.
This would include a warning process
of when area earthquake events are of
7 magnitude or greater that could
generate a seiche wave and a
notification and evacuation process
for residents, employees and visitors.
This may include the provision of
directional signage to guide evacuees
to areas outside of the seiche wave
hazard zone.

4.8 Geology, Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage
Impact 4.8.1

The Planning Area is not located
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone. All structures associated
with development under the
proposed General Plan Update
would be designed and constructed
in accordance with existing
regulations to minimize risks
associated with seismic ground
shaking and seismic-related ground
failure. This impact is considered
less than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.8.2

New development within the
Planning Area would be required to
comply with numerous regional
and local regulations to minimize
grading and identify and mitigate
for potential hazards related to
unstable soils. Therefore, this

LS

None required.

LS
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact
impact would
significant.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers
be

less

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

than

Impact 4.8.3

New development resulting from Policy LU-2.3, Policy LUimplementation of the proposed 4.4, Policy NCR-2.9, Policy
General Plan Update would result NCR-2.12, Policy NCR-3.6
in increased land coverage within
the Planning Area. All such
development would be required to
comply with TRPA’s land coverage
restrictions based on the Bailey
System and IPES scoring. This
impact is less than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.8.4

Development under the proposed Policy NCR-2.1, Policy
General Plan Update would be NCR-2.3, Policy NCR-2.14
required to conform to several
existing state, regional, and city
regulations intended to minimize
the potential for erosion and
changes to the natural siltation and
deposition processes of surface
waters in the Tahoe Basin. This
impact is less than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

LS

None required.

LS

4.9 Biological Resources
Impact 4.9.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update may result in
the loss of habitat for, and direct
mortality of, special-status plant
species.
However,
continued
implementation of the TRPA Code
of Ordinances as well as proposed
policy provisions in the proposed

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Policy NCR‐2.9, Policy
NCR-3.1, Policy NCR-3.2,
Policy NCR-3.3, Policy
NCR-3.4, Policy NCR-3.5,
Policy NCR-3.6, Policy
NCR-3.10, Policy NCR3.11, Policy NCR-3.13,
Policy ROS-2.1, Policy ROS-

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
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NI – No Impact
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General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-23

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

General Plan Update would 2.2, Policy ROS-2.6, Policy
address this impact. This impact is ROS-2.8, Policy ROS-2.9,
less than significant.
Policy ROS-2.10, Policy
ROS-2.11
Impact 4.9.2

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result
in direct and indirect loss of habitat
and individuals of endangered,
threatened, rare, proposed, and
candidate status as well as
California fully protected species.
However,
continued
implementation of the TRPA Code
of Ordinances as well as proposed
policy provisions in the proposed
General Plan Update would
address this impact. This impact
would be less than significant.

Policy NCR‐3.1, Policy
NCR‐3.2, Policy NCR‐3.3,
Policy NCR‐3.4, Policy
NCR‐3.5, Policy NCR‐3.6,
Policy NCR‐3.10, Policy
NCR‐3.11,
Policy
NCR‐3.13, Policy ROS-2.1,
Policy ROS-2.2, Policy ROS2.6, Policy ROS-2.8, Policy
ROS-2.9, Policy ROS-2.10,
Policy ROS-2.11

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.9.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in direct and indirect loss of habitat
and individuals of wildlife species
of concern and other non-listed
special-status species. However,
continued implementation of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances as well
as proposed policy provisions in
the proposed General Plan Update
would address this impact. This
impact would be less than
significant.

Policies
that
contain
specific,
enforceable
requirements
and/or
restrictions
and
corresponding performance
standards that address these
potential
impacts
are
identified under Impact
4.9.2.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.9.4

Implementation of the proposed Policy

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
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NCR‐3.1,

Policy

S – Significant
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

General Plan Update could result in
the loss or modification of wet
meadow,
riparian,
or
other
sensitive natural community and its
associated
wildlife.
However,
continued implementation of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances as well
as proposed policy provisions in
the proposed General Plan Update
would address this impact. This
impact would be less than
significant.

NCR-3.2, Policy NCR‐3.3,
Policy NCR‐3.4, Policy
NCR‐3.5, Policy NCR‐3.6,
Policy NCR‐3.10, Policy
NCR‐3.11, Policy ROS‐2.1,
Policy ROS-2.2, Policy ROS2.6, Policy ROS-2.8, Policy
ROS-2.9, Policy ROS-2.10,
Policy ROS-2.11

Impact 4.9.5

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
interfere substantially with the
movement of migratory fish or
wildlife species. There would be no
impact.

Policy NCR‐3.1, Policy
NCR‐3.2, Policy NCR‐3.6,
Policy NCR‐3.10, Policy
ROS-2.1, Policy ROS-2.2,
Policy ROS-2.6, Policy ROS2.8, Policy ROS-2.9, Policy
ROS-2.10

Impact 4.9.6

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
conflict with existing biological
resource protections of the City and
TRPA. Thus, no impact would
occur.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

NI

None required.

NI

NI

None required.

NI

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Impact 4.9.7

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or any adopted biological
resources recovery or conservation
plan of any federal or state agency.
There would be no impact.
4.10 Cultural Resources
Impact 4.10.1
Implementation of the proposed Policy NCR-4.1,
General Plan Update would not NCR-4.2
result in a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource or structure. This
impact is considered less than
significant.
Impact 4.10.2

Policy

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
the
potential
disturbance
of
unknown archaeological resources
(i.e., prehistoric archaeological
sites, historical archaeological sites,
and isolated artifacts and features)
and human remains. This impact
would be potentially significant.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

NI

None required.

NI

LS

None required.

LS

PS

MM 4.10.2a

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element:

LS

The City will require archaeological
investigations for all applicable
discretionary projects, in accordance
with CEQA regulations, for areas not
previously surveyed and/or that are
determined sensitive for cultural
resources (e.g., undeveloped parcels
near water features). The City shall
require the preservation of discovered
archaeologically significant resources
(as determined based on TRPA, state,
and federal standards by a qualified
S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

professional) in place if feasible or
provide
mitigation
(avoidance,
excavation, documentation, curation,
data recovery, or other appropriate
measures)
prior
to
further
disturbance.
MM 4.10.2b

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element:
The City will require/condition
projects and other ground-disturbing
activities to notify the City if human
remains are discovered and to halt
work. The County Coroner will be
notified according to Section 5097.98
of the California Public Resources
Code and Section 7050.5 of
California’s Health and Safety Code.
If the remains are determined to be
Native American, the coroner will
notify the Native American Heritage
Commission and the procedures
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d)
and (e) shall be followed.

Impact 4.10.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could result in
the
potential
disturbance
of
paleontological resources (i.e.,
fossils and fossil formations). This
impact would be potentially
significant.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

PS

MM 4.10.3

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element:

LS

The City will require that a
paleontological resource evaluation
be prepared and measures to mitigate
impacts to paleontological resources
shall be identified (avoidance,
S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
preservation in place, excavation,
documentation, and/or data recovery)
when fossils are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities.

4.11 Public Services
Impact 4.11.1.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in increased demand for fire
protection and emergency medical
services. However, implementation
of proposed General Plan Update
policy provisions and continued
implementation of City standards
would ensure that emergency
service impacts are addressed. This
impact is less than significant.

Policy
PQP‐6.1,
Policy
PQP-6.3, Policy PQP-6.4,
Policy
PQP‐6.5,
Policy
PQP‐6.7, Policy PQP‐6.8,
Policy
HS‐2.1,
Policy
HS‐2.2,
Policy
HS‐2.3,
Policy
HS‐2.7,
Policy
HS‐2.8

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.11.1.2

Implementation of the proposed Policy
PQP‐6.2,
Policy
General Plan Update would result HS‐2.4, Policy HS‐2.5
in additional need for water supply
and infrastructure to provide
adequate fire flows for fire
protection.
However,
implementation
of
proposed
General Plan Update policy
provisions would ensure that
adequate fire flows are provided.
This impact is less than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.11.2.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in increased demand for law
enforcement services and could

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
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Policy
PQP‐5.1,
Policy
PQP‐5.3, Policy PQP‐5.4,
Policy
PQP‐5.8,
Policy
PQP‐5.9, Policy PQP‐5.10
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

result in the need for new or
physically altered law enforcement
facilities. However, implementation
of proposed General Plan Update
policy provisions and continued
implementation of City standards
would ensure that law enforcement
service impacts are addressed. This
impact is less than significant.
Impact 4.11.3.1

Implementation of the proposed Policy PQP‐7.1
General Plan Update would
increase population in the LTUSD
service
area,
which
would
subsequently
increase
student
enrollment in LTUSD schools. New
or expanded school facilities would
not be necessary to serve the
increased demand that would result
in
physical
effects
to
the
environment. This impact is less
than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.11.4.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update may increase
the
demand
for
community
facilities and services as well as
alter facilities. However, the
changes community services and
facilities are not expected to result
in substantial effects to the physical
environment. This impact is less
than significant.

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

4.12 Utilities and Service Systems
Impact 4.12.1.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in increased demand for domestic
water supply. The water purveyors
in the Planning Area have sufficient
existing water supplies/entitlements
to meet the demands of this
anticipated growth in addition to
their
existing
commitments.
Therefore, this impact is considered
to be less than significant.

Impact 4.12.1.2

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update could require
additional
treatment
capacity,
storage capacity, and conveyance
facilities to meet the projected
water supply demands. However,
proposed General Plan Update
policies
would
address
infrastructure needs. This impact is
considered to be less than
significant.

Impact 4.12.2.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in new development within the
Planning
Area,
potentially
increasing
wastewater
flows.
However, adequate wastewater
conveyance
and
treatment
infrastructure exists and expansion
would not be required. Therefore,

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Policy PQP-1.1, Policy PQP1.2, Policy PQP-1.3, Policy
PQP-1.4, Policy PQP-1.5,
Policy PQP-1.7, Policy PQP2.2, Policy PQP-2.4, Policy
PQP-2.5, Policy PQP-2.7,
Policy
PQP‐6.2,
Policy
HS‐2.4, Policy HS‐2.5

LS

None required.

LS

LS

None required.

LS

LS

None required.

LS

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable
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NI – No Impact
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

this impact is considered to be less
than significant.
Impact 4.12.3.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in new development within the
Planning Area. Such development
would increase the city’s overall
solid waste generation, potentially
requiring
the
expansion
of
collection and disposal services.
However, adequate capacity exists
to serve the City. This impact is
considered to be less than
significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.12.4.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in new development within the
Planning Area. Such development
would result in increased demand
for
electric,
natural
gas,
telecommunications, and cable
television
services,
potentially
requiring
the
expansion
of
associated
infrastructure
and
facilities in the Planning Area. This
impact is considered to be less than
significant.

LS

None required.

LS

Impact 4.12.4.2

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in the construction and operation of
new development in the Planning
Area, requiring the consumption of

LS

None required.

LS

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

Policy LU-1.1, Policy LU1.4, Policy LU-4.1, Policy
LU-4.2,
Policy
LU-4.3,
Policy LU-5.1, Policy LU9.1, Policy LU-9.2, Policy

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact
additional
energy
supplies.
However, this new development
would not result in an inefficient,
wasteful
and
unnecessary
consumption of energy. This impact
is considered to be less than
significant.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

LU-9.3,
Policy
LU-9.4,
Policy LU-9.5, Policy TC1.9, Policy TC-1.16, Policy
TC-2.1,
Policy
TC-2.2,
Policy TC-2.3, Policy TC2.4, Policy TC-2.6, Policy
TC-2.7,
Policy
TC-2.8,
Policy TC-3.1, Policy TC3.2, Policy TC-3.3, Policy
TC-3.6,
Policy
TC-3.7,
Policy TC-3.12, Policy TC3.13, Policy TC-3.14, Policy
TC-3.15, Policy TC-3.16,
Policy TC-3.17, Policy TC3.19,
Policy
NCR-5.1,
Policy NCR-5.2, Policy
NCR-5.3, Policy NCR-5.4,
Policy NCR-5.7, Policy
NCR-5.8, Policy NCR-5.9,
Policy NCR-6.2, Policy
NCR-6.6, Policy NCR-6.7,
Policy NCR-6.8, Policy
NCR-6.9, Policy NCR-6.10,
Policy NCR-6.11, Policy
NCR-6.12, Policy NCR6.13, Policy NCR-6.14,
Policy NCR-6.15, Policy
NCR-6.18

4.13 Scenic Resources
Impact 4.13.1

Subsequent development under the Policy
proposed 2030 General Plan LU‐8.1,
Update would occur under new Policy

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

LU‐1.1,
Policy
LU‐8.3,

Policy
LU‐8.2,
Policy

S

MM 4.13.1a

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Land Use Element:

LS

As part of the update of the City’s
B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact
development and design standards
that would improve the overall
scenic quality. However, it would
also intensify development that
may be perceived as out of
character with existing conditions
in regard to height. This impact is
considered significant.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Citywide Design Guidelines, the
following shall be incorporated into
that update process for structures in
excess of three stories 36 feet in the
Tahoe Valley and Stateline nodes
(identified on Figure NPL-1 of the
General Plan):

LU‐8.5,
Policy
LU‐8.6,
Policy
LU‐8.7,
Policy
LU‐8.8,
Policy
LU‐8.9,
Policy
LU‐8.11,
Policy
LU‐8.12, Policy LU‐10.7,
Policy
ROS‐2.5,
Policy
ROS‐2.7, Policy NCR‐1.1,
Policy NCR‐1.2, Policy
NCR‐1.3, Policy NCR‐1.5,
Program IMP-1.2, Program
IMP-1.3

MM 4.13.1b

•

Structures shall be “stepped
back” from the edges of the
property at a ratio of 1:1 (one
foot increase in height for one
foot of additional setback from
the property for a maximum
height of 45 feet in the Tahoe
Valley node);

•

Building design will incorporate
decks and vegetation or other
appropriate features into the
upper levels to eliminate the
possibility of an institutional
appearance; and

•

Building siting and design will
not
completely
obstruct
mountain views, views of Lake
Tahoe, or stream environment
zones from arterial roadways or
public recreation areas.

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Natural and Cultural
Resources Element:
Class I bike trails along the Lake
Tahoe shoreline shall be designed to

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure
visually blend with the natural
conditions and features so that the
trail does not dominate views.
MM 4.13.1C

The City Shall Revise Table LU-2 Of
The Land Use Element To Limit
Maximum Building Height Consistent
With TRPA Height Standards Within
The Town Center And Tourist Center
Land Use Designations To Three
Stories Except Within The Designated
Node Nodes For Tahoe Valley And
Stateline (Identified On Figure NPL-1
Of The General Plan Update) Where
A Maximum Of 45 Feet Would Be
Allowed In The Tahoe Valley node.

Impact 4.13.2

Subsequent development under the
proposed General Plan Update
would
occur
under
new
development and design standards
that would improve the overall
scenic quality. However, it would
also intensify development and
would increase potential height that
could block views of scenic
resources.
This
impact
is
considered potentially significant.

Policy
LU‐8.7,
Policy
LU‐8.8, Policy LU‐8.11,
Policy
LU‐10.7,
Policy
NCR‐1.1, Policy NCR‐1.2,
Policy NCR‐1.3, Policy
NCR‐1.4, Policy NCR‐1.5,
Policy ROS‐2.7

PS

Implement mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM
4.13.1c.

LS

Impact 4.13.3

Implementation of the proposed Policy
LU‐10.2,
Policy
2030 General Plan Update would LU‐10.7, Program IMP-1.1
result in the adoption of new and
improved design standards that
would benefit existing scenic
conditions. No impact would

NI

None required.

NI

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

occur.
Impact 4.13.4

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update could
result in an increase of daytime
glare and/or nighttime lighting. This
increase in daytime glare sources
and nighttime lighting levels could
have an adverse effect on adjacent
areas and land uses. This impact is
considered potentially significant.

PS

MM 4.13.4

The City will add the following as a
policy to the Land Use Element:

LS

As part of update of the City’s
Citywide Design Guidelines, the
following shall be incorporated:
•

Roofs, including mechanical
equipment and skylights, shall be
constructed of non-glare finishes
and earth-tone colors that
minimize reflectivity.

•

Parking lot, walkway, and
building lights shall be directed
downward.
The
Design
Guidelines shall identify lighting
levels to be no more than one
foot-candle per square foot of
area and shall require the use of
shields on light fixtures to avoid
sky lighting and off-site visibility.

•

Exterior lights shall not blink,
flash, or change intensity. String
lights, building or roofline tube
lighting, and reflective or
luminescent wall surfaces are
prohibited.

•

Outdoor lighting shall be
directed downward and shall not
be used for advertisement
purposes.

4.14 Recreation
LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact

Impact 4.14.1

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
result in population growth in the
Planning Area over the next 20
years as well as provide and
encourage additional recreational
opportunities and facilities. This
impact is considered less than
significant.

Impact 4.14.2

Implementation of the proposed
2030 General Plan Update would
allow for the future construction of
numerous recreational amenities
throughout the Planning Area that
could result in environmental
effects involving noise (during
construction and playfields and
playgrounds), air quality (during the
construction
of
the
facility),
biological
resources,
historic/
cultural resources, public services
and utilities (demand for police and
fire protection, electric, water, and
wastewater service), and traffic on a
local neighborhood level. This
impact is considered to be less than
significant.

Impact 4.14.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
maintain the existing publicly
owned recreational facilities in the
Planning Area and would result in

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers
Policy
ROS‐1.2,
Policy
ROS‐1.4, Policy ROS‐1.5,
Policy
ROS‐1.7,
Policy
ROS‐1.9, Policy ROS‐1.11,
Policy ROS‐1.12, Policy
ROS‐1.13, Policy ROS‐2.11

Policy
ROS‐1.1,
Policy
ROS‐1.2, Policy ROS‐1.4,
Policy
ROS‐1.5,
Policy
ROS‐1.7, Policy ROS‐1.9,
Policy ROS‐1.10, Policy

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

LS

None required.

LS

LS

None required.

LS

B

None required.

B

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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Impact
additional recreational amenities
and better access to public lands
through the integration and linkage
of existing city bike paths. This is
considered a beneficial impact.

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

ROS‐1.12, Policy ROS‐2.1,
Policy
ROS‐2.3,
Policy
ROS‐2.4, Policy ROS‐2.5,
Policy
ROS‐2.6,
Policy
ROS‐2.11

5.0 Cumulative Impacts
Impact 5.1

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update, in addition to
existing, proposed, approved, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the city, Planning
Area, and surrounding region,
would contribute to cumulative
land use planning conflicts.

PCC

Implement mitigation measure MM 4.1.2.

LCC

Impact 5.2

The proposed General Plan
Update, in combination with
existing, approved, proposed, and
other
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
would have the potential to induce
growth.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.3

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
result in the displacement of a
substantial number of persons or
housing units.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.4

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
contribute to cumulative hazardous
materials and human health

LCC

None required.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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SU – Significant and Unavoidable
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NI – No Impact
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

impacts.
Impact 5.5

When considered with proposed
TRPA Regional Plan land uses for
other portions of the Tahoe region,
implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would not
result in exceedance of intersection
or roadway level of service
standards.

LCC

None required.

Impact 5.6

When considered with existing,
proposed, planned, and approved
development
in
the
region,
implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
contribute to cumulative traffic
volumes in the region that result in
significant impacts to regional
vehicle miles of travel.

CC

Implement mitigation measure MM 4.4.2.

Impact 5.7

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
include adoption of goals and
policies that would encourage
pedestrian and bicycle facility
improvements
and
that
are
consistent with other adopted plans
in the region.

CB

None required.

CB

Impact 5.8

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
contribute to an increase in
demand for public transit services
in
the
region.
However,

CB

None required.

CB

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
PCC – Potentially Cumulatively Considerable

LCC

CC; SU

B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
CC – Cumulatively Considerable
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

implementation
of
proposed
General Plan Update policy
provisions would ensure that transit
service opportunities are provided.
Proposed General Plan Update
goals and policies are consistent
with other regional plans for transit
services.
Impact 5.9

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result
in increased emissions of air
pollutants that could contribute to
future concentrations of ozone and
particulate matter.

CC

Implement mitigation measures MM 4.5.1 and 4.5.2.

LCC

Impact 5.10

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
other
development
and
land
use
activities, would contribute to
greenhouse gas emissions that
could
result
in
significant
environmental effects, including
water quality impacts to Lake
Tahoe.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.11

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
other
development in the Tahoe Basin,
would increase transportation noise
along area roadways substantially
from existing conditions. The
increase in transportation noise

LCC

None required.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

levels is the primary contributor to
the cumulative increase in noise.
Impact 5.12

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
existing,
approved, proposed, and other
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
could have the potential to
contribute
to
cumulative
groundwater impacts.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.13

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
existing,
approved, proposed, and other
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
could have the potential to
contribute to cumulative surface
water and groundwater quality
impacts as a result of construction
and ongoing operation of future
development.

CC

Implement mitigation measure MM 4.7.4 and MM
4.7.5.

LCC

Impact 5.14

Subsequent development under the
proposed General Plan Update, in
combination with other basin
projects and activities, could result
in changes in land coverage in the
Tahoe Basin.

CC

Implement mitigation measure MM 4.1.2.

LCC

Impact 5.15

The proposed General Plan
Update, in combination with other

LCC

None required.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

reasonably foreseeable projects,
could result in direct mortality and
loss of habitat for special-status
species, wetlands, and waters of the
U.S.
Impact 5.16

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update, in addition to
existing, approved, proposed, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the region, could
result in cumulative impacts to
cultural resources in the region.

CC

Implement mitigation measures MM 4.10.2a and MM
4.10.2b.

LCC

Impact 5.17

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update, in addition to
existing, approved, proposed, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the region, could
result in cumulative impacts to
paleontological resources in the
region.

CC

Implement mitigation measure MM 4.10.3.

LCC

Impact 5.18

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination with other existing,
planned, proposed, approved, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the South Lake
Tahoe vicinity, would increase the
demand for fire protection and
emergency medical services and
thus require additional staffing,
equipment, and related facilities
under cumulative conditions.

LCC

None required.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

Impact 5.19

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination with other existing,
planned, proposed, approved, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the SLTPD service
area, would increase the demand
for law enforcement services and
thus require additional staffing,
equipment, and facilities.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.20

Population growth associated with
implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination with other existing,
planned, proposed, approved, and
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the cumulative
setting, would result in a
cumulative increase in student
enrollment and require additional
schools and related facilities to
accommodate the growth.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.21

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination with other reasonably
foreseeable development, would
result in new and expanded Cityowned buildings and facilities.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.22

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
existing,
approved, proposed, and other

LCC

None required.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
could have the potential to result in
water demands in excess of existing
entitlements
or
permitted
capacities.
Impact 5.23

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
existing,
approved, proposed, and other
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
could have the potential to generate
wastewater in excess of STPUD’s
existing conveyance and treatment
capacities.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.24

Implementation of the proposed
General
Plan
Update,
in
combination
with
existing,
approved, proposed, and other
reasonably
foreseeable
development in the Tahoe Basin,
could have the potential to generate
solid waste in excess of existing
solid waste service and disposal
capacities.

LCC

None required.

LCC

Impact 5.25

Implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would
contribute
to
increased
development and alteration of the
visual character of the Tahoe Basin
and/or
urban
lighting

CC

Implement mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a though
MM 4.13.1c and MM 4.13.4.

LCC

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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Impact

Proposed General
Plan Update Policy
and Action Numbers

Level of
Significance
Without
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure

Resulting
Level of
Significance

characteristics.
Impact 5.26

Implementation of the General Plan
Update and regional development
would require additional park and
recreation facilities within the
Planning Area boundaries.

LS – Less Than Significant
PS – Potentially Significant
LCC – Less Than Cumulatively Considerable
CB – Cumulatively Beneficial
General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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None required.

S – Significant
SU – Significant and Unavoidable
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B – Beneficial
NI – No Impact
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
3.1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.)
and State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000, et seq.). The City of
South Lake Tahoe is the lead agency for the environmental review of the proposed General
Plan Update and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses the
expected environmental impacts resulting from the approval and implementation of the
proposed project and responds to comments received on the DEIR.

3.2

LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written
comments on the Draft EIR (DEIR).
Letter

Individual or Signatory

Affiliation

Date

A

Gregor Blackburn

Federal Emergency Management Agency

September 30, 2010

B

Karen Fink

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

November 22, 2010

C

Eli Ilano

United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

November 12, 2010

D

Richard Helman

California Department of Transportation

January 19, 2011

1

Ty Polastri

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition

October 4, 2010

2

No Signature

League to Save Lake Tahoe

November 12, 2010

3

Richard Drury

League to Save Lake Tahoe

November 12, 2010

4

Taylor Flynn

Local Business Owner

November 12, 2010

Public Meeting

South Lake Tahoe City Council Meeting

November 2, 2010

MTG

3.3

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on
environmental issues received on the DEIR and prepare a written response to each. The written
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed,
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written
response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by
commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204).
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed
comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should
provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments
results in revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or
as a separate section of the Final EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding
system is used:
•

Agency and service provider comment letters are coded by letters and each issue
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1
is referred to as A-1).

•

Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1 is
referred to as 1-1).

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout
for deleted text).

General Plan Update
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Letter A

Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief, Floodplain Management and
Insurance Branch, Federal Emergency Management Agency

Response A-1:

The commenter states that the letter provides comments on the
proposed General Plan Update. The commenter requests that the City
review the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for El
Dorado County and the City of South Lake Tahoe, which were revised
September 26, 2008. The commenter further states that the City of South
Lake Tahoe is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP).
The City and its consultant, in preparing the Draft EIR, reviewed and
utilized the most current Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the Planning Area.
In addition, the FEMA-designated flood zones that are present within the
Planning Area are shown in Figure 4.7-2 on page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR.
Furthermore, Policy HS-4.3 of the proposed General Plan Update requires
the City to continue its participation in the NFIP and implementation of
the FIRMs.

Response A-2:

The commenter states that the minimum, basic NFIP floodplain
management building requirements are described in Vol. 44 Code of
Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65. The commenter
further provides a summary of these minimum building requirements.
The City is a participant in the NFIP. As such, all future development to
occur under the proposed General Plan Update will comply with the NFIP
floodplain management building requirements. As specifically noted in
the Draft EIR (pages 4.7-64 through -67), the proposed General Plan
Update would largely prohibit new development within the 100-year
floodplain (see General Plan Update Policy HS-4.1) and includes policy
provisions (see General Plan Update policies HS-4.2, HS-4.4, HS 4.5,
NCR-2.9, and NCR-2.12) for the restoration of stream environment zones
(SEZs) that include the 100-year floodplain.

Response A-3:

The commenter states that many NFIP participating communities have
adopted additional, more restrictive floodplain management building
requirements. The commenter further provides contact information for the
City’s floodplain manager for more information.
The City has adopted additional standards and regulations related to
floodplain management in Chapter 34 of the City’s Municipal Code. The
proposed General Plan Update would largely prohibit new development
within the 100-year floodplain (see General Plan Update Policy HS-4.1)
and includes policy provisions (see General Plan Update policies HS-4.2,
HS-4.4, HS 4.5, NCR-2.9, and NCR-2.12) for the restoration of stream
environment zones (SEZs) that include the 100-year floodplain.
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Letter B

Karen Fink, Transportation Planner, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Response B-1:

The commenter acknowledges that the public comment period for the
DEIR ended prior to the submission of the comment letter but asks that the
comment be incorporated into the FEIR.
The City has accepted these comments from TRPA and has made
revisions to the Draft EIR as requested.

Response B-2:

The commenter suggests minor text revisions to page 4.4-41, Impact 4.4.2,
second paragraph.
The suggested revisions have been made to the indicated text in the
Draft EIR. The reader is referred to Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft
EIR.

Response B-3:

The commenter thanks the City and compliments it on the proposed
General Plan.
The City thanks the commenter.

City of South Lake Tahoe
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Letter C

Eli Ilano, Acting Forest Supervisor, United States Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

Response C-1:

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to review and
comment on the Draft EIR.
The City thanks the commenter for their comments.

Response C-2:

The commenter states that subsection 4.1.1, in Section 4.1, Land Use, of
the Draft EIR, incorrectly represents the U.S. Forest Service’s organization
and management and incorrectly describes portions of the Planning Area
as being within the Eldorado National Forest. The commenter states that
the National Forest System (NFS) lands within the Planning Area are
administered by the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU).
The indicated text in the DEIR has been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the text
do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and
would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than
those addressed in the Draft EIR. The reader is also referred to Responses
C-6 through C-12 below for additional revisions to the Draft EIR.

Response C-3:

The commenter states that the LTBMU is guided by the LTBMU Land and
Resource Management Plan (LRMP), not the Eldorado National Forest
LRMP as stated in the Draft EIR. The commenter further describes various
amendments to the LTBMU LRMP and the plan’s current status.
The indicated text in the DEIR has been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the text
do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and
would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than
those addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response C-4:

The commenter states that the LTBMU is divided into Management Areas
and the City’s Planning Area is located within the Tahoe Valley
Management Area, which includes nine prescriptions, not two as
indicated in the Draft EIR. The commenter states that the Draft EIR does
not acknowledge the Urban Lots prescription and that the Forest Service
manages hundreds of Urban Lots intermixed with private and stateowned land within the city for the purpose of protecting environmental
quality.
The reader is referred to Responses C-6 through C-12 below for specific
comments and resulting revisions to the Draft EIR.

Response C-5:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR indicates that NFS land is
available for annexation or transfer into the city for development. The
commenter further states that most of the NFS land within the Planning
Area was acquired as open space to protect environmental quality.
The Draft EIR describes in general the City’s desires to annex properties
through potential land exchanges with several state and federal
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agencies. The text does not specifically state such annexations or land
exchanges would involve U.S. Forest Service lands. The potential future
annexations would be guided by the criteria set forth under proposed
General Plan Update Policy LU-1.13 and would involve properties located
within the City’s Sphere of Influence. No large annexation of lands are
expected, given that the proposed General Plan Update’s focus is the
revitalization and concentration of new development into existing
developed areas of the city (see Section 3.0, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR). The City would comply with all applicable regulations
associated with these annexations.
Response C-6:

The commenter states that Table 4.3-2 on page 4.3-19 of the Draft EIR
incorrectly shows that a hazardous material incident is an active site, but
it was closed by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(LRWQCB) on April 30, 2010.
The indicated text in the DEIR has been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the text
do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and
would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than
those addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response C-7:

The commenter states that the Timber Resources discussion beginning on
page 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR incorrectly states that the Planning Area is
within the Eldorado National Forest. The commenter further states that this
section incorrectly describes the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment
(SNFPA) as a stand-alone document.
The indicated text in the DEIR has been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the text
do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and
would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than
those addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response C-8:

The commenter states that the Regional Environment discussion
beginning on page 4.9-12 of the Draft EIR incorrectly describes the
management of NFS lands within the Tahoe Basin and that the Desolation
Wilderness is also managed by the LTBMU.
The indicated text in the DEIR has been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the text
do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and
would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than
those addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response C-9:

The commenter states that Figure 4.9-1 on page 4.9-13 of the Draft EIR
incorrectly labels the NFS lands surrounding Lake Tahoe.
The indicated figure has been revised. The reader is referred to Section
4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the figure do
not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR and would
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not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts than those
addressed in the Draft EIR.
Response C-10:

The commenter states that the data contained in Table 4.9-5 on page
4.9-28 of the Draft EIR does not coincide with the division of management
areas contained in the LTBMU LRMP.
The indicated text and table have been revised. The reader is referred to
Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions made to the
table do not alter the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR
and would not result in additional or more severe environmental impacts
than those addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response C-11:

The commenter states that page 4.14-6 of the Draft EIR incorrectly states
that the Forest Service removes metal pedestal grills or barbecues from
the Pope Beach area.
The comment is noted; however, it does not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR and no response is
required.

Response C-12:

The commenter notes that portions of the Heavenly Ski Resort, which is
described on page 4.14-7 of the Draft EIR, are located on NFS lands and
are operated under a Special Use Permit from the LTBMU.
The comment is noted; however, it does not address the adequacy of the
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR and no response is
required.

Response C-13:

The commenter provides staff contacts for further questions regarding
comments.
The City thanks the commenter for their comments and the provision of
staff contacts in order to clarify the text of the DEIR.
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Letter D

Richard Helman, Chief, California Department of Transportation, Office of
Transportation Planning - East

Response D-1:

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to review and
comment on the Draft EIR.
The City thanks the commenter for providing comments on the Draft EIR.

Response D-2:

The commenter notes discrepancies between the levels of services for
intersections along Highway 50 within the Planning Area shown on Figure
5-1 and subsequent textual discussions of these intersections.
The
commenter states that a Caltrans Adaptive Signal Project for this area is in
its initial stages and will reduce travel time; however, additional measures
will be necessary to improve operations.
Note that this comment appears to refer to the Background Report
prepared for the proposed project. Figure 5-1 in the Background Report is
included in the Draft EIR as Figure 4.4-2.
The LOS analysis reported in Figure 4.4-2 in the Draft EIR reflects summer
conditions, adjusted to reflect the peak hour during the fifth-highest
summer design day. As traffic volumes fluctuate with special events,
there are very limited periods when LOS is worse than those levels shown
in Figure 4.4-2. The first sentence of the first paragraph on Page 4.4-12 of
the Draft EIR has been revised to provide greater clarity. The reader is
referred to Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR.
In addition, a description of the Caltrans Adaptive Signal Project has been
added to the list of Planned Roadway Improvements on page 4.4-14 of
the Draft EIR. The reader is again referred to Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to
the Draft EIR.

Response D-3:

The commenter states that descriptions of planned Caltrans projects in
the Planning Area that are provided on pages 5-10, 5-25, and 5-28 are not
current.
Note that this comment appears to refer to the Background Report
prepared for the proposed project. Descriptions of Caltrans’ planned
improvements in the Planning Area are provided on page 4.4-14 of the
Draft EIR.
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Letter 1

Ty Polastri, President, Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition

Response 1-1:

The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to provide comments
on the proposed project. The commenter has reviewed the sections of
the proposed General Plan Update that relate to bicycles and
pedestrians and offers comments for the City’s consideration.
The City appreciates the receipt of comments from the commenter.

Response 1-2:

The commenter provides input on the beneficial aspects of sidewalks for
recreational use, commuting to work, and utilitarian trips.
The City appreciates the comment regarding sidewalks. Proposed
General Plan Update policies that promote pedestrian and sidewalks
include TC-1.1, TC-1.8, TC-1.15, TC-1.16, TC-3.2, TC-3.3, TC-3.5, TC-3.9,
TC-3.15, TC-3.16, TC-3.17, TC-3.18, and TC-3.19.

Response 1-3:

The commenter suggests text revisions to Policy TC-1.15 on page TC-9 of
the proposed General Plan Update.
General Plan Policy TC-1.15 has been revised based on this comment.
The reader is referred to Section 5.0, Minor Revisions to the Proposed
General Plan.

Response 1-4:

The commenter suggests text revisions to Policy TC-1.18 on page TC-9 of
the proposed General Plan Update.
The suggested revision has been made to Policy TC-1.18. The reader is
referred to Section 5.0, Minor Revisions to the Proposed General Plan.

Response 1-5:

The commenter suggests text revisions to Policy TC-1.8 on page TC-7 of
the proposed General Plan Update.
The suggested revision has been made to Policy TC-1.8. The reader is
referred to Section 5.0, Minor Revisions to the Proposed General Plan.

Response 1-6:

The commenter suggests that the City refrain from using the word “green”
to indicate energy conservation or other related terms. Alternatively, the
commenter suggests that quotation marks be added around the word
“green” to indicate a different use of the word.
The suggested revisions have been made throughout the proposed
General Plan. The reader is referred to Section 5.0, Minor Revisions to the
Proposed General Plan.

Response 1-7:

The commenter states that the City may contact him if additional
explanation of his comments is needed.
The City thanks the commenter for input on the General Plan Update.

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-18

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-19

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-20

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-21

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-22

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-23

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-24

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-25

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-26

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-27

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-28

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-29

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Letter 2

League to Save Lake Tahoe

Response 2-1:

The commenter states that the League to Save Lake Tahoe (the League)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the project.
The City thanks the League for its comments.

Response 2-2:

The commenter states that there may be procedural problems with the
creation and adoption of the proposed General Plan Update.
This comment appears to be associated with the commenter’s concern
regarding the timing and relationship of the proposed General Plan
Update with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regional Plan
and Compact. This issue is responded to in detail in Responses to
Comment 2-7 and 2-8 as well as in responses to comments on Comment
Letter 3.

Response 2-3:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update may not
attain or maintain the environmental threshold carrying capacities
contained in the 1980 Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and identifies
that the proposed General Plan Update is substantially based off the TRPA
proposed Regional Plan Alternative 2. In addition, the commenter
identifies that comments on TRPA proposed Regional Plan Alternative 2,
South Lake Tahoe Airport Report, Airport Air Quality Report, and Airport
Impact Executive Report are incorporated into this comment letter.
The proposed General Plan Update is not subject to TRPA review and
approval pursuant to TRPA’s Compact Article VI, subsection (b). The
Compact defines a project as “any activity undertaken by any person,
including any public agency, if the activity may substantially affect the
land, water, air, space or any other natural resources of the region”
(Compact, Art. II, Section (h)). Here, the General Plan Update is not an
“activity undertaken.” Rather, the proposed General Plan Update is a
plan that will eventually result in numerous activities that will be
undertaken by the City and/or other entities. The proposed General Plan
Update is not intended to be implemented as one activity, in and of itself.
Instead, the proposed General Plan Update is a vehicle that provides a
cohesive vision for future projects and actions. All subsequent actions
proposed pursuant to the General Plan Update will be subject to TRPA
review and approval because these actions will indeed be projects as
defined in the TRPA Compact. No action can be undertaken pursuant to
the proposed General Plan Update without TRPA approval and thus all
actions undertaken pursuant to the General Plan Update will be subject
to TRPA’s environmental review.
It is important to note that a project, as defined by the Compact, is not
required to “attain or maintain” TRPA’s environmental threshold carrying
capacities. Rather, as stated in Article V subsection (g) of the Compact,
prior to approving any project, TRPA must conclude that the project
“…will not cause the adopted environmental threshold carrying
capacities of the region to be exceeded.” The requirement to “attain or
maintain” the threshold applies to the Regional Plan and implementing

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-30

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
ordinances per Article I subsection (b) and Article V subsection (c) of the
Compact.
The reader is referred to Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant
Regulations, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the proposed project’s
potential to conflict with attainment of TRPA’s environmental threshold
carrying capacities. As shown in this section, with mitigation,
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would not conflict
with or cause exceedance of any thresholds except AQ-7 Vehicle Miles
Traveled. This conflict is further discussed in Section 4.4, Transportation and
Circulation, under Impact 4.4.2, which is determined to be significant and
unavoidable. It should be noted that implementation of the existing TRPA
Regional Plan and City General Plan is projected to exceed AQ-7 as well
(see Draft EIR page 6.0-7).
The proposed General Plan Update has been designed to be consistent
with the intent and approach of the proposed TRPA Regional Plan
Update (see Draft EIR page 3.0-2). However, the development intensities
under the proposed General Plan Update do differ from the TRPA
proposed Regional Plan Alternative 2. The Draft EIR includes the analysis of
an alternative (Alternative 2 – Transect Zoning System Alternative) that
was designed to reflect this Regional Plan alternative (see page 6.0-22) of
the Draft EIR.
In regard to League comments on the TRPA proposed Regional Plan
Alternative 2, South Lake Tahoe Airport Report, Airport Air Quality Report,
and Airport Impact Executive Report, no specific detailed comments or
materials regarding these documents were provided in this comment
letter. The League comments on the proposed General Plan Update
Notice of Preparation (correspondence dated October 16, 2009 – see
Draft EIR Appendix A) did include these items, which were considered
and utilized in the preparation of the Draft EIR (see Response to Comment
2-4).
Response 2-4:

The commenter states that the League’s Notice of Preparation (NOP)
comments were not fully addressed in the Draft EIR.
Environmental issues identified in the League’s NOP comment letter were
considered in the Draft EIR. A summary of environmental issue areas
identified by the League and where these issues were addressed in the
Draft EIR is included below:
Environmental Issue Identified

Where Addressed in Draft EIR

General Plan Update sequencing and
consistency with Regional Plan Update and
Community Plans

Draft EIR pages 4.1-26 though -29

Consistency with TRPA thresholds

Draft EIR Section 4.15 (Consistency with
Plans and Relevant Regulations)

Building height in excess of TRPA standards

Draft EIR pages 4.13-15 through -57

Land coverage in excess of TRPA standard

Draft EIR pages 4.7-47 though -56 and
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Environmental Issue Identified

Where Addressed in Draft EIR
4.8-30 through -33

Response 2-5:

Expansion of South Lake Tahoe Airport
operations

Draft EIR pages 4.4-40 through -41, 4.5-34
and -47, and 4.6-30 though -32

Justification of 386,600 square feet of new
commercial floor area

Draft EIR pages 3.0-24 and -25

Environmental effects of new land
annexations

Draft EIR pages 4.1-29 through -31 and
4.8-30 through -33

Environmental effects of commercial
expansion within three of the community
plans

Addressed throughout Draft EIR. New
commercial floor area in the city’s
community plans is identified on Draft EIR
pages 3.0-23 and -24 as well as part of
development assumptions used in the EIR
analysis as identified on Draft EIR pages
4.0-1 and -2.

Changes in the visual character of the city
from CFA relocation incentives

Draft EIR pages 4.13-15 through -57

Environmental impacts from proposed
vacant open space parcel exchange

Draft EIR pages 4.7-47 though -56 and
4.14-10

Impacts to vehicle miles traveled

Draft EIR pages 4.4-32 through -53

Evaluation of greenhouse gas emission
impacts

Draft EIR pages 4.5-47 through -5, and
5.0-15 and -16

Level of service traffic impacts

Draft EIR pages 4.4-31 through -41

Recreation policy impacts associated with
facilities at Bijou Golf Course and El
Dorado Beach

Draft EIR pages 4.7-34 through -37 and
4.14-10

Nighttime lighting impacts

Draft EIR pages 4.13-57 and -58

Impacts to stream environment zones

Draft EIR pages 49-54 though -57

Water quality and TMDL concerns

Draft EIR pages 4.8-43 through -62

The commenter states that the proposed increases in building height,
density, land coverage, commercial floor area (CFA), tourist
accommodation units (TAUs), and airport expansion would result in
significant impacts and would conflict with attainment of TRPA’s
environmental threshold carrying capacities.
The potential environmental impacts of implementing the proposed
General Plan Update are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the
Draft EIR as well as specifically noted in Response to Comment 2-4.
Furthermore, the project’s potential to conflict with attainment (or cause
exceedance) of TRPA’s environmental thresholds is addressed in Section
4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR as
well as in this document. No specific comments or technical analysis are
provided as to how the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze these
potential impacts and conflicts; therefore, no further response is possible.
It should also be noted that the proposed General Plan Update does not
propose additional TAUs as suggested by the commenter.
The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-19 (regarding land
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coverage thresholds), 2-24 (regarding
(regarding scenic resource thresholds).
Response 2-6:

VMT

thresholds), and

2-20

The commenter states that the mitigation measures and proposed
General Plan policies provided in the Draft EIR are insufficient and many
cannot be shown to be effective in mitigating the project’s potential
impacts.
No specific comments or examples are provided to indicate which
measures or policies are considered by the League to be insufficient or
ineffective; therefore, no specific response is possible. However, the
reader is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.14 for discussions as to how the
identified mitigation measures, current City, TRPA, and other regulations,
and General Plan policies will help to avoid or reduce the associated
impacts. Each mitigation measure provided in the EIR includes specific,
enforceable performance standards to ensure that the mitigation
measures are fully implemented as intended. Examples include MM 4.5.1
on Draft EIR page 4.5-34 ( . . . provide air quality construction mitigation to
address short-term construction emissions sufficient to reduce construction
emissions below EDCAQMD thresholds) and MM 4.6.6 on Draft EIR page
4.6-33 ( . . . City will ensure that construction operations are designed to
avoid or mitigate for vibrations above 0.02 inches/second (0.5
mm/second)).
While some of the proposed General Plan policies identified in the Draft
EIR as mitigation do not contain specific performance standards, these
policies are not relied upon to fully mitigate an impact but are identified
because they help to reduce or avoid an impact if implemented and
enforced as intended.

Response 2-7:

The commenter states that the timing of the proposed General Plan
Update in relation to TRPA’s Regional Plan Update violates TRPA policy,
which limits jurisdictions within the region from amending or updating their
plans while the Regional Plan is being updating. The commenter
specifically references Chapter 1, page 6, of TRPA’s current Regional Plan.
The commenter further states that there is no requirement in California law
compelling the City to update the General Plan at this time.
No portion of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Regional Plan, or
Code of Ordinances precludes the City from moving forward with the
proposed General Plan Update at this time. The excerpt from the
Regional Plan quoted in this comment does not explicitly prohibit the City
from updating its General Plan. The proposed General Plan Update was
developed concurrently with TRPA’s Regional Plan Update effort, and the
City has worked closely with TRPA during the update process to
coordinate policy integration between the two planning efforts.
As described on page I-14 of the proposed General Plan Update, state
law requires every city and county in California to adopt a general plan
that is comprehensive and long term. While state law does not define the
term “long term,” most general plans look 15 to 25 years into the future
and are updated when determined necessary by the individual
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jurisdiction. The City’s current General Plan was last comprehensively
updated in 1999, nearly 12 years ago. The City has chosen to update its
General Plan to meet the changing housing, environmental, economic,
and growth needs of South Lake Tahoe and to incorporate the
community’s vision for the future into TRPA’s Regional Plan update
process.
Response 2-8:

The commenter states that in accordance with the provisions of the
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, the City cannot adopt a General
Plan that is inconsistent with the existing Regional Plan or the
environmental thresholds and that the proposed General Plan Update
and Draft EIR acknowledge several such inconsistencies.
The proposed General Plan Update (see page I-17) acknowledges that
the City is under the jurisdiction of TRPA and subject to the Tahoe Regional
Planning Compact. The General Plan Update further acknowledges that
the Compact requires all local jurisdiction planning to be consistent with
TRPA’s environmental thresholds and the Regional Plan. However, the
proposed General Plan Update was developed in close coordination with
TRPA’s Regional Plan update process, and it is anticipated that the
General Plan will be incorporated into the updated Regional Plan,
thereby eliminating any such conflicts.
It is important to note that the proposed General Plan Update is not
subject to TRPA review and approval pursuant to TRPA’s Compact Article
VI, subsection (b). The Compact defines a project as “any activity
undertaken by any person, including any public agency, if the activity
may substantially affect the land, water, air, space or any other natural
resources of the region” (Compact, Art. II, Section (h)). Here, the General
Plan Update is not an “activity undertaken.” Rather, the proposed
General Plan Update is a plan that will eventually result in numerous
activities that will be undertaken by the City and/or other entities. The
proposed General Plan Update is not intended to be implemented as
one activity, in and of itself. Instead, the proposed General Plan Update is
a vehicle that provides a cohesive vision for future projects and actions.
All subsequent actions proposed pursuant to the General Plan Update will
be subject to TRPA review and approval because these actions will
indeed be projects as defined in the TRPA Compact. No action can be
undertaken pursuant to the proposed General Plan Update without TRPA
approval and thus all actions undertaken pursuant to the General Plan
Update will be subject to TRPA’s environmental review. Accordingly, TRPA
is not required to review and approve the proposed General Plan Update
and therefore is not required to adopt an EIS under its environmental
review requirements.
The Draft EIR further acknowledges this fact under Impact 4.1.2, beginning
on Draft EIR page 4.1-26, which describes and analyzes the potential
conflicts between the proposed General Plan Update and the current
Regional Plan. The impact was determined to be significant and
mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 was provided to reduce the impact to less
than significant. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 prohibits the City from
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implementing any portions of the proposed General Plan Update that
conflict with the current Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan
is updated and the two plans are determined to be consistent by both
the City and TRPA. The potential environmental impacts associated with
the identified conflicts are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the
Draft EIR. In addition, Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant
Regulations, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the proposed project’s
potential conflicts with the current TRPA Regional Plan and thresholds.
Response 2-9:

The commenter expresses the opinion that the Compact precludes the
City from adopting the proposed General Plan Update given its
inconsistency with the current Regional Plan. The commenter also notes
that mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 does not reduce the impact given the
uncertainty with the content of the Regional Plan Update.
The League is correct in noting that a preemption analysis would likely find
that the Compact and TRPA regulations control over conflicts that exist in
state and local plans, policies, and regulations. (Courts have found that
the Compact and the TRPA ordinances and regulations should be viewed
as federal law and preemptive of local regulations. See City of South Lake
Tahoe v. TRPA (E.D. Cal. 1987) 664 F.Supp. 1375, 1378.)
The Regional Plan preempts the proposed General Plan Update where
(1) there is a conflict between the two, and (2) the proposed General
Plan Update does not “adopt and enforce an equal or higher
requirement applicable to the same subject of regulation” (Compact,
Art. VI, Section (a)). That is, the proposed General Plan Update may
impose stricter requirements with respect to achievement of the minimum
environmental standards set forth in the Regional Plan. If there is a conflict
between the proposed General Plan Update and the Regional Plan and
the proposed General Plan Update does not set forth stricter
requirements, then the Regional Plan preempts the GPU. The portions of
the proposed General Plan Update that conflict with the Regional Plan
cannot be implemented because TRPA could not approve these actions
pursuant to their review and approval of projects. This well-understood
rule of preemption, however, does not invalidate the proposed General
Plan Update as a whole where a conflict exists. As identified on Draft EIR
page 4.1-26, the proposed General Plan Update’s density, height, and
land coverage intensity standards, as well as commercial floor area
allocations, conflict with the standards under the current Regional Plan
and associated TRPA Code of Ordinances. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2
provides a clear enforceable performance standard consistent with the
Compact that prohibits the implementation of these portions of the
proposed General Plan Update that are currently preempted by the 1987
Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan has been updated and
the General Plan is determined by the City and TRPA to be consistent with
the new Regional Plan and TRPA environmental threshold carrying
capacities. This is consistent with the California Supreme Court case,
Morehart v. Santa Barbara, 7 Cal.4th, 725, 747 (1994).
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While it is acknowledged that the proposed TRPA Regional Plan Update is
still in process and exact details of the new Regional Plan are not yet
known, it is not speculative to assume the land use concepts of the
Regional Plan associated with revitalization and focusing of development
in existing developed areas of the city and the Lake Tahoe Basin. Each of
the alternatives under consideration for the Regional Plan Update
includes these concepts (see Draft EIR pages 4.1-3 and -4). This level of
information on the proposed Regional Plan Update meets the definition of
a “probable future project” under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. It
should also be noted that implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.1.2
after eventual adoption of the Regional Plan Update may require
modifications to the proposed General Plan Update.
Response 2-10:

The commenter states that the proposed increases in new development,
building height, density, land coverage, population, and additional
residential unit allocations and the associated potential conflicts with
attainment of TRPA’s environmental threshold carrying capacities and
cumulative impacts are not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR.
The commenter does not provide any specific details on why the Draft EIR
analysis does not adequately address these impacts; therefore, no
specific response is possible. The potential environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed General Plan Update
are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR. Specifically,
visual impacts associated with the proposed increased building height
standards are addressed under Impact 4.13.1 on Draft EIR page 4.13-15.
Impacts related to increased land coverage are addressed under Impact
4.8.3 on Draft EIR page 4.8-30. Impacts related to population growth are
addressed under Impact 4.2.1 on Draft EIR page 4.2-12. Impacts
associated with new development, including residential units, are
addressed throughout the Draft EIR, while VMT impacts are addressed on
Draft EIR pages 4.4-32 through -53. The project’s potential cumulative
impacts are addressed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, and the
project’s potential conflicts with attainment (or exceedance) of TRPA’s
environmental threshold carrying capacities are addressed in Section
4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant Regulations.

Response 2-11:

The commenter states that certain concepts, such as Smart Growth,
Transect Zoning, and Pedestrian- and Transit-Oriented Development, are
included in both the TRPA Regional Plan Alternative 2 and the Draft EIR,
but lack evidence that they would support attainment of environmental
thresholds. The commenter refers to comments submitted to TRPA
regarding this concern and notes that these comments are attached and
incorporated into these comments.
Table 4.15-2 in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant
Regulations, provides an analysis of the General Plan Update and
whether the plan would conflict with attainment of the TRPA
environmental threshold carrying capacities based on the technical
analysis provided in Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.14 as well as provided
in this document. This technical analysis consists of computer modeling of
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air quality, noise, and traffic impacts of the proposed General Plan
Update, utilization of existing technical reports and analyses, field review,
and analysis by environmental professionals, and meets the definition of
substantial evidence under CEQA Guidelines Section 15384. The
commenter provides no counterevidence or analysis to the conclusions
provided in Draft EIR Table 4.15-2.
Response 2-12:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must quantify and evaluate the
City’s anticipated population growth as well as the associated
environmental impacts, including increases to VMT. The commenter
further states that the Draft EIR indicates a need for additional water
supply, emergency services, public school capacity, and utility service
and infrastructure as a result of the proposed project, but does not
sufficiently quantify or address these environmental impacts.
Section 4.2, Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics, of the Draft EIR
provides a discussion of past and current population trends for both the
county and the city (see Draft EIR pages 4.2-5 and -6). Specific population
projections for the city through 2030 were not available. Instead, the Draft
EIR evaluates a worst-case scenario in which the city is built out and all
available development commodities are utilized as proposed in the
General Plan Update. The population growth under this scenario is
quantified on pages 4.2-12 and -13 of the Draft EIR. It should be noted,
however, that the proposed General Plan Update does not require any
development or growth to occur within the city. Rather, it provides
guidance for the development and growth that does occur over the next
20 years.
The potential environmental impacts associated with the projected
population growth under this worst-case scenario are evaluated in
Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR and are quantified where
feasible. The reader is referred to Section 4.4, Transportation and
Circulation, for an evaluation of VMT. As described on pages 4.4-35
through -39, the impact of the proposed General Plan Update on regionwide VMT was quantified and evaluated based on the TRPA TransCAD
travel model under several scenarios, including the worst-case scenario
described above.
The reader is also referred to Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality,
and Section 4.12, Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR, for an
evaluation of water supply. As shown in Table 4.7-6 on page 4.7-41 and
under Impact 4.12.1-1 on pages 4.12-12 through -13, the projected
increase in water supply demand was quantified and adequately
evaluated.
The reader is referred to Section 4.11, Public Services, for an evaluation of
emergency services and public school capacity.

Response 2-13:

The commenter quotes an excerpt from page 4.1-26 of the Draft EIR
regarding the environmental benefits of mixed-use development, formbased policies, and pedestrian transit-oriented design principles. The
commenter states that these benefits are unsubstantiated, especially in
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the context of the TRPA environmental thresholds. The commenter further
states that the proposed increases in development, density, and
population would result in significant cumulative impacts on the
environment.
The proposed project’s potential effects on the attainment of TRPA’s
environmental thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15, Consistency with
Applicable Plans and Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR and this
document. The proposed project’s potential cumulative impacts are
addressed in Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. The reader
is referred to Response to Comments 2-11 and 2-16.
Response 2-14:

The commenter states that the League opposes the use of smart growth
concepts outside of the South Stateline area, as such a development
pattern would conflict with the attainment of TRPA’s environmental
thresholds, it is inconsistent with the desires of residents and visitors, and it is
intended for use in areas of significant population growth or to stimulate
tourism, which is not appropriate outside of the Stateline area.
The commenter’s opposition to the use of smart growth outside of the
Stateline area and expressed opinions on the use of smart growth is
noted. The proposed General Plan Update directs future growth to the
city’s four community plan areas, particularly within the Stateline and
Tahoe Valley nodes, and provides incentives to remove undesirable
development outside of these areas. This is consistent with the City’s,
residents’, and visitors’ desires to keep outlying areas less developed and
in a more natural state (as identified in the General Plan Update Vision,
see Draft EIR pages 3.0-5 through -7). The reader is referred to Response to
Comment 2-11 regarding the analysis of environmental thresholds.

Response 2-15:

The commenter states that the environmental impacts of the growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan Update must be
concretely quantified but that the Draft EIR dismisses this growth by
referring to it as minor.
The commenter is referring to a description of one of the project
alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR and not the proposed General Plan
Update. The reader is referred to Draft EIR pages 3.0-23 and -24 and 4.0-1
and -2, where specific information is provided regarding new
development allocations assumed for the city under the proposed
General Plan Update. As described in Responses to Comment 2-5, 2-10,
and 2-11, the Draft EIR provides technical analysis of the environmental
effects of implementation of the proposed General Plan Update and its
associated new development.

Response 2-16:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not provide sufficient
evidence that higher-density, compact, transit-oriented development
would reduce the project’s potential environmental impacts related to
VMT, air quality, land disturbance, infrastructure expansion, and water
quality. The commenter further states that the potential individual and
cumulative impacts of increasing density must be fully evaluated.
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The reader is referred to Impact 4.4.2 on pages 4.4-41 and -42 of Section
4.4, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on these
pages, implementation of the proposed General Plan policies
encouraging smart growth and transit-oriented development would
significantly reduce VMT. Based on the transportation planning literature,
LSC’s (EIR traffic consultant) extensive experience in transportation
analysis in a wide range of resort communities, and studies regarding nonauto programs in the Tahoe Basin, as well as the proven success of
alternative transportation programs in other mountain resort communities,
VMT reductions identified and utilized in the Draft EIR are considered
accurate. A reduction in VMT would directly result in a reduction in air
emissions (see Impact 4.5.2 on page 4.5-33). The reader is also referred to
page 4.7-50, which describes how dense, compact, transit-oriented
development reduces water quality impacts, including references to two
published studies. Redevelopment of these areas would also allow for the
installation of water quality control features that utilize the most current
and effective technologies.
Response 2-17:

The commenter provides an excerpt from page 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR
regarding the anticipated rate and distribution of future development in
the city. The commenter states that because low- and moderate-income
housing would be exempted from TRPA’s allocation system, all 1,162
anticipated residential units could be built immediately. The commenter
further states that the League is unclear as to how lower-density uses will
be phased out.
It should again be noted that the General Plan Update does not require
any development or growth to occur within the city; instead, it provides
guidance for the development that will occur over the next 20 years.
Although the proposed General Plan Update designates sufficient land to
accommodate up to 1,162 new residential units and the Draft EIR
analyzes the environmental effects of this growth occurring by the year
2035, it is very unlikely that all of this land would be developed at one time
or in the near future. Development will occur as private development
occurs and through the procurement of residential unit allocations. As
indicated by local population growth (described on page 4.2-5 of the
Draft EIR), growth and development in the city occurs at a relatively slow
pace, which is particularly true given the national economic recession
and downturn in the building industry.
The proposed General Plan Update (see Policies LU-2.3 and ED-1.9 and
Implementation Programs IMP-1.11 and IMP-2.6) provides incentives to
remove existing lower-density and undesirable development currently
located outside of the city’s four community plan areas. The
development right and land coverage transfer programs would gradually
phase out these uses.

Response 2-18:

The commenter states that the General Plan Update proposes the
adoption of transect zoning and that such a zoning system is a cookiecutter approach to planning that does not consider site-specific
constraints such as scenic corridors.
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The commenter’s opinion of transect zoning is noted. The reader is
referred to Impact 4.13.1 on pages 4.13-15 through -53 of Section 4.13,
Scenic Resources, for a discussion of potential impacts to scenic corridors.
Response 2-19:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently analyze
impacts to TRPA’s environmental thresholds that could result from the
proposed increases in land coverage. The commenter quotes proposed
General Plan Policy LU-2.10 and text from page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR and
states that the proposed increases in land coverage conflict with the
TRPA Compact as well as with Impact 4.8.3 shown on page 1.0-28 of the
Draft EIR. The commenter further states that the proposed increase in land
coverage must be quantified and the associated impacts evaluated.
The analysis for Impact 4.8.3 contained on pages 4.8-30 through -33 of the
Draft EIR acknowledges that the General Plan Update proposes an
increase in allowable land coverage within multiple land use designations
as shown in General Plan Table LU-2. The Draft EIR further states that
future development must comply with TRPA land coverage standards in
place at the time of development and would therefore not result in a
significant impact or negatively affect the attainment of TRPA’s land
coverage threshold. This section of the Draft EIR further acknowledges
that the General Plan Update proposes an increase in allowable land
coverage and exemptions from coverage limitations for low- and
moderate-income housing within the Stateline and Tahoe Valley nodes
beyond current TRPA Code of Ordinance provisions.
A review of aerial photographs along with site reconnaissance indicate
that community plan and node areas in the City are already substantially
developed and in many cases already exceed TRPA land coverage
standards with several parcels consisting of 100 percent land coverage.
Those parcels that currently exceed existing standards are shown on
Figures 3.0-1 and 3.0-2 (though it is noted that recent development in the
State Line Node [e.g., Heavenly Village] has addressed its land coverage
impacts through compliance with the current TRPA Code of Ordinances
Chapter 20). Given that these areas already generally exceed both the
existing and proposed land coverage standards, future development in
compliance with the proposed General Plan Update coverage standards
under Table LU-2 would result in a reduction of land coverage in these
areas as compared to existing conditions. For this reason, implementation
of the proposed General Plan Update would assist TRPA in achieving the
land coverage threshold.
Furthermore, TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 20.3C(7) would still require
mitigation of excessive land coverage for subsequent development
under the General Plan Update, while General Plan Update Policy NCR3.6 requires the increase of naturally functioning stream environment
zones (SEZ) by preserving existing SEZ and restoring/rehabilitating disturbed
SEZ as shown in Figure 3.0-3. As such, no significant land coverage
impacts are anticipated to occur and the threshold attainment status
would not be negatively affected. It is important to note also that the
proposed General Plan Update includes policies (LU-2.3 and LU-4.4) that
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focus new development into community plan areas and underutilized
sites that have existing land coverage.
It is not possible at this time to quantify future land coverage within the
Stateline and Tahoe Valley nodes that would result from various future
development projects that could occur over the next 20 years and that
may or may not utilize the City’s land coverage incentive programs. The
Draft EIR makes a good faith effort at describing and, where possible
quantifying, the existing land capability classifications and the existing,
available, and banked land coverage in the Planning Area (see pages
4.8-22 through -26 of the Draft EIR), as well as how the proposed project
could affect land coverage (see Impact 4.8.3 on pages 4.8-30 through
-33 of the Draft EIR).
Response 2-20:

The commenter states that the scenic impact analysis associated with
taller buildings was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and that
the mitigation measures identified were not sufficient. The commenter
also states that this intensification would also lead to other environmental
impacts to VMT, water quality, vegetation, and wildlife and indirectly
impact other resources.
Draft EIR pages 4.13-15 through -57 provide an extensive analysis of the
change in the visual character of the city from implementation of the
new height standards in the proposed General Plan Update, which
includes the provision of visual simulations of how development would
likely look in the Tahoe Valley Community Plan area with implementation
of the proposed General Plan. The City has further reviewed the proposed
height standards and now proposes the following revised mitigation
measures that would restrict height to current TPRA maximum height
standards except in the Tahoe Valley and Stateline nodes designated in
the proposed General Plan Update. These modifications would result in
future buildings in the Tahoe Valley node that would complement the
scale and mass of development in other parts of the City and would not
dominate the skyline (i.e., would be well below the height of the existing
tree canopy) as demonstrated in the visual simulations in Draft EIR Figures
4.13-2a through 4.13-8b. The additional allowed height in the Stateline
nodes would be consistent with existing developed conditions and would
not substantially alter the visual characteristics of this area.
According to the 2006 TRPA Threshold Evaluation Report, scenic quality is
improving in the Tahoe Basin with all four thresholds seeing positive trends
toward attainment and two thresholds nearing attainment. In particular,
threshold SR-1 related to scenic quality as viewed from major travel routes
in the Basin, has shown a positive trend toward attainment status with no
roadway units falling into non-attainment. This progress is due primarily to
improvements in commercial and urban districts including removal of
degraded structures and improvement in architectural quality of new
structures as well as increased landscaping.
These improvements
included construction of Heavenly Village in the Stateline Community
Plan Area which was completed in 2004 and which features building
heights in excess of surrounding development. As identified on Draft EIR
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pages 4.13-3 and -4, roadway units 32 (Casino Area) and 33 (The Strip)
have improved threshold rating through the redevelopment of these
areas. The Casino Area roadway unit threshold rating has improved from
11 in 1991 to 13.5 in 2006; while The Strip roadway unit threshold rating has
improved from 6 in 1982 to 14 in 2006 (attainment is a threshold rating of
15).
This indicates that revitalization of the City’s urbanized nodes (even with
increased building heights), with implementation of appropriate
mitigation, would not negatively affect attainment of TRPA environmental
thresholds for scenic quality. Rather, implementation of the General Plan
Update, which would result in new development as well as
redevelopment and associated frontage improvements and landscaping
would improve scenic quality in these areas and assist in the attainment
of these thresholds.
Draft EIR pages 1.0-40 (Table 2.0-1) and page 4.13-53, the following
changes are made to mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1c:
MM 4.13.1a

The City will add the following as a policy to the Land Use
Element:
As part of the update of the City’s Citywide Design
Guidelines, the following shall be incorporated into that
update process for structures in excess of three stories 36
feet in the Tahoe Valley and Stateline nodes (identified on
Figure NPL-1 of the General Plan):

MM 4.13.1c

•

Structures shall be “stepped back” from the edges of
the property at a ratio of 1:1 (one foot increase in
height for one foot of additional setback from the
property for a maximum height of 45 feet in the Tahoe
Valley node);

•

Building design will incorporate decks and vegetation
or other appropriate features into the upper levels to
eliminate the possibility of an institutional appearance;
and

•

Building siting and design will not completely obstruct
mountain views, views of Lake Tahoe, or stream
environment zones from arterial roadways or public
recreation areas.

The City shall revise Table LU-2 of the Land Use Element to
limit maximum building height consistent with TRPA height
standards within the Town Center and Tourist Center land
use designations to three stories except within the
designated node nodes for Tahoe Valley and Stateline
(identified on Figure NPL-1 of the General Plan Update)
where a maximum of 45 feet would be allowed in the
Tahoe Valley node.

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-42

EL
O

LN

M

DR

AV
E

RU

TH

E
AV

AV
E

5T
H

DUNLAP DR

ST

ES

IC
IA

PH
A

ST

JA
M

IS
E

LA

D
3R

E
A
Ä

O
EL

E
IS

M
JA

E
AV

ES

L

E
AV

½
I
O
RT
A
B

LE
HE

O
GL
NE
RE

TU

C

R
KE

N

N

E
AV

E
AK

TA

E
HO

VD
BL

E
AV

JEAN AVE

E
AV

4TH ST

T:\_GIS\EL_DORADO_COUNTY\MXDS\SOUTH_LAKE_GPU\FEIR\TAHOE VALLEY NODE.MXD - 2/17/2011 @ 5:07:19 PM

PA
TR

E
EM

E
AV

RA
LD

SOUTH AVE

BAY
RD
T
BS

Legend
City Limits

Parcels

T
CS

DR

´

Parcels with Excess Land Coverage
BA

FEET

200

Tahoe Valley Node
L
ME

VE
AA

0

NZ

E
AV
Source: TRPA, 2009; ESRI, 2010

200

NA
BO

N

T
BS

L
TA
TA

DI
DE

D

ST
TA
EL

Figure 3.0-1
Parcels with Excessive Land Cover
Tahoe Valley Node

RE A
VE
A ZU

RD

EL AV

N

AV
E

KR
OC

FRID

a

d

a

AY A
V

AN

SIT

WA
Y

E

D
MI

EE
RT

RD

D

D

City Limits

PEN
TAG
O

Stateline Node

GL
E

Source: TRPA, 2009; ESRI, 2010

FEET

RD

Legend

NR

D

PIO
N

YR
WA

SR

FE
RN

TR

O

RO

RL

MO
S

EA

LR

D

RD

MO
N

E

EC
H

0

LA

½
I
RD

LO
DG

SE

RD

KA
VE

PR
IM

D
CE

AR

KE

YC
AM
BE
LL

KA
VE

PK
Y

T

TA
H

ST

KE

A LLE

LA

RA
VE

PA
R

CE
DA

MA
N

ZA

PIN
E

NIT
AA
VE

BL
VD

LA S

OE
B

AC

LV
D

KR

v

CED

TR

PA
R

200

e

LA U R

NE

D

PINE
B

MAN
ZA

LVD

NITA

AR A
VE

AVE

E

GRE
ENW
O

OD
R

D

ST
AT
EL
I

BL

T:\_GIS\EL_DORADO_COUNTY\MXDS\SOUTH_LAKE_GPU\FEIR\STATELINE NODE.MXD - 2/22/2011 @ 11:51:14 AM

HILL

200

NR

´

CHON

D

OKIS R

D

Parcels with Excess Land Coverage
Parcels

Figure 3.0-2
Parcels with Excessive Land Cover
Stateline Node

AVE

PO

ND

O
ER

SA

ST

DR

E
AV

T
SE

NIA

N
SU

IFO
R

ST

CAL

A

DI
LO

T:\_GIS\EL_DORADO_COUNTY\MXDS\SOUTH_LAKE_GPU\FEIR\SEZ DEVELOPMENT.MXD - 2/22/2011 @ 11:53:03 AM

N
CO

G
TO
S
E

L
PA

M

CH
RIVER

O
EL

M
JA

ES

E
IS

LA

E
AV

KE

H
TA

OE

A
IR

S
RI

E
AV

E
AV

DR

VD
BL

E
AV

TR
UC
DR
ER
LV
I
S

E
AV
M
EL

E
AV

P
TI

E
AV

R

ST

WINNEMUCCA AVE

E
AV

ED
KE

D
2N
N
LE
HE

L
HE

EN

UC

N

E
AV

TR

O
RT
BA

E
KE

½
I

Legend
City Limits

Existing Development in SEZ
Stream Environment Zone

3RD ST

Parcels

Source: TRPA, 2009; ESRI, 2010

200

0
FEET

200

´

Figure 3.0-3
Existing Development within Stream Environment Zones

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
Response 2-21:

The commenter expresses concerns that the visual simulations provided in
the Draft EIR do not accurately demonstrate the impact of six-story
buildings and states the following issues with the visual simulations:
•

Pictures were taken during smoky days.

•

Angles of the photos do not allow the viewer to see the
mountains.

•

The bulk and mass of six-story buildings are not provided.

•

The visual simulations include features (trees, lampposts, paving
stones) that would not necessarily be added.

It is acknowledged that the photos were taken during the summer of 2008
when visibility in the Lake Tahoe Basin was not ideal. However, views of
the mountains are shown in Draft EIR figures 4.13-2a and b, 4.13-6a and b,
4.13-7a and b, and 4.13-8a and b. The angles of the photos were chosen
to capture the view along TRPA roadway units 1 (Tahoe Valley) and 35 (Al
Tahoe) and were based on consultation with TRPA staff. As noted on Draft
EIR page 4.13-15, the visual simulations were intended to illustrate the
anticipated changes in the form of development in the city based on
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update and do provide
notations to building envelopes should the buildings be built to 75 feet in
height. While the commenter expresses concerns regarding the use of
aesthetic improvements associated with landscaping features (trees,
lampposts, and paving stones), these features were based on current
treatments in the Stateline node and would be expected based on
implementation of City design guidelines.
Response 2-22:

The commenter states that VMT is a primary source of air and water
pollutants entering Lake Tahoe, including road dust. The commenter
further states that the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR to
mitigate for anticipated increases in VMT, such as transit and pedestrian
facilities, cannot be guaranteed to reduce VMT.
The proposed project’s potential impacts to air quality and water quality
are addressed in Section 4.5, Air Quality and Climate Change, and
Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. An EIR is not
intended to identify only those measures that are guaranteed to result in
a particular outcome. Rather, the evaluation included in an EIR focuses
on the most likely outcome that would result from implementation of a
mitigation measure. For a policy document (such as the General Plan),
the analysis assumes that the policies are actually implemented as
drafted. In other words, it is not the EIR analyst’s appropriate role to assess
the level of political/administrative will to implement the proposed
policies. The reader is also referred to Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water
Quality, regarding water quality control measures and efforts.

Response 2-23:

The commenter provides an excerpt from page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR
regarding the anticipated increases and reductions in VMT resulting from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update and the mitigation
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measures contained in the Draft EIR. The commenter states that the
projected VMT increases are likely underestimated due to overestimating
the potential reductions from implementing the applicable mitigation
measures and mitigating General Plan policies.
The reader is referred to Section 4.4, Draft EIR pages 4.4-30 through -40 for
a summary of the methodology used to evaluate the proposed General
Plan Update’s traffic impacts.
The “increasing urbanization” identified in the comment is fully and
realistically reflected in the additional land use quantities included in the
TransCAD model for the proposed General Plan Update. This includes
residential/lodging growth as well as commercial/resort/recreational
growth. There is also a substantial untapped potential to increase nonauto travel mode share in the South Lake Tahoe area. As an example,
2000 U.S. Census data indicates the proportion of commuting occurring
by bicycle and walking modes is only 4 percent in the Tahoe region, but is
26 percent in Aspen, Colorado. The Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan also indicates a high potential for growth in Class I
multipurpose trail bicycle/pedestrian travel, on the order of a tripling of
existing trail use (8,950 users per day to 26,327 users per day, at key
locations). This does not include potential growth of bicycling and walking
on other types of facilities. A substantial potential for increase in public
transit use is also evidenced by a comparison of BlueGO annual ridership
with that of other similar mountain resort communities: ridership in Park
City, Utah, is roughly 2.5 times that in South Lake Tahoe; that in Vail,
Colorado, is roughly 4 times that of South Lake Tahoe; and that in Aspen,
Colorado, is roughly 11 times that in South Lake Tahoe. Finally, the draft
South Lake Tahoe/BlueGO 2010 Short Range Transit Plan identifies a
potential increase in annual transit ridership in the South Shore region of
approximately 47 percent over a five-year period, if historical funding
levels can be regained. It should be noted that the commenter provides
no countering evidence or technical analysis that supports their
contention that the reductions used in the VMT analysis are
overestimated.
Response 2-24:

The commenter states that the anticipated increase in VMT and
associated impacts to air and water quality and noise resulting from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update is unacceptable
under the Compact and TRPA Resolution 82-11, which requires the basin
to come into compliance with the thresholds for VMT, air and water
quality, and noise.
The Draft EIR, under Impact 4.4.2 beginning on page 4.4-41 and in Section
4.15, page 4.15-14, acknowledges that implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update would result in a net increase in region-wide VMT
and would conflict with TRPA Environmental Threshold AQ-7. The
proposed project’s potential impacts to air quality, water quality, and
noise are addressed in Section 4.5, Air Quality and Climate Change,
Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Section 4.6, Noise, of the
Draft EIR. As identified in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and
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Relevant Regulations, the analysis in the Draft EIR does not identify any
conflicts with other air quality, noise, or water quality thresholds.
Response 2-25:

The commenter states that the traffic analysis and data presented in
Appendix B is unclear, as labels are missing from the graph and the
format of the graph is unusable.
Draft EIR Appendix B provides the data that was utilized in the traffic
modeling and analysis in the EIR. VMT data regarding current trends and
projected changes in VMT from the proposed General Plan are provided
in the body of the Draft EIR on pages 4.4-3 (Table 4.4-1), 4.4-5 (Figure
4.4-1), and 4.4-43 (Table 4.4-8).

Response 2-26:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the
project’s ozone emission impacts and does not provide sufficient
mitigation measures to reduce ozone levels to meet state and TRPA
standards.
Table 4.5-8 on page 4.5-18 of the Draft EIR shows the Lake Tahoe Air
Basin’s (LTAB) attainment status for all applicable federal, state, and TRPA
standards for criteria air pollutants, including ozone. The LTAB is in
attainment for the federal ozone standard and in nonattainment for the
state and TRPA ozone standards.
Short-term or construction criteria air pollutant emissions are addressed in
Impact 4.5.1 (see pages 4.5-32 and -33 of the Draft EIR) and were
determined to be less than significant with incorporation of mitigation
measure MM 4.5.1. This measure requires discretionary projects to
implement measures to reduce emissions below El Dorado County Air
Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) thresholds. This measure
contains specific performance-based standards that would reduce
emissions associated with construction activities to below adopted
significance thresholds and was therefore determined to adequately
mitigate the impact to a less than significant level.
Long-term or operational criteria air pollutant emissions are addressed in
Impact 4.5.2 (see pages 4.5-33 through -42) and were determined to be
less than significant with continued implementation of TRPA Traffic and Air
Quality Mitigation Programs, incorporation of mitigation measure MM
4.5.2, and the proposed General Plan policies listed. Mitigation measure
MM 4.5.2 prohibits the installation of wood-burning hearth devices in
proposed residential units and requires all EDCAQMD-recommended
measures to be incorporated into project designs. The Draft EIR includes
all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the emission ozone-forming
pollutants that would result from implementation of the proposed General
Plan Update.
As noted on Draft EIR page 4.5-42, the majority of emissions generated
within the LTAB are attributable to mobile sources. To address impacts
associated with mobile sources on Lake Tahoe’s air quality, numerous
environmental improvement projects (EIPs) have focused on
transportation and pedestrian projects. Over the past ten years, nearly
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$256 million has been invested in improving Tahoe’s transportation and
pedestrian infrastructure with EIP projects. These EIPs have resulted in an
approximate 20 percent reduction in vehicle traffic near Stateline since
2001, constructed and rehabilitated 20 transit facilities, replaced 18
vehicles in the public transit fleet with clean-burning vehicles, constructed
or planned 127 miles of new multipurpose trails, and increased transit
ridership in the region to approximately 1.5 million passengers annually.
These accomplishments have resulted in substantial decreases in
emissions from in-basin sources, which have helped to lessen regional and
local air quality impacts.
Response 2-27:

The commenter quotes Impact 4.7.4 and states that adequate mitigation
is not provided to reduce operational water quality degradation. The
commenter suggests that the City dedicate funds for the purchase,
operation, and maintenance of Best Available Technology street
sweepers and a robust road maintenance schedule to further protect
water quality. The commenter notes that the proposed General Plan
Update includes policy provisions to fund transit projects to reduce VMT
but does not include funding for stormwater infrastructure.
The Draft EIR specifically notes the need for operation and maintenance
program for drainage and water quality facilities in the city (see mitigation
measure MM 4.7.4). Two years ago, the City entered into a lease
agreement for the use of two high-efficiency street sweepers that the
League to Save Lake Tahoe is recommending the City acquire. Leasing
the high-efficiency street sweepers is preferable to purchasing because
the equipment wears out relatively quickly and has little salvage value at
the end of its useful life. The City recently expended over $100,000
constructing a street sweeper washing station to support the street
sweepers. The new wash station allows a more efficient method of
cleaning the high-efficiency street sweepers. The very fine particles that
the street sweepers collect must be flushed out of the sweepers. At this
time, the two new high-efficiency street sweepers are sufficient to address
the cleaning of fine particles from city streets.

Response 2-28:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR overemphasizes the potential
benefits from efforts to enhance alternative modes of transportation and
provides an excerpt from page 4.4-42 of the Draft EIR. The commenter
states that it is unclear how a 5 percent increase in “mode shift” was
calculated and that the efforts to enhance alternative modes of
transportation are not guaranteed, as the mitigation measures contain
weak language. The commenter further states that it is unlikely that these
enhanced modes of transportation would actually increase their usage
given the unique environment of the Tahoe Basin and that it is speculative
to assume that these efforts would lead to real reductions in VMT.
The reader is referred to Response to Comment 2-23. Approximately 60
percent of travel in the Tahoe region on a peak day is visitor traffic and
the remaining 40 percent is resident traffic. Actions that are particularly
useful to resident trips (such as commuting) are therefore beneficial to a
substantial portion of overall travel. In addition, actions providing visitors

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

3.0-52

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIR
with attractive alternatives to the automobile (improvements in
bicycle/pedestrian networks, improvements in visitor-oriented transit
services such as rubber-tired trolley service, etc.) are shown both in the
Tahoe region and in other similar mountain resort communities to result in
high levels of use, with corresponding reductions in auto traffic. Examples
include the high level of visitor use seen on the Camp Richardson bicycle
path and the historically high levels of use of the Nifty Fifty Trolley when a
high quality of service was being operated. As noted in Response to
Comment 2-23, much higher levels of transit ridership (much of it
generated by visitors) are observed in other mountain resort communities
that provide a higher level of transit service than currently provided in
South Lake Tahoe. While some factors argue for reduced attractiveness of
auto alternatives in a resort community (including larger travel group size
and the need for some recreational trips to include carrying gear such as
skis or beach chairs), other factors indicate a relatively high potential for
non-auto travel in resort communities. In particular, visitors are not on as
tight a schedule as residents typically are (between work commitments,
child-care commitments, etc.). As a result, visitors can be more attracted
to a travel model (such as transit) that takes longer to complete a trip. In
addition, for many visitors, travel by alternative modes (such as cycling or
a rubber-tired trolley trip) can be an enjoyable part of their overall
recreational experience. Based on the transportation planning literature,
the analyst’s extensive experience in transportation analysis in a wide
range of resort communities, and studies regarding non-auto programs in
the Tahoe Basin, as well as the proven success of alternative
transportation programs in other mountain resort communities, a 5
percent mode shift over a 20-year period is considered to be
conservatively low, assuming full implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update. Furthermore, proposed implementation program
IMP4.3 (Transit In-Lieu Fee Assessment) would provide a new local funding
source, which would directly address the crucial limiting factor to the
scope of the local transit program (lack of local funding). The commenter
provides no evidence or technical analysis to counter the VMT analysis
provided in the Draft EIR.
Response 2-29:

The commenter states that implementation of the proposed General Plan
Update as well as many of the mitigation measures provided in the Draft
EIR, including those that involve smart growth, transect zoning, and CFA
relocation, would worsen water quality.
The commenter provides no technical analysis or evidence to support the
contention that the mitigation measures and policies associated with
focusing of development into existing developed areas of the city
identified in the Draft EIR would worsen water quality. As identified in
Response to Comment 2-27, mitigation measure MM 4.7.4 would improve
current water quality control efforts through the establishment of a
stormwater management plan that includes a program to ensure
ongoing operation, maintenance, inspection, and long-term funding of
private and public water quality control features. A water quality
sampling study concluded that a restoration project on Trout Creek that
included stream channel reconstruction, bank stabilization, revegetation,
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removal of water diversion structures, and other restorative activities
resulted in increased infiltration and is anticipated to improve nutrient
loads with the increase of vegetation. This supports the assumption that
SEZ restoration supported by proposed General Plan Update policies
(Policy NCR-3.6) in the Planning Area can improve water quality of Lake
Tahoe and its tributaries if designed properly (see Draft EIR page 4.7-56).
As specifically identified on Draft EIR page 4.7-50, development guided by
smart growth principles can help protect water quality by reducing
impervious surfaces, improving drainage detention, and allowing natural
lands to filter rainwater and runoff before it reaches downstream
waterways and drinking-water supplies. According to the USEPA, a 2000
study found that compact development in New Jersey would produce 40
percent less water pollution than more dispersed development patterns.
Furthermore, a 2009 study published in the Journal of the American Water
Resources Association determined that total runoff and per capita
loadings of phosphorus, nitrogen, and suspended solids decreased
markedly with density. The study found that a simple doubling of standard
suburban densities (to 8 dwelling units per acre [DUA] from about 3 to 5
DUA) in most cases could do more to reduce contaminant loading
associated with urban growth than many traditional stormwater best
management practices and that higher densities such as those
associated with transit-oriented development could outperform almost all
traditional BMPs.
Response 2-30:

The commenter states that many of the mitigation measures contained in
the Draft EIR are not enforceable and provides proposed General Plan
Policy PQP-11.8 as an example of such a measure. The commenter further
states that the abrasives and deicers the City applies to roadways are
known water pollutants and opines that Policy PQP-11.8 is not
enforceable as worded.
While it is acknowledged that some policies in the proposed General Plan
Update do not provide fully enforceable language, there are several
policies and mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR that contain
specific performance standards to address water quality in addition to
the existing regulatory requirements in place that protect water quality
(see Draft EIR pages 4.7-50 through -52). Examples of these policies that
provide mitigation of water quality impacts include the following:
Policy PQP-4.1: Stormwater Management Program. The City shall develop
a stormwater management program to minimize increased flows and
pollutant loads in urban runoff, improve area-wide stormwater runoff
quality, and promote retention and reuse of stormwater runoff.
Policy PQP-4.2: Minimize Stormwater Runoff. The City shall continue to
implement programs and policies to address drainage (i.e., excessive
water quantity) and pollution (i.e., impaired water quality) problems, by
promoting development and retrofits that minimize the discharge of
stormwater runoff to the City’s stormwater infrastructure.
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Policy PQP-4.3: Stormwater Detention/Retention. The City shall require all
projects to either detain or retain stormwater runoff on-site whenever
physically possible and economically efficient or, if not possible or
efficient, to contribute to the construction and long-term maintenance of
off-site water quality measures.
Policy NCR-2.3: Stormwater Quality Management Improvement. The City
shall improve stormwater quality management by including, along with
other proven options, the use of swales and natural treatment systems
and integration of runoff into functional design elements and public art.
The City shall also incorporate the latest technologies for water quality
treatment facilities into restoration efforts.
Policy NCR-2.8: Industrial and Commercial Area Protection. The City shall
protect industrial and commercial areas from accidental hazardous spills
or industrial site/process discharges. To this end, the City shall incorporate
appropriate water protection and site-specific best management
practices including pretreatment technologies, and require as part of the
project review process where appropriate.
Policy NCR-2.11: Marina Redevelopment and Expansion. The City shall
ensure that redevelopment or expansion of existing marinas do not result
in adverse environmental or shore-zone conditions at Lake Tahoe.
Policy NCR-2.14: Pollutant load Reduction Prioritization. The City shall
prioritize water quality improvement projects based primarily on their
ability to reduce pollutant loads. Higher pollutant loading rate land uses
include roadways, commercial, industrial, and multi-family uses.
Policy NCR-3.6: Stream Environment Zone (SEZ) Restoration and
Enhancement. The City shall increase the area of naturally functioning
SEZs by preserving existing SEZ and restoring/rehabilitating disturbed SEZ.
Policy NCR-3.16: New Development and Lake Tahoe Interactions. The City
shall ensure that new development does not negatively impact beach
erosion, prime fish habitat, water quality and clarity, and public needs.
IMP-8.1: Stormwater Management Plan. The City shall adopt and regularly
update a stormwater management plan that identifies ways to minimize
runoff, improve area-wide stormwater retention, and reuse.
Response 2-31:

The commenter states that both TRPA environmental thresholds for soils
are out of attainment, that there are large areas of the city that currently
exceed coverage limits, and that the California Tahoe Conservancy Land
Banks are ineffective. The commenter further notes that the proposed
General Plan Update will increase land coverage limits within the nodes
as well as allow exemptions from coverage limitations for affordable and
moderate-income housing.
As identified on Draft EIR page 4.8-3, the TRPA 2006 Threshold Evaluation
Report identified that while the Lake Tahoe Basin is out of compliance

City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-55

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
with SC-1, the basin is nearing attainment. The reader is referred to
Response to Comment 2-19.
Response 2-32:

The commenter states that CFA relocation, as provided for in proposed
General Plan Policies LU-2.3 and ED-1.9, would not result in coverage
reduction or an increase in the amount of SEZ.
Proposed General Plan Policies LU-2.3 and ED-1.9 are intended to provide
incentives to private developers to develop within the designated nodes
instead of outside the community plan areas, particularly in SEZs. As the
nodes are already substantially developed and in many areas already
exceed TRPA’s land coverage limitations, focusing development in these
areas would prevent an increase in land coverage in the outlying areas
of the city. In addition, in order to transfer existing hard or soft coverage
into the community plan areas, the sending parcels (those from which the
existing land coverage is being transferred) must be restored to natural
conditions. As such, these CFA relocation incentive programs would not
only reduce new land coverage, they would also help eliminate existing
undesirable coverage and restore SEZs to natural conditions (see Figure
3.0-3). The reader is also referred to proposed General Plan Policies NCR2.12 and NCR-3.6 and Responses to Comment 2-19 and 2-34.

Response 2-33:

The commenter states that giving priority to the development of vacant
and underutilized sites would not reduce impacts or lead to attainment of
the soil threshold.
The reader is referred to Responses to Comment 2-19 and 2-30. The
development of previously disturbed, infill parcels serviced by existing
infrastructure would result in substantially reduced environmental impacts
compared with development of greenfield land, as it would not require
ground-disturbing activities associated with infrastructure installation and
would be considered consistent with surrounding uses.

Response 2-34:

The commenter states that it is unclear how Policy NCR-2.12 would
guarantee the removal of structures from SEZs.
Policy NCR-2.12 requires the City to develop incentive programs to
remove property from SEZs and 100-year floodplains. As the incentive
programs have not yet been developed, it is not possible to fully describe
the mechanisms by which structures would be removed from these areas.
However, the City commits itself to the expansion of SEZ area through
Policy NCR-3.6 by increasing the area of naturally functioning SEZs by
preserving existing SEZ and restoring/rehabilitating disturbed SEZ (see
Figure 3.0-3).

Response 2-35:

The commenter states that while proposed General Plan Policy NCR-3.6
could provide significant environmental benefit, it does not quantify the
amount of SEZ that will be restored.
While Policy NCR-3.6 does not commit to a specific amount of SEZ
restoration, it is clear from the text of the policy that its implementation
would result in improved SEZ conditions from existing baseline conditions
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and would assist in attainment of TRPA Threshold SC-2 (Stream
Environment Zone Standard).
Response 2-36:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR inaccurately concludes that
impacts related to soil erosion, siltation, and deposition would be less than
significant and that it underestimates potential soil erosion, siltation, and
deposition from increases in density, VMT, and coverage under the
proposed General Plan Update. The commenter further states that in
addition to impacts from short-term construction activities, the project
would also result in permanent and cumulative impacts to water quality.
Soil erosion, siltation, and deposition impacts are addressed under Impact
4.8.4 on pages 4.8-33 and -34 of the Draft EIR. Erosion is generally
attributed to the exposure of soils to the elements of wind and water
through soil-disturbing activities such as grading, land clearing, and
excavations. Once a site has been developed and landscaped, the
potential for erosion, siltation, and deposition is substantially reduced or
even eliminated entirely. Therefore, the impact analysis focuses primarily
on the potential for construction activities under the proposed General
Plan Update to result in erosion, siltation, and deposition. Draft EIR Impact
4.8.4 specifically describes existing regulations and policies by the City
and TRPA that address this impact.
Long-term or operational surface water quality impacts are addressed
under Impact 4.7.4 on pages 4.7-48 through -56 of the Draft EIR. This
impact analysis includes a discussion of the potential impacts of the
proposed increases in density and land coverage on surface water
quality. The commenter provides no countering analysis to the Draft EIR
that a significant soil erosion, siltation, and deposition impact would
occur.

Response 2-37:

The commenter states that proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.1 is
inadequate in mitigating impacts from exceeding allowable coverage.
It is unclear to which impact the commenter is referring. Proposed
General Plan Policy NCR-2.1 is not listed under Draft EIR Impact 4.8.3 and
is not intended to mitigate for an increase in land coverage. Policy
NCR-2.1 is listed under Impact 4.8.4 and would assist in reducing soil
erosion by preventing drainage from flowing across exposed soil. This
policy would further mitigate water quality impacts by providing a funding
source for long-term water quality protection measures and mitigation
measure MM 4.7.4. The reader is also referred to Response to Comment 219 and 2-30.

Response 2-38:

The commenter states that proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.3 is
inadequate in mitigating impacts from exceeding allowable coverage.
Proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.3 is not listed under Draft EIR Impact
4.8.3 and is not intended to mitigate for an increase in land coverage. The
policy is listed under Impact 4.8.4 and would assist in reducing siltation
and deposition through the use of swales and natural treatment systems.
The reader is also referred to Response to Comment 2-19 and 2-30.
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Response 2-39:

The commenter states that proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.14 is
inadequate in mitigating impacts from exceeding allowable coverage.
Proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.14 is not listed under Draft EIR Impact
4.8.3 and is not intended to mitigate for an increase in land coverage. The
policy is listed under Impact 4.8.4 and would assist in reducing siltation
and deposition and other water quality impacts by placing priority on
those water quality improvement projects that would result in the greatest
reduction of pollutant loads. The reader is also referred to Response to
Comment 2-19 and 2-30.

Response 2-40:

The commenter states that the intent of TRPA’s land coverage limits is to
retain a sufficient amount of naturally functioning soils in the Lake Tahoe
Basin. The commenter further states that exceeding these limits, even with
the implementation of best management practices (BMPs), would further
degrade soil and water quality and the limits must be respected.
The reader is referred to Responses to Comment 2-19 and 2-32. The
proposed General Plan Update would allow development to exceed
land coverage limitations and would provide an exemption from such
limitations for low- and moderate-income housing only within the
designated nodes in the Stateline and Tahoe Valley community plan
areas. All other development would be required to comply with
applicable land coverage standards. Allowing development within these
designated nodes to exceed TRPA’s land coverage limitations would
allow for a reduction in land coverage in the outlying areas of the city,
particularly within SEZs. As the nodes are already substantially developed
and in many areas already exceed the land coverage limitations, a net
increase in land coverage would not occur (see Figure 3.0-1 and 3.0-2).
Furthermore, the transfer of existing land coverage from outside the nodes
requires the sending parcel(s) to be restored to natural conditions.

Response 2-41:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must sufficiently analyze the
proposed General Plan Update’s environmental impacts in the context of
the TRPA Compact. The commenter further states that the proposed
General Plan Update and TRPA’s proposed Regional Plan Update would
significantly harm environmental threshold carrying capacities.
The Draft EIR sufficiently analyzes the potential environmental effects of
the proposed General Plan Update in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 and this
document. The project’s potential conflicts with attainment of TRPA’s
environmental thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR.
The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.
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Letter 3

Richard Drury, Attorney for the League to Save Lake Tahoe

Response 3-1:

The commenter states that he is writing on behalf of the League to Save
Lake Tahoe. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR is legally
inadequate under CEQA and that it fails to comply with California land
use and planning law as well as with the TRPA Compact. The commenter
urges the City to prepare and recirculate a supplemental draft EIR and
amend the proposed General Plan Update to address the issues raised in
this comment letter.
As stated on page 2.0-1 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR was prepared in
accordance with and in fulfillment of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
Furthermore, the proposed General Plan Update was prepared in
conformance with California land use and planning law and the TRPA
Compact. The reader is referred to Responses to Comment 3-2 through
3-25 below for further discussion of the comments contained in this letter.
The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.

Response 3-2:

The commenter states that the City is proposing to adopt the General
Plan Update even though it is in conflict with TRPA’s current Regional Plan
and that the City relies on the unsubstantiated assumption that the
anticipated Regional Plan Update will be consistent with the proposed
General Plan. The commenter further states that the City is required by
law to conform its proposed General Plan to the current Regional Plan,
not to a future version of the Regional Plan whose contents are uncertain
and which may never be adopted.
The Draft EIR acknowledges the proposed General Plan Update’s conflicts
with TRPA’s current Regional Plan under Impact 4.1.2 beginning on page
4.1-26 of the Draft EIR. No portion of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Compact, Regional Plan, or Code of Ordinances precludes the City from
moving forward with the proposed General Plan Update at this time. The
excerpt from the Regional Plan quoted in this comment does not explicitly
prohibit the City from updating its General Plan. The proposed General
Plan Update was developed concurrently with TRPA’s Regional Plan
Update effort, and the City has worked closely with TRPA during the
update process to coordinate policy integration between the two
planning efforts.
As described on page I-14 of the proposed General Plan Update, state
law requires every city and county in California to adopt a general plan
that is comprehensive and long term. While state law does not define the
term “long term,” most general plans look 15 to 25 years into the future
and are updated when determined necessary by the individual
jurisdiction. The City’s current General Plan was last comprehensively
updated in 1999, nearly 12 years ago. The City has chosen to update its
General Plan to meet the changing housing, environmental, economic,
and growth needs of the City and to incorporate the community’s vision
for the future into TRPA’s Regional Plan update process.
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While it is acknowledged that the proposed TRPA Regional Plan Update is
still in process and that exact details of the new Regional Plan are not yet
known, it is not speculative to assume the land use concepts of the
Regional Plan associated with the revitalization and focusing of
development in existing developed areas of the City and the Lake Tahoe
Basin that the proposed General Plan Update includes. Each of the
alternatives under consideration for the Regional Plan Update includes
these concepts (see Draft EIR pages 4.1-3 and -4). This level of information
on the proposed Regional Plan Update meets the definition of a
“probable future project” under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. It should
also be noted that implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 after
eventual adoption of the Regional Plan Update may require
modifications to the proposed General Plan Update.
Response 3-3:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update is
inconsistent with numerous provisions of TRPA’s current Regional Plan,
including height, land coverage, density, and VMT limitations, resulting in
greater population density and development intensity and associated
significant environmental impacts.
The Draft EIR acknowledges this fact under Impact 4.1.2, beginning on
Draft EIR page 4.1-26, which describes and analyzes the potential
conflicts between the proposed General Plan Update and the current
Regional Plan. The impact was determined to be significant, and
mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 was provided to reduce the impact to less
than significant. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 prohibits the City from
implementing any portions of the proposed General Plan Update that
conflict with the current Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan
is updated and the two plans are determined to be consistent by both
the City and TRPA. The potential environmental impacts associated with
the identified conflicts are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the
Draft EIR. In addition, Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant
Regulations, of the Draft EIR and this document provides an analysis of the
proposed project’s potential conflicts with the current TRPA Regional Plan
and Thresholds.

Response 3-4:

The commenter provides an excerpt from page 4.1-26 of the Draft EIR
regarding the proposed General Plan Update’s inconsistencies with
TRPA’s current Regional Plan. The commenter further quotes mitigation
measure MM 4.1-2 on page 4.1-29 of the Draft EIR. The commenter states
that the Draft EIR ignores the fact that the proposed General Plan Update
must be consistent with the current Regional Plan.
No portion of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Regional Plan, or
Code of Ordinances precludes the City from moving forward with the
proposed General Plan Update at this time. The proposed General Plan
Update was developed concurrently with TRPA’s Regional Plan Update
effort, and the City has worked closely with TRPA during the update
process to coordinate policy integration between the two planning
efforts. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 prohibits the City from implementing
any portions of the proposed General Plan Update that conflict with the
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current Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan is updated and
the two plans are determined to be consistent by both the City and TRPA.
Response 3-5:

The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 does not
mitigate for the proposed project’s identified conflicts with TRPA’s current
Regional Plan but merely delays these conflicts and associated
environmental effects to the future. Therefore, the Draft EIR fails to provide
all feasible mitigation measures and project alternatives that could
reduce the impact.
The potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation
of the proposed General Plan Update and associated changes to
development intensities (density, height, land coverage, development
allocations) are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR. In
addition, Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant Regulations,
of the Draft EIR and this document provides an analysis of the proposed
project’s potential conflicts with the current TRPA Regional Plan and
Thresholds.

Response 3-6:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR discloses several conflicts
between the proposed General Plan Update and the existing TRPA
Regional Plan. One such conflict is an increase in allowable land
coverage beyond current TRPA standards.
Land coverage is addressed under Impact 4.8.3 on page 4.8-30 of the
Draft EIR. The reader is also referred to Response to Comment 2-19 for
further discussion of the proposed project’s potential impacts related to
land coverage.
The proposed project’s potential conflicts with TRPA environmental
thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and
Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.15-12.

Response 3-7:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update would
increase VMT and would therefore conflict with TRPA environmental
threshold AQ-7.
The proposed project’s potential conflicts with TRPA environmental
thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and
Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.15-12. As
shown in this section, the proposed General Plan Update would
potentially conflict with TRPA environmental threshold AQ-7. The
projected increase in regional VMT was determined to be a significant
and unavoidable impact by the Draft EIR (see Impact 4.4.2 on page 4.441).

Response 3-8:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update would
increase the maximum allowable building height beyond current TRPA
standards.
Impacts on scenic resources associated with the proposed changes to
building height standards are addressed under Impact 4.13.1 on Draft EIR
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page 4.13-15 and mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1c on
Draft EIR page 4.13-53, as well as under Impact 4.13.2 on Draft EIR page
4.13-54 and Impact 4.13.3 on Draft EIR page 4.13-55. The commenter is
also referred to Response to Comment 2-20 associated with modifications
to mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1c that would provide
additional restrictions to building heights.
The proposed project’s potential conflicts with TRPA environmental
thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and
Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.15-12.
Response 3-9:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan Update would
result in increased ozone emissions and would therefore conflict with the
associated TRPA environmental threshold.
The proposed project’s potential air quality impacts, including the
emission of ozone precursors ROG and NOx, are addressed under Impact
4.5.1 on Draft EIR page 4.5-32 and Impact 4.5.2 on Draft EIR page 4.5-33.
The reader is also referred to Response to Comment 2-26 for further
discussion of the proposed project’s potential air quality impacts related
to ozone.
The proposed project’s potential conflicts with TRPA environmental
thresholds are addressed in Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and
Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.15-12.

Response 3-10:

The commenter provides a summary of provisions in the TRPA Compact.
These provisions of the compact are noted, and Article VI (b) is
specifically acknowledged on Draft EIR page 3.0-24 in regard to its
relationship to the City’s General Plan.

Response 3-11:

The commenter notes that the proposed General Plan Update is a
“project” within the meaning of the Compact and requires approval by
the TRPA. The commenter also notes that since the General Plan Update
does not comply with the current Regional Plan, it cannot be
implemented or adopted.
The proposed General Plan Update (see page I-17) acknowledges that
the City is under the jurisdiction of TRPA and subject to the Tahoe Regional
Planning Compact. The General Plan Update further acknowledges that
the Compact requires all local jurisdiction planning to be consistent with
TRPA’s environmental thresholds and the Regional Plan. However, the
proposed General Plan Update was developed in close coordination with
TRPA’s Regional Plan update process, and it is anticipated that the
General Plan will be incorporated into the updated Regional Plan,
thereby eliminating any such conflicts.
It is important to note that the proposed General Plan Update is not
subject to TRPA review and approval pursuant to TRPA’s Compact Article
VI, subsection (b). The Compact defines a project as “any activity
undertaken by any person, including any public agency, if the activity
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may substantially affect the land, water, air, space or any other natural
resources of the region” (Compact, Art. II, Section (h)). Here, the General
Plan Update is not an “activity undertaken.” Rather, the proposed
General Plan Update is a plan that will eventually result in numerous
activities that will be undertaken by the City and/or other entities. The
proposed General Plan Update is not intended to be implemented as
one activity, in and of itself. Instead, the proposed General Plan Update is
a vehicle that provides a cohesive vision for future projects and actions.
All subsequent actions proposed pursuant to the General Plan Update will
be subject to TRPA review and approval because these actions will
indeed be projects as defined in the TRPA Compact. No action can be
undertaken pursuant to the proposed General Plan Update without TRPA
approval and thus all actions undertaken pursuant to the General Plan
Update will be subject to TRPA’s environmental review. Accordingly, TRPA
is not required to review and approve the proposed General Plan Update
and therefore is not required to adopt an EIS under its environmental
review requirements.
The Draft EIR further acknowledges this fact under Impact 4.1.2, beginning
on Draft EIR page 4.1-26, which describes and analyzes the potential
conflicts between the proposed General Plan Update and the current
Regional Plan. The impact was determined to be significant and
mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 was provided to reduce the impact to an
insignificant level. Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 prohibits the City from
implementing any portions of the proposed General Plan Update that
conflict with the current Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan
is updated and the two plans are determined to be consistent by both
the City and TRPA. The potential environmental impacts associated with
the identified conflicts are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the
Draft EIR. In addition, Section 4.15, Consistency with Plans and Relevant
Regulations, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the proposed project’s
potential conflicts with the current TRPA Regional Plan and thresholds.
Response 3-12:

The commenter identifies that the proposed General Plan Update must
comply with the current Regional Plan and not a hypothetical Regional
Plan to be approved in the future.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-11. While it is
acknowledged that the proposed TRPA Regional Plan Update is still in
process and that exact details of the new Regional Plan are not yet
known, it is not speculative to assume the land use concepts of the
Regional Plan associated with revitalization and focusing of development
in existing developed areas of the city and the Lake Tahoe Basin. Each of
the alternatives under consideration for the Regional Plan Update
includes these concepts (see Draft EIR pages 4.1-3 and -4). This level of
information on the proposed Regional Plan Update meets the definition of
a “probable future project” under CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. It
should also be noted that implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.1.2
after eventual adoption of the Regional Plan Update may require
modifications to the proposed General Plan Update.
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Response 3-13:

The commenter identifies that a general plan must comply with state laws
and policies. The commenter further states that federal law in association
with the TRPA Compact preempts the City from adopting the proposed
General Plan Update given its conflict with the current Regional Plan
given that it is less stringent in terms of air quality, water quality, land
coverage, building height, vehicle miles traveled, and other
environmental thresholds.
The League is correct in noting that a preemption analysis would likely find
that the Compact and TRPA regulations control over conflicts that exist in
state and local plans, policies, and regulations. (Courts have found that
the Compact and the TRPA ordinances and regulations should be viewed
as federal law and preemptive of local regulations. See City of South Lake
Tahoe v. TRPA (E.D. Cal. 1987) 664 F.Supp. 1375, 1378.)
The Regional Plan preempts the proposed General Plan Update where
(1) there is a conflict between the two, and (2) the proposed General
Plan Update does not “adopt and enforce an equal or higher
requirement applicable to the same subject of regulation” (Compact,
Art. VI, Section (a)). That is, the proposed General Plan Update may
impose stricter requirements with respect to achievement of the minimum
environmental standards set forth in the Regional Plan. If there is a conflict
between the proposed General Plan Update and the Regional Plan and
the proposed General Plan Update does not set forth stricter
requirements, then the Regional Plan preempts the General Plan Update.
The portions of the proposed General Plan Update that conflict with the
Regional Plan cannot be implemented because TRPA could not approve
these actions pursuant to their review and approval of projects. This wellunderstood rule of preemption, however, does not invalidate the
proposed General Plan Update as a whole where a conflict exists.
The commenter relies on a California Supreme Court case, Morehart v.
Santa Barbara, 7 Cal.4th, 725, 747 (1994), in making the statement that a
“city cannot adopt a General Plan that conflicts with State Law.” The
language on page 747 of this case, relied on by the League, states:
The general principles governing state statutory preemption of
local land use regulation are well settled. “The Legislature has
specified certain minimum standards for local zoning regulations
(Gov. Code, § 65850 et seq.)” even though it also “has carefully
expressed its intent to retain the maximum degree of local control
(see, e.g., id., §§ 65800, 65802).” ( IT Corp. v. Solano County Bd. of
Supervisors (1991) 1 Cal.4th 81, 89 “A county or city may make and
enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, and other
ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws.” (Cal.
Const., art. XI, § 7, italics added.) “Local legislation in conflict with
general law is void. Conflicts exist if the ordinance duplicates
[citations], contradicts [citation], or enters an area fully occupied
by general law, either expressly or by legislative implication
[citations].” (People ex rel. Deukmejian v. County of Mendocino
(1986) 36 Cal.3d 476, 484, quoting Lancaster v. Municipal Court
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(1972) 6 Cal.3d 805, 807-808 [100 Cal.Rptr. 609, 494 P.2d 681];
accord, Sherwin-Williams Co. v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 4 Cal.4th
893, 897.” (Morehart v. Santa Barbara, 7 Cal.4th, 725, 747 (1994))
Despite the commenter’s contentions to the contrary, the language here
does not state that a “city cannot adopt a General Plan that conflicts
with state law.” Rather, this case states the position that the City has
taken with respect to its proposed General Plan Update — local
legislation, plans, and policies that are in conflict with general laws are
void. That is, all parts of the proposed General Plan Update that are in
conflict with general laws, including the Regional Plan, are void and
unenforceable. This case does not stand for the proposition that a
general plan as a whole cannot be adopted if it conflicts with state law.
Rather, it stands for the same principle that the City has asserted in its
proposed General Plan Update, which is that those portions of the
General Plan Update that are in conflict with general laws cannot be
implemented.
As identified on Draft EIR page 4.1-26, the proposed General Plan
Update’s density, height, and land coverage intensity standards, as well
as commercial floor area allocations, conflict with the standards under
the current Regional Plan and associated TRPA Code of Ordinances.
Mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 provides a clear enforceable performance
standard consistent with the Compact that prohibits the implementation
of these portions of the proposed General Plan Update that are currently
preempted by the 1987 Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan
has been updated and the General Plan is determined by the City and
TRPA to be consistent with the new Regional Plan and TRPA
environmental threshold carrying capacities.
The commenter’s suggestion that the proposed General Plan Update
provides less stringent environmental thresholds than currently set forth by
TRPA is incorrect. The proposed General Plan Update includes no
proposed changes or substitutions of current TRPA environmental
thresholds. The Draft EIR does acknowledge conflicts with attainment
efforts associated with Threshold AQ-7 (Vehicle Miles Traveled), and no
other conflicts with thresholds have been identified (see Draft EIR Table
4.15-2).
Response 3-14:

The commenter states that since the proposed General Plan Update is a
“project” within the meaning of the Compact, an EIS must be prepared
and certified by TRPA.
As identified in Response to Comment 3-11, the proposed General Plan
Update is not subject to TRPA review and approval pursuant to TRPA’s
Compact Article VI, subsection (b), and thus environmental review by
TRPA is not required. It should be noted that the Draft EIR has addressed
TRPA issues and utilized TRPA environmental thresholds in its analysis that
would allow for its use in subsequent TRPA actions and TRPA
environmental documents.
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Response 3-15:

The commenter provides a summary of the legal requirements under
CEQA and related case law regarding disclosure and analysis of potential
conflicts of a project with applicable plans and policies. The commenter
further states that, based on this legal background, the proposed General
Plan Update’s potential conflicts with TRPA’s existing 1987 Regional Plan
described in the Draft EIR constitute a significant environmental impact.
The commenter further states that the Draft EIR must analyze and mitigate
the potential environmental impacts associated with this conflict
including those to air quality, water quality, land coverage, and VMT.
Impact 4.1.2 on page 4.1-26 of the Draft EIR addresses the proposed
project’s potential conflicts with applicable plans and policies. This
impact was determined to be significant due to potential conflicts with
TRPA’s current Regional Plan, but was reduced to a less than significant
level through implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.1.2. This
mitigation measure prohibits the City from implementing any portions of
the proposed General Plan Update that conflict with TRPA’s current
Regional Plan until such time as the Regional Plan is updated and the two
plans are determined to be consistent by both the City and TRPA. The
potential environmental impacts associated with the identified conflicts
and implementation of development envisioned under the proposed
General Plan Update are addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the
Draft EIR (air quality is addressed in Section 4.5, water quality is addressed
in Section 4.7, land coverage is addressed in Section 4.8, and vehicle
miles traveled is addressed in Section 4.4). In addition, Section 4.15,
Consistency with Plans and Relevant Regulations, of the Draft EIR provides
an analysis of the proposed project’s potential conflicts with the current
TRPA Regional Plan and thresholds. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment 2-19 (regarding land coverage thresholds), 2-24
(regarding VMT thresholds), and 2-20 (regarding scenic resource
thresholds).
The commenter provides no specific data or technical analysis
demonstrating that the analysis failed to address environmental effects of
the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 3-16:

The commenter states the Draft EIR improperly uses the future anticipated
TRPA Regional Update as the environmental baseline, rather than the true
baseline of TRPA’s current (1987) Regional Plan.
The commenter is incorrect. As stated on page 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR, per
Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they existed at
the time the Notice of Preparation was published (September 16, 2009)
served as the baseline physical conditions by which the proposed
project’s impacts were determined to be significant. These environmental
conditions are described in detail in the individual technical sections of
the Draft EIR (see Sections 4.1 though 4.14). As clearly described in Section
4.1, Land Use, TRPA’s current (1987) Regional Plan is part of the proposed
project’s environmental setting related to land use and, as shown under
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Impact 4.1.2, the proposed project was compared to the current (1987)
Regional Plan in order to determine potential conflicts.
Response 3-17:

The commenter states that mitigation measure MM 4.1.2 does not reduce
the significance of the associated impact and that the Draft EIR is
deficient in that it fails to identify Impact 4.1.2 as an unmitigated,
significant, and unavoidable impact. The commenter insists that a
supplemental Draft EIR be prepared and circulated that finds the
project’s conflicts with the Regional Plan to be significant and
unavoidable impacts.
The reader is referred to Responses to Comment 3-15 and 3-16.

Response 3-18:

The commenter suggests that the greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis is
deficient because it fails to utilize existing conditions as the baseline
conditions and compares GHG emissions between the existing General
Plan and the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter cites a
discussion of VMT modeling in the Draft EIR as an example.
The commenter’s statements are incorrect, as clearly described in Draft
EIR pages 4.5-47 through -56 that identify GHG emission increases from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update. While the exact
extent of current GHG emissions for the city is not known, the Draft EIR
quantifies increases in emissions from the proposed General Plan Update
(see Draft EIR Table 4.5-11), which is the basis for the impact analysis. While
a comparison of GHG emissions between the existing General Plan and
the proposed General Plan Update is provided in Draft EIR Table 4.5-11, it
is not utilized in the significance determination. The commenter’s citation
on Draft EIR page 4.5-30 is taken out of context, as it is referring to the
inability to utilize the TRPA TransCAD model to generate city-specific VMT
data that could assist in estimating existing conditions.

Response 3-19:

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR fails to provide any
enforceable mitigation measure to address the GHG impact and
specifically references Policy NCR-6.2. In addition, the commenter cites
the CBE v. City of Richmond court decision regarding the deferral of the
development of mitigation measures associated with GHG impacts.
It is important to note that the CBE v. City of Richmond court case
involved a specified project (modification to the operation of an existing
oil refinery) with a project-level EIR that initially did not address GHG
impacts. This approach compares to the proposed General Plan Update
and its program Draft EIR, which contain a detailed climate change
analysis and utilize performance standard mitigation measures as
provided for under CEQA and published case law. The Draft EIR identifies
several policies that include enforceable performance standards to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, which include the following (see Draft
EIR pages 4.5-50 through -55):
Policy NCR‐6.6: Green Building Credits and Incentives. The City shall
develop credits and incentives for green building construction.
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Policy NCR‐6.7: LEED Certified Public Buildings. The City shall develop all
new City buildings to meet LEED standards.
Policy NCR-6.17: City Employee Education Programs. The City shall
implement programs to train and educate City employees on energy
conservation measures, subject to available funding.
Policy NCR-6.18: Energy Efficient City Facilities. The City shall replace
existing traffic lights, street lights, and other electrical uses with energy
efficient bulbs and appliances in the course of ongoing
maintenance/replacement.
Policy NCR-6.20: Protection from Climate Change. The City shall develop
strategies to protect the city from the impacts of climate change, such as
reduced snow pack, lower lake levels, and natural disasters.
Policy TC-1.1: Overall Street Design. The City shall develop: all arterial
streets to provide infrastructure for vehicles, transit, bicycles, and
pedestrians; all collector streets to provide at a minimum infrastructure for
vehicles, transit, and bicycles and pedestrians; and all local streets to
provide adequate shared infrastructure for vehicles, bicycles, and
pedestrians. The City shall and develop a network of routes along
collector and local streets for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Policy TC‐1.16: Land Use Strategies to Reduce Travel Demand. The City
shall reduce travel demand through increased density and mixing of land
uses near transit centers and within convenient bicycle and pedestrian
travel areas.
Policy TC-3.1: City Bikeways to the Regional Bikeway System Linkages. The
City shall link city bikeways to the larger regional bikeway system. This
includes a bike trail system that links the Ski Run Marina to the Stateline
casino core, the Lakeside Beach area, the mountain area (Van Sickle), Ski
Run Boulevard, Tahoe Valley area, and ultimately to the future Greenway
bike system. This system will also provide a connection to the Douglas
County bike trail system on Lake Parkway, Highway 50, and the
mountainside loop.
Policy TC-3.2: Cohesive and Continuous Bicycle and Pedestrian Network.
The City shall develop a cohesive and continuous public bicycle and
pedestrian network that allows convenient and safe travel for people of
all abilities, free of major impediments and obstacles, and in compliance
with ADA requirements.
Policy TC-3.3: Implement the Bicycle Master Plan and Improve
Connections. The City shall maintain and implement the Bicycle Master
Plan and shall improve bicycle and pedestrian connections between all
neighborhoods. This shall include linking residential neighborhoods,
shopping districts, recreation facilities, employment centers, schools, and
other public facilities with a network of safe, continuous, and attractive
pedestrian sidewalks, paths, and bikeways.
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Policy TC-3.6: Bicycle Parking and Storage. The City shall require new multifamily residential and commercial properties to provide accommodations
for bicycle parking.
Policy TC-3.12: Bicycle Parking and Storage. The City shall provide bike
racks and bike storage at all public buildings, parks, and recreation areas,
and shall require bicycle racks or lockers for significant new private
development projects or substantial additions.
Policy TC-3.18: Commercial Building Access. The City shall facilitate
pedestrian access to commercial buildings by requiring building entries to
be oriented towards sidewalks or walkways.
Policy TC-3.19: New Project Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections. The City
shall require new projects to provide connections to existing and planned
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
IMP-8.6: Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategy. The City shall
develop a comprehensive strategy to reduce GHG emissions and climate
impacts (to be implemented in 2013–2015).
In addition to the above policy provisions, mitigation measure MM 4.5.6
would require coordination with TRPA on GHG reduction efforts and
establishment of a reduction target consistent with AB 32 and SB 375
reduction efforts.
Response 3-20:

The commenter urges the City not to adopt the proposed General Plan
Update due to the identified conflicts with TRPA’s current (1987) Regional
Plan and because the Draft EIR fails to comply with the requirements of
CEQA.
The commenter is referred to Responses to comment 3-1 through 3-19
above. The comment is noted for the consideration of the decisionmakers.
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Letter 4

Taylor Flynn, Local Business Owner

Response 4-1:

The commenter states that he is the publisher of the Tahoe Mountain
News; however, the comment letter pertains to the commenter as a
private landowner, not a public journalist.
The commenter’s statements regarding the perspective of the comments
provided in this comment letter are noted.

Response 4-2:

The commenter states that the land uses within Special Area 1 of Plan
Area 110 should remain mixed use and not be changed to industrial only
because (1) the area is near residential neighborhoods, (2) Third Street is a
main traffic artery into the Tahoe Island neighborhood, (3) the area south
of the Y intersection is recognized as the most appropriate place for
industrial uses, (4) there are limited opportunities for nonindustrial uses
elsewhere, and (5) the proposed General Plan Update calls for mixed
uses in the city.
These comments are being considered by the City staff as part of
finalization of the proposed General Plan Update and are part of the
record for the project. It should be noted this comment does not pertain
to the environmental analysis contained in the DEIR and no further
response is required.

Response 4-3:

The commenter states that the proposed General Plan (Section 4.4.2)
should recognize Third Street as a “significant roadway” as the street has
high traffic volumes and provides a commuter bicycle route and
pedestrian access to the Tahoe Valley School and Barton Hospital.
The local roadways identified on Draft EIR pages 4.4-7 and -8 were not
intended to be an all-inclusive list of “significant roadways” in the city.
These roadways were identified based on their function of
accommodation major travel routes through the city as well as where key
intersections are located that were evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Response 4-4:

The commenter states that the various land use alternatives described in
the draft General Plan provide for more development than desired,
particularly in the Tahoe Valley Community Plan area.
The alternatives referenced by the commenter appear to be associated
with the description of alternatives currently under consideration for the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Regional Plan Update (see Draft EIR
pages 4.1-3 and -4) that addresses the entire Lake Tahoe Basin and not
the proposed City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Update.

Response 4-5:

The commenter states that the height allowances contained in the
General Plan are significantly greater than those considered in the Tahoe
Valley Community Plan and that they will result in significant visual
impacts.
The potential impacts to visual resources that could result from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, including the
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proposed building height standards, are addressed in Section 4.13, Scenic
Resources, of the Draft EIR. As identified in Response to Comment 2-20,
mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1c have been modified in
this document to further restrict building heights.
Response 4-6:

The commenter states that the large increases in commercial floor area,
tourist accommodation units, and residential units proposed in the various
land use alternatives discussed in the proposed General Plan Update
would require TRPA to create new commodities. The commenter further
states that the project will conflict with TRPA’s 1987 Regional Plan and will
result in significant impacts related to vehicle miles traveled and
associated noise and pollution.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 4-4 in reference to
the alternatives mentioned by the commenter. As stated in Policies LU-1.7
and LU-1.9, the proposed General Plan Update seeks to obtain the
maximum amount of available commercial floor area (CFA) and
residential unit commodities that can be allocated by TRPA.
Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would not require
TRPA to create additional commodities.
The proposed General Plan Update is intended to complement the
anticipated Regional Plan Update currently being developed by TRPA
and does conflict in places with the existing 1987 Regional Plan. However,
the Draft EIR provides mitigation measure MM 4.1.2, which restricts the City
from implementing any provision or standard of the proposed General
Plan Update that is in conflict with the 1987 Regional Plan until such time
as the Regional Plan has been updated and the General Plan is
determined by the City and TRPA to be consistent with the new Regional
Plan and TRPA environmental threshold carrying capacities.
The potential impacts of the proposed General Plan Update related to
vehicle miles traveled, noise, and pollution are addressed in Section 4.4,
Transportation and Circulation, Section 4.5, Air Quality, Section 4.6, Noise,
and Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.
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Letter MTG

South Lake Tahoe City Council Meeting

Response MTG-1:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR states that it is to be used as the
primary environmental document to evaluate all subsequent actions by
the City. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR appears not to
be a neutral document and would affect the City’s future actions.
As described on pages 2.0-1 through -3 in Section 2.0, Introduction of the
DEIR, the Draft EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of
adoption and implementation of the proposed General Plan Update. As
such, the Draft EIR will be used to evaluate, at a programmatic level, the
direct and indirect environmental effects of subsequent development
under the General Plan (i.e., residential and commercial development,
rezones, park site and recreational facility development, infrastructure
improvements, etc.).
The Draft EIR is a public informational document that assesses the
potentially significant environmental impacts of the project and identifies
mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed project that could
reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. These mitigation
measures and, if selected for adoption by the Council, project
alternatives may place certain limitations on future development under
the proposed General Plan Update in order to ensure environmental
protection. CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or reduce a project’s
environmental effects by implementing feasible alternatives or mitigation
measures.

Response MTG-2:

The commenter states that it appeared certain philosophies are
expressed in the Draft EIR, such as discouraging vehicle use and
prohibiting wood-burning devices in residential units. The commenter
states that he does not favor such comments and questions whether they
could be struck from the Draft EIR.
The reduction of VMT in the region is a stated goal of TRPA and is one of
the environmental thresholds contained in the Regional Plan. Increased
VMT can also directly and indirectly result in numerous environmental
impacts related to air quality, water quality, noise, and traffic. As such, the
Draft EIR provides measures to reduce VMT in order to mitigate these
environmental impacts. Similarly, the Draft EIR prohibits wood-burning
devices in residential units in order to mitigate the associated
environmental impacts to air quality.

Response MTG-3:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR would impact and place
restrictions on future development and plans in the city. The commenter
refers to lighting restrictions contained in the Draft EIR and states that
these restrictions would likely affect 20 percent of businesses in the city.
The commenter further states that business owners will want to use lighting
for advertisements.
The reader is referred to Response MTG-1 above. Light and glare impacts
are addressed under Impact 4.13.4 beginning on page 4.13-57 of the
Draft EIR. The referenced lighting restrictions are contained in mitigation
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measure MM 4.13.4 on page 4.13-58 of the Draft EIR. These restrictions are
consistent with existing City Code Section 5-25, Exterior Lighting, and
would not place additional restrictions on exterior lighting.
Response MTG-4:

The commenter states that the Draft EIR discourages automobile use in
certain areas of the city and contains parking restrictions and
enforcement measures. The commenter specifically refers to a
recommendation to reduce Highway 50 in the Stateline core area from
four to three lanes. The commenter states that this did not work at the
Raley’s shopping center and questions why the City would continue to
make such recommendations.
The commenter is referring to proposed General Plan Policy TC-3.16,
which is intended to make the Stateline area more pedestrian-friendly by
reducing Highway 50 to three lanes in conjunction with the Highway 50
Relocation Project. The commenter is also referring to proposed General
Plan Implementation Program IMP-4.10, which requires the City to
develop a citywide Parking Management Plan that identifies locations
where parking should be encouraged or discouraged through a series of
measures including metered and shared parking. Impacts to traffic and
circulation that could result from implementation of the policies and
implementation programs contained in the proposed General Plan are
addressed in Section 4.4, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.

Response MTG-5:

The commenter refers to a proposed policy that would require property
owners to dedicate land within 100-year floodplains to the City. The
commenter states that the City Council has previously expressed its
opposition to the use of inverse condemnation and that the Draft EIR is
inconsistent with the Council’s desires.
The commenter is referring to proposed General Plan Policy NCR-2.9,
which requires land within a 100-year floodplain to be dedicated to the
City or a City-designated entity upon approval of a development project.
The intent of the Policy is to improve stream environment zones in the city.

Response MTG-6:

The commenter states that the language used in the Draft EIR, including
the use of the word “shall,” indicates that the document is mandatory
rather than a guideline and therefore might impact the Council’s actions
in the future. The commenter further states that he believes the Draft EIR is
not what was intended.
The reader is referred to Response MTG-1 above. The proposed General
Plan provides guidance for future development in the city. The City, as
lead agency, is required by CEQA to prepare an EIR to analyze the
potential impacts of adopting and implementing the General Plan. As
part of the environmental review process, mitigation measures must be
provided to reduce or avoid the identified significant impacts. Each
mitigation measure must contain specific, enforceable language to
ensure that the measure is implemented and enforced as intended to
reduce the associated impact.
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Response MTG-7:

The commenter states that in government there needs to be an attempt
to balance order and liberty. The commenter further states that the
General Plan is a living document that is subject to change and does not
bind the City or the City Council to everything contained in the
document. The commenter thanked City Manager O’Rourke and
Assistant City Manager Angelocci for providing him with an overview of
the main points addressed by the General Plan and suggests that a similar
overview be provided to the public.
The comment is noted and further refinements of proposed General Plan
Update policy language would likely occur during the process.

Response MTG-8:

The commenter states that TRPA’s priorities were listed as (1) lake clarity
and (2) the reduction of automobile use and that TRPA has not met its
obligation to reduce automobile use including the present transit situation
in the city. The commenter inquires about the alignment the General Plan
Update would have with the Prosperity Plan, which addresses green
building and issues of health and wellness. The commenter states that
there is opportunity for conflict between the proposed General Plan, the
Prosperity Plan, and TRPA and requests to provide input to the City on
these issues.
Impacts related to VMT and public transit are addressed in Section 4.4,
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR. The Lake Tahoe Basin
Prosperity Plan is not an officially adopted plan; therefore, the Draft EIR
did not analyze the proposed General Plan Update’s consistency with this
plan. However, proposed General Plan Policy LU-9.2 requires the City to
provide incentives for the use of green building practices in new
development. In addition, the City’s Sustainability Plan requires the City to
establish a new green building program and standards and the City’s
adopted Housing Element contains numerous policies that encourage
green building practices.
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4.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
4.1

INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR. These modifications resulted from responses to
comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as staff-initiated changes.
Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts and do not constitute
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.
Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strikeout for deleted text).

4.2

MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR

1.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

No changes were made to this section.

2.0

INTRODUCTION

No changes were made to this section.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

No changes were made to this section.

4.0

INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED

No changes were made to this section.

4.1

Land Use

The following text changes have been made to page 4.1-1, third paragraph, through page
4.1-2, first paragraph, of the DEIR:
The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan provides federal direction on habitat management for 11
national forests: Modoc, Lassen, Plumas, Tahoe Region, Tahoe, El Dorado, Stanislaus,
Sequoia, Sierra, Inyo, and portions of Humboldt-Toiyabe, and the Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit, which encompasses the Planning Area. The goal of the forest plan is
to manage sensitive wildlife habitat cautiously and provide for species conservation
while addressing the needs of forest managers to reduce the threat of wildfire. The Sierra
Nevada Forest Plan addresses five objectives for the Sierra Nevada region:
•

Preserve and enhance old-forest ecosystems and associated species.

•

Identify and implement effective techniques for fire and fuel management.

•

Preserve and enhance aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems and associated
species.

•

Manage noxious weeds.

•

Sustain lower-westside hardwood forest ecosystems.
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The Sierra Nevada Framework for Conservation and Collaboration is an effort started in
1998 by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) to integrate the latest science and a collaborative
approach into national forest management. Work resulted in an amendment to the plan
known as the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA), published in 2001. The
SNFPA describes nine alternatives to address five problem areas in Sierra Nevada
national forests: old-forest ecosystems; aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; fire
and fuel management; noxious weeds; and lower-westside hardwood ecosystems. A
second SNFPA, that supersedes the 2001 SNFPA, was published in 2004 proposing further
refinements of management direction amending the Land and Resource Management
Plans (LRMP) of the eleven northern California National Forests, including the Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit. However, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 2004
SNFPA was found to violate NEPA and a Supplemental EIS is currently being circulated for
public review.

El Dorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
The El Dorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (L&RMP) was
prepared by the USFS in 1988. The L&RMP covers 786,994 acres of forestland in parts of
Alpine, Amador, El Dorado, and Placer counties, including both national forest and
forestlands in other ownership. The plan prescribes compatible sets of forest practices for
various types of land and resources, which are divided by management areas, and
contains targets for the production of market and nonmarket goods and services.
As a result of the SNFPA mentioned above, the Land and Resource Management Plans
of various national forests, including the El Dorado National Forest L&RMP, are now being
revised to bring their management practices and guidelines into conformance with the
policies of that document.

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan
The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) Land and Resource Management Plan
(LRMP) was prepared by the USFS in 1988 to direct the management of the LTBMU. The
LRMP has been amended several times over the past 22 years, including as a result of the
2001 and 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendments described above. The LTBMU is
currently in the process of revising and updating the LRMP in accordance with the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), which directs that forest plans be revised
every 15 to 20 years.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.1-27, third and fourth paragraph, of the
DEIR:

Conflicts with U.S. Forest Service Plans
United States Forest Service holdings account for 12,062 acres or 47.5 percent of the
General Plan Planning Area. These lands are managed by the United States Forest
Service under the regulatory framework of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan and El Dorado
National Forest Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) Land and Resource
Management Plan. The goal of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan is to manage sensitive
wildlife habitat cautiously and provide for species conservation while addressing the
needs of forest managers to reduce the threat of wildfire. The El Dorado National Forest
LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan prescribes compatible sets of forest
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practices for various types of land and resources and contains targets for the production
of market and nonmarket goods and services.

4.2

Population, Housing, and Socioeconomics

No changes were made to this section.

4.3

Hazards

The following text changes have been made to page 4.3-19, Table 4.3-2, of the DEIR:
STPUD – Fallen Leaf Pump
Station

4.4

LRWQCB – LUFT

Diesel release to soil

Fallen Leaf Road

Transportation and Circulation

The following text changes have been made to page 4.4-41, Impact 4.4.2, second paragraph,
of the DEIR:
The TransCAD model resulting in these figures has some capability to reflect the
reduction in auto use and VMT that would accompany the increased mix of land uses
under the proposed General Plan, as auto trip lengths decline, as well as. However, it
does not fully capture the shift in travel mode that occurs as an increasing proportion of
all trips occur within the shorter trip lengths where bicycling and walking are more
relatively attractive. The traffic reduction benefits of mixed and concentrated land use
are thus reflected in the VMT figures. However Also, the model does not reflect the
additional growth in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit use that would accompany
implementation of the many policy statements supporting non-auto uses in the proposed
General Plan Update.
The following text change has been made to page 4.4-12, first paragraph, of the DEIR:
During peak hours on particularly busy traffic days in the winter and summer seasons, the
US 50 corridor operates at near capacity conditions near the casino core and between
Ski Run Boulevard and Stateline Avenue. As this area becomes congested during the
peak period, some motorists tend to use diversion routes along the local street network to
bypass congestion that occurs along the US 50 corridor. This generally prevents the
corridor from reaching failure mode (identified as the formation of extensive queuing to
the east and west of the casino core area). One of the main bypass routes is Pioneer
Trail, as it allows motorists to travel from the Stateline area to various areas in South Lake
Tahoe and Meyers with reduced congestion and travel times. Lake Parkway/Montreal
Road, Park Avenue, and Heavenly Village Way loops also serve as bypasses to US 50 in
the Stateline area.
The following text has been added to page 4.4-14, last paragraph under “Planned Roadway
Improvements”, of the DEIR:
•

Caltrans Adaptive Signal Project. This project proposes to retime traffic signals at key
intersections along US 50 to provide coordination for these signals and reduce travel
times. This project is currently (January 2011) in its initial stages.
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4.5

Air Quality and Climate Change

The following text changes have been made to page 4.5-29 and -30 of the DEIR:

Significance Threshold Used for This Analysis
An increase in greenhouse gas emissions would be considered significant if the project
would result in a substantial increase in greenhouse gas emissions that would obstruct
implementation of any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.
This standard of significance approach for analysis of climate change impacts is
generally supported by the California Air Resources Control Board (Preliminary Draft Staff
Proposal - Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for
Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act, October 2008). In
accordance with the emissions target identified under AB 32, the General Plan Update
would be considered to have a significant impact if proposed policies and actions
would fail to achieve an overall community-wide 15-percent reduction in GHG emissions
by year 2020. As previously discussed, AB 32 requires total statewide GHG emissions to be
reduced to 1990 emissions level by year 2020, which represents an approximate 15
percent reduction, in comparison to current GHG emissions. Given that TRPA’s transCAD
region-wide traffic model is designed to provide VMT data for the entire Tahoe Basin and
cannot provide accurate vehicle miles travel (VMT) data for the City of South Lake
Tahoe and its Planning Area, the mobile emission analysis was based on a comparison of
year 2030 conditions under the existing General Plan and TRPA Regional Plan to the
proposed General Plan Update and proposed TRPA Regional Plan Update. Given these
same limitations, a baseline GHG emissions inventory specific to the Planning Area
cannot currently be quantified. However, though not available at the time this analysis
was prepared, the City of South Lake Tahoe will be preparing a GHG emissions inventory
as part of its Sustainability Plan. As a result, this analysis is based on quantifiable
reductions in GHG emissions associated with proposed General Plan Update policies and
actions, taking into consideration anticipated percentage contributions by source
category, as well as, estimated net increases in GHG emissions resulting from
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update. The General Plan Update is
would also be considered to have a significant impact if proposed policies and actions
would be inconsistent with GHG reduction measures recommended by the California
Attorney General.
In addition, the proposed General Plan Update would be considered to have a
significant impact from global climate change if it would result in the exposure of
residents to hazards associated with climate change.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.5-49, third full paragraph, of the DEIR:
Reductions in VMT attributable to the proposed policies and action items would account
for an approximate 2 percent reduction in mobile-source GHG emissions. Additional
reductions would also occur associated with implementation of proposed policies that
would decrease emissions from area sources, such as measures that would promote
green building, energy conservation, and sustainable development. Given that the City
is largely built out, it is unlikely that the proposed policies, when taking into account the
increase in GHG emissions attributable to future development, would achieve an overall
15 percent reduction in GHG emissions by year 2020 (as identified as a target under the
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Climate Change Scoping Plan). Although The proposed policies are consistent with
measures currently proposed by the California Office of the Attorney General as well as
efforts by the state under the AB 32 Scoping Plan to reduce GHG emissions to the , these
policies may not ensure that the City will meet a reduction goal of 15 percent by year
2020.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.5-56, last paragraph, of the DEIR:
Implementation of relevant policies from the proposed General Plan Update, the City’s
Sustainability Plan (which calls for development of a GHG inventory and reduction
target), and associated mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 are anticipated to mitigate GHG
emissions in a manner consistent with current state efforts to reduce GHG emissions under
AB 32 and SB 375. Specifically implementation of IMP-8.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Strategy in the years 2013-2015) in combination with implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.6 that would require coordination with future TRPA future
GHG reduction efforts and the establishment of an emission reduction target consistent
with AB 32 and SB 375 reduction efforts would ensure that City GHG emissions are
mitigated. However, the exact extent of the implementation of these policies and other
future greenhouse gas reduction measures are not known at this time and it is unclear
whether the 15 percent reduction in current GHG emissions set forth in the Climate
Change Scoping Plan is feasible for the City to meet. Thus, this impact is considered less
than significant significant and unavoidable.

4.6

Noise

The following text changes have been made to page 4.6-21, first paragraph, of the DEIR:
According to Table 4.6-9, an increase in the traffic noise level of 5 dB or more would be
significant where the pre-project noise level exceeds 60 dB CNEL. Extending this concept
to higher noise levels, an increase in the traffic noise level of 1.5 dB or more may be
significant where the pre-project traffic noise level exceeds 65 dB CNEL. The rationale for
the Table 4.6-9 criteria is that as ambient noise levels increase, a smaller increase in noise
resulting from a project is sufficient to cause annoyance. This significance analysis is used
where noise levels are already projected to exceed noise standards to determine
whether additional noise increases are considered significant. approach was confirmed
appropriate by TRPA staff (Emerson, 2010).

4.7

Hydrology and Water Quality

No changes were made to this section.

4.8

Geology, Soils, and Land Capability and Coverage

The following text changes have been made to page 4.8-32, first paragraph, of the DEIR:
In addition to the potential future development allowed under the proposed land use
and circulation diagrams, the proposed General Plan Update also includes policy
provisions that could affect land coverage in the Planning Area. For instance, the
proposed maximum density and maximum land coverage standards for the Tourist
Center land use designation (see Table LU-2 of the General Plan Policy Document) would
conflict with TRPA’s existing development standards. In addition, Policy LU-2.10
encourages high-density development within the proposed nodes through various
City of South Lake Tahoe
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incentive programs including an increase in allowed coverage and exemptions from
coverage limitations for affordable and moderate-income housing. This policy would
conflict with TRPA’s land coverage restrictions as TRPA does not currently provide for any
exemptions from coverage limitations. However, planned areas for new development
under the proposed General Plan Update are currently substantially developed with land
coverage in some several cases in excess of current TRPA standards. Therefore, future
development and redevelopment in these areas in compliance with the proposed
General Plan Update coverage standards shown in Table LU-2 would result in an overall
reduction of land coverage in these areas as compared to existing conditions and
would, therefore, assist TRPA in attaining the land coverage threshold. Further increases in
the amount of existing land coverage in these areas are not anticipated.

4.9

Biological Resources

The following text changes have been made to page 4.9-4, second and third paragraphs, of the
DEIR:
The Sierra Nevada Framework for Conservation and Collaboration is an effort begun in
1998 by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) to integrate the latest science and a collaborative
approach into national forest management. Work by the framework resulted in a federal
environmental document an amendment to the plan known as the Sierra Nevada Forest
Plan Amendment (SNFPA), published in 2001. A second SNFPA, which supersedes the
2001 SNFPA, was published in 2004, amending the Land and Resource Management
Plans (LRMP) of the eleven northern California National Forests, including the Lake Tahoe
Basin Management Unit. The SNFPA describes nine alternatives to address five problem
areas in Sierra Nevada national forests: old-forest ecosystems; aquatic, riparian, and
meadow ecosystems; fire and fuel management; noxious weeds; and lower-westside
hardwood ecosystems.

Eldorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan
The Eldorado National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (L&RMP) was
prepared by the USFS in 1988. The L&RMP covers 786,994 acres of forestland in parts of
Alpine, Amador, El Dorado, and Placer counties, including both National Forest and
forestlands in other ownership. The plan prescribes compatible sets of forest practices for
various types of land and resources divided by management areas and contains targets
for the production of market and nonmarket goods and services. As a result of the
SNFPA, the L&RMPs of various National Forests, including the El Dorado National Forest
L&RMP, are now being revised to bring their management practices and guidelines into
conformance with the policies of that document.

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan
The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) Land and Resource Management Plan
(LRMP) was prepared by the USFS in 1988 to direct the management of the LTBMU. The
LRMP has been amended several times over the past 22 years, including as a result of the
2001 and 2004 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendments described above. The LTBMU is
currently in the process of revising and updating the LRMP in accordance with the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA), which directs that forest plans be revised
every 15 to 20 years.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.9-11, first paragraph, of the DEIR:
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Much of the biological diversity within El Dorado County is on lands managed by the
USFS. Land under the jurisdiction of the USFS’s Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
includes portions of the Eldorado and Tahoe national forests, which, combined, cover
most of the land in the eastern two-thirds of the county (see Figure 4.9-1). The USFS is
responsible for sustaining the health of the ecosystems on the lands it manages. In total,
more than 550,000 acres of land in the county are held in state or federal public
ownership and managed principally by state or federal agencies (EDAW, 2003). The
Planning Area is surrounded by land in state and federal management including Lake
Tahoe, and NFS land including the Desolation Wilderness, within the LTBMU Eldorado
National Forest, and Toiyabe National Forest.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.9-11, last paragraph, of the DEIR:
Eldorado National Forest is a U.S. National Forest located in the central Sierra Nevada
mountains in California. Portions of Alpine, Amador, El Dorado, and Placer counties lie
within the forest’s boundary. The forest is bordered on the north by the Tahoe National
Forest, on the east by the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, on the southeast by the
Humboldt-Toiyabe River, and to the south by the Stanislaus National Forest. Many of the
species found in Desolation Wilderness can also be found in Eldorado National Forest.
The Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest (HTNF), with an area of 6.3 million acres, is the
largest National Forest in the U.S. outside of Alaska. The HTNF is located mostly in Nevada,
with a portion also in California, and encompasses a broad array of wildlife habitats
ranging in elevation from approximately 4,100 feet to 12,374 feet. HTNF is located to the
south and east of the Planning Area. The forest exhibits a great variation in climate,
ranging from arid and desert-like in some areas to sub-alpine in others, and can have
temperature fluctuations ranging from below zero in the winter to up to 120 degrees
Fahrenheit during the summer. Many of the species found in Desolation Wilderness can
also be found in HTNF.
The following text changes have been made to page 4.9-28, last paragraph, and Table 4.9-5 of
the DEIR:

Local Timber Resources
U.S. Forest Service holdings account for approximately 7,126.2225,383 acres of the area in
the Planning Area. Approximately 2,800 acres are used for reduced timber harvest and
approximately 2,600 acres are used for timber stand maintenance. Table 4.9-5 shows the
holdings of the USFS within the Planning Area.
TABLE 4.9-5
UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE LANDS BY USE TYPE MANAGEMENT AREAS WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA
USFS Management Areas

Acreage within the Planning Area

Alpine Skiing

67.94

Developed Recreation

710.57

Lake

4,935.97

Maintenance

569.55

Non-USFS

13,321.12

Reduced Timber Harvest

2,816.13
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USFS Management Areas

Acreage within the Planning Area

Timber Stand Maintenance

2,569.71

Un-roaded Recreation

18.08

Wetlands Management

374.24

USFS Lands Subtotal

7,126.22

Lake

4,935.97

Non-USFS

13,321.12

Planning Area Total

25,383.31

Source: TRPA, 2008

4.10

Cultural Resources

No changes were made to this section.

4.11

Public Services

No changes were made to this section.

4.12

Utilities and Service Systems

No changes were made to this section.

4.13

Scenic Resources

The following changes are made to mitigation measures MM 4.13.1a and MM 4.13.1c on page
4.13-53:
MM 4.13.1a

The City will add the following as a policy to the Land Use Element:
As part of the update of the City’s Citywide Design Guidelines, the
following shall be incorporated into that update process for structures
in excess of three stories 36 feet in the Tahoe Valley and Stateline
nodes (identified on Figure NPL-1 of the General Plan):
•

Structures shall be “stepped back” from the edges of the property
at a ratio of 1:1 (one foot increase in height for one foot of
additional setback from the property for a maximum height of 45
feet in the Tahoe Valley node);

•

Building design will incorporate decks and vegetation or other
appropriate features into the upper levels to eliminate the
possibility of an institutional appearance; and

•

Building siting and design will not completely obstruct mountain
views, views of Lake Tahoe, or stream environment zones from
arterial roadways or public recreation areas.
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MM 4.13.1c

4.14

The City shall revise Table LU-2 of the Land Use Element to limit
maximum building height consistent with TRPA height standards within
the Town Center and Tourist Center land use designations to three
stories except within the designated node nodes for Tahoe Valley and
Stateline (identified on Figure NPL-1 of the General Plan Update)
where a maximum of 45 feet would be allowed in the Tahoe Valley
node.

Recreation

No changes were made to this section.

4.15

Consistency with Plans and Relevant Regulations

No changes were made to this section.

5.0

Cumulative Impacts

The following text changes are made to page 5.0-16, fourth paragraph, of the DEIR:
Implementation of relevant policies from the proposed General Plan Update, the City’s
Sustainability Plan (which calls for development of a GHG inventory and reduction
target), and associated mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 is anticipated to mitigate GHG
emissions in a manner consistent with current state efforts to reduce GHG emissions under
AB 32 and SB 375. Specifically implementation of IMP-8.6 (Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Strategy in the years 2013-2015) in combination with implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.5.6 that would require coordination with future TRPA future
GHG reduction efforts and the establishment of an emission reduction target consistent
with AB 32 and SB 375 reduction efforts would ensure that City GHG emissions are
mitigated. However, the exact extent of the implementation of these policies and other
future greenhouse gas reduction measures is not known at this time, and it is unclear if
the 15 percent reduction in current GHG emissions set forth in the AB 32 Scoping Plan is
feasible for the City to meet. Thus, this impact is considered less than cumulatively
considerable and a significant and unavoidable impact.
The following text changes are made to page 5.0-16 and -17 of the DEIR:
Impact 5.11

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in
combination with other development in the Tahoe Basin, would
increase transportation noise along area roadways substantially from
existing conditions. The increase in transportation noise levels would
not exceed TRPA CNEL noise standards is the primary contributor to
the cumulative increase in noise. This impact would be less than
cumulatively considerable.
As identified in Table 4.6-10 in Section 4.6, Noise, implementation of
the proposed General Plan Update in combination with anticipated
future growth would not result in noticeable increases in traffic noise,
when comparing the noise levels to year 2030 conditions under the
existing General Plan. In comparison to existing conditions (Table 4.6-6
in comparison to Table 4.6-10), increases in traffic noise levels of up to
approximately 5 dBA CNEL could occur along area roadways.
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However, it should be noted that The increases of 5 dBA CNEL are not
due entirely to the General Plan Update and would not exceed TRPA
CNEL noise standards.
The proposed General Plan Update policies include requirements that
contain specific performance standards addressing transportation
noise. These policies are listed under Impact 4.6.1 in Section 4.6, Noise.

Mitigation Measures
None required. Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update
noise policies would reduce potential transportation noise impacts in
the Planning Area. Future development projects would be required to
analyze project-related noise impacts and incorporate necessary
noise reduction measures sufficient to achieve applicable noise
standards. However, it may not be possible to fully mitigate
transportation noise in all areas of the Planning Area, particularly in
existing development areas. As a result, the proposed General Plan
Update’s contribution to cumulative traffic noise would be
cumulatively considerable and a significant and unavoidable impact.

6.0

Alternatives

The following text change is made to page 6.0-10, fourth paragraph, of the DEIR:
The proposed General Plan Update would have a significant and unavoidable impact
associated with the project’s contribution to global climate change. Implementation of
mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 would reduce this impact but not to a less than significant
level.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-10, eighth paragraph, of the DEIR:
The proposed General Plan Update would result in a less than cumulatively considerable
and unavoidable noise impacts from the increase in traffic noise levels in the Planning
Area.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-17, sixth paragraph, of the DEIR:
The proposed General Plan Update would have a significant and unavoidable impact
associated with the project’s contribution to global climate change. Implementation of
mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 would reduce this impact but not to a less than significant
level.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-18, third paragraph, of the DEIR:
The proposed General Plan Update would result in a less than cumulatively considerable
and unavoidable noise impacts from the increase in traffic noise levels in the Planning
Area.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-27, sixth paragraph, of the DEIR:
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The proposed General Plan Update would have a significant and unavoidable impact
associated with the project’s contribution to global climate change. Implementation of
mitigation measure MM 4.5.6 would reduce this impact but not to a less than significant
level.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-28, last paragraph, of the DEIR:
The proposed General Plan Update would result in a less than cumulatively considerable
and unavoidable noise impacts from the increase in traffic noise levels in the Planning
Area.
The following text change is made to page 6.0-34, ninth row, of the DEIR changing the
significance determination:
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated Significant and Unavoidable
The following text change is made to page 6.0-34, fourteenth row, of the DEIR changing the
significance determination:
Less Than Significant Significant and Unavoidable

7.0

CEQA-Mandated Sections

The following text changes are made to page 7.0-1 of the DEIR:
Impact 4.5.6

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would contribute to
greenhouse gas emissions that could result in significant environmental
effects, including water quality impacts to Lake Tahoe. This impact would be
considered potentially significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Impact 5.6

When considered with existing, proposed, planned, and approved
development in the region, implementation of the proposed General Plan
Update would contribute to cumulative traffic volumes in the region that
result in significant impacts to regional vehicle miles of travel. This is
considered a cumulatively considerable impact.

Impact 5.10

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with
other development and land use activities, would contribute to greenhouse
gas emissions that could result in significant environmental effects, including
water quality impacts to Lake Tahoe. This impact would be considered
cumulatively considerable.

Impact 5.11

Implementation of the proposed General Plan Update, in combination with
other development in the Tahoe Basin, would increase transportation noise
along area roadways substantially from existing conditions. The increase in
transportation noise levels is the primary contributor to the cumulative
increase in noise. This impact would be cumulatively considerable.
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8.0

Report Preparers

No changes were made to this section.
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5.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
5.1

INTRODUCTION

This section includes minor edits to the proposed General Plan. These modifications are staffinitiated changes. Further environmental analysis if provided below to determine if these
modifications would result in new significant environmental impacts, constitute significant new
information, or alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Changes are provided in
revisions marks (underline for new text and strikeout for deleted text).

5.2

MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN

PART I:

INTRODUCTION

Modifications to the introduction section were limited to minor textual changes that do not
change the intent or requirements of the section in any appreciable manner. These
modifications include the addition of persons to the Planning Commission and staff credits as
well as the correction of minor typographical errors to pages I-8, I-10, and I-16. None of these
modifications would affect the physical environment, nor would they change any requirement,
plan, or program presented in the proposed General Plan Update. Therefore, these changes
have no effect on the environmental analysis of implementation of the General Plan Update.

PART II:

GOALS AND POLICIES

Land Use and Community Character Element
Modifications to the Land Use and Community Character Element include minor textual
changes to pages LU-2 and LU-3 that do not change the intent or requirements of the section in
any appreciable manner. Therefore, these changes have no effect on the environmental
analysis of implementation of the General Plan Update.
Modifications to the Land Use and Community Character Element also included minor textual
changes to several goals and policies, including modification of the following:
•

Policy LU-1.4

•

Goal LU-7

•

Policy LU-2.10

•

Policy LU-7.2

•

Policy LU-2.11

•

Policy LU-8.8

•

Policy LU-4.4

•

Policy LU-8.13

•

Policy LU-5.1

•

Policy LU-8.14

•

Policy LU-5.2

Changes to the goals and policies listed above constitute minor textual edits and clarifications
that had little functional change to those goals, policies, and actions and would therefore not
result in any appreciable modification of the environmental impacts of the proposed General
Plan Update as discussed in the DEIR.
In addition, Figure LU-1, the proposed Land Use Diagram, was modified to change the
designation of three parcels (027-180-17-100, 027-241-30-100, and 027-241-31-100) located
adjacent to the Bijou Golf Course from Low Density Residential to Town Center to
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February 2011

General Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

5.0-1

5.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
accommodate the property owner’s plans for future development. While this could result in
development of these parcels at a slightly greater intensity, it would not alter the proposed
development allocations and potential set forth in proposed General Plan Update policies LU1.7 and LU-1.9 that the environmental impact analysis was based on in the Draft EIR.
Finally, four policies were added to this element per Draft EIR mitigation measures MM 4.1-2, MM
4.13.1a, MM 4.5.4, and MM 4.5.5. Per Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.13.1c General Plan
Table LU-2 was also revised.

Economic Development Element
No changes were made to this section.

Housing Element
No changes were made to this section.

Transportation and Circulation Element
Modifications to the Transportation and Circulation Element include minor textual changes to
pages TC-2, TC-5 (Table TC-1), TC-13, TC-14, TC-15, and TC-20 that do not change the intent or
requirements of the section in any appreciable manner. Therefore, these changes have no
effect on the environmental analysis of implementation of the General Plan Update.
Modifications to this section also included textual modifications to the following policies:
•

Policy TC-1.8

•

Policy TC-1.18

•

Policy TC-1.13

•

Policy TC-2.3

•

Policy TC-1.15

•

Policy TC-4.2

Changes to the policies listed above constitute minor textual edits and clarifications that had
little functional change to those goals, policies, and actions and would therefore not result in
any appreciable modification of the environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan
Update as discussed in the DEIR.
In addition, one policy was added to this element per Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 4.4.2.
Minor changes have also been made to Figure TC-2, on page TC-14 of the proposed General
Plan in order to make the figure consistent with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan. These changes include the addition of future Class I bicycle trail
segments along Sierra Boulevard from Highway 50 to Barbara Avenue and along Al Tahoe
Boulevard northwest from Johnson Boulevard and a future Class II bicycle trail segment along
Glenwood Way from Blackwood Road to Fairway Avenue. In addition, the figure number and
title has been changed to “Figure TC-3” and “Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation Diagram” to
distinguish it from another figure.
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Figure TC-3
General Plan Update Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation Diagram

5.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
The newly proposed trail segments will be located along existing roadways within the city limits.
The construction of these trails would result in ground-disturbing activities that could affect air
quality, visual resources, soils and land coverage, cultural and biological resources, and water
quality. The potential environmental effects of developing new bicycle trails in the Planning Area
were addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Draft EIR and were found to be less than
significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. In addition, all future development
projects, including public bicycle trails, will be further assessed on a project-by-project basis.
Therefore, these minor changes are not anticipated to result in any new significant
environmental impacts and do not constitute significant new information or alter the conclusions
of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, these changes do not
conflict with any General Plan policies or implementation measures relating to bicycle plans or
facilities.

Public/Quasi-Public Facilities and Services
Modifications to the Public/Quasi-Public Facilities and Services Element are limited to the
renumbering of several goals and policies to put them in correct sequence. These minor textual
changes do not change the intent or requirements of the section in any appreciable manner.
Therefore, these changes have no effect on the environmental analysis of implementation of the
General Plan Update.

Recreation and Open Space Element
Modifications to the Recreation and Open Space Element are limited to a minor textual change
of Policy ROS-1.7 requiring that the Bijou Park Master Plan be updated to address current
demands and opportunities. As the policy already calls for improvements to the park, this is
considered a minor modification that does not change the intent or requirements of the section
in any appreciable manner. Therefore, this change has no effect on the environmental analysis
of implementation of the General Plan Update.

Health and Safety Element
Modifications to the Health and Safety Element are limited to a minor textual change to the title
of Policy HS-2.8 to distinguish it from another similarly titled policy. This is considered a minor
modification that does not change the intent or requirements of the section in any appreciable
manner. Therefore, this change has no effect on the environmental analysis of implementation
of the General Plan Update.
In addition, four policies were added to this element per Draft EIR mitigation measures MM
4.3.2a, MM 4.3.2b, MM 4.6.6, and MM 4.7.8.

Natural and Cultural Resources Element
Modifications to the Natural and Cultural Resources Element are limited to minor textual
changes to Policy NCR-4.1 to add a specific performance standard and to Policy NCR-2.5.
These are considered minor modifications that do not change the intent or requirements of the
section in any appreciable manner. Therefore, these changes have no effect on the
environmental analysis of implementation of the General Plan Update.
In addition, seven policies were added to this element per Draft EIR mitigation measures MM
4.5.1, MM 4.5.2, MM 4.5.6, MM 4.10.2a, MM 4.10.2b, MM 4.10.3, and MM 4.13.1b.
City of South Lake Tahoe
February 2011
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5.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN
PART III:

NEIGHBORHOOD PRIORITIES LIST

No changes were made to this section.

PART IV:

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS

Modifications to the Implementation Program section are limited to a minor textual change to
Implementation Measure 8.1. This is considered a minor modification that does not change the
intent or requirements of the section in any appreciable manner. Therefore, these changes
have no effect on the environmental analysis of implementation of the General Plan Update.
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