
Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
. d~sity and coverage alternative for the Tahoe VISta partnerslSandy beach project. The project

currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. ·Reduced density alternatives Will result in:
retention oftrees. less land coverage, more on-Site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number ofaffordable units based on a 25 unit density
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i\$~_¥StiOfii_otmffare for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partnerslSandy beach project. The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retentionof~ less Jand coverag~ more on·site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
I managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number ofaffordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 200.10 increase over typical conditions)
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'Tahoe Vi'$!aresidents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support areduced
density and'coverage alternative for the Tahoe VISta partnerslSandy beach project The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention oftr~ less land coverage, more on-site parking) and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 manSgers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number ofaffordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type .mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a20% increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. PleaSe support a reduced
d~sity and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vtsta partnerslSandy beach project. The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention of trees, less land coverage. more on-site parking, and reduced traflk trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
I managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. (a 20010 increase over typical conditions)
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The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residerits are for smart growth and well planned development.
We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan requirements of a
rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage alternative for
the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable.

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development.
We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan requirements of a
rural and rustic theme for this alCa. Please support a reduced density and coverage alternative for
the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable.

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision



The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development.
We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan requirements of a
rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage alternative for
the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently propos"d (Alternative E) is not acceptable.

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

crease over a typical residential subdivision
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· The existing citizens oLl't'Sd.~ saet'e are for smart growth and well planned development. We would
like the agencies to follow the guidelines for character set forth in the Tahoe Vista Community plan
of a "rural and rustic theme" for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage alternative
for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project under appeal to the BOS.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable.

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
I managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Concession for bikes etc.
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development.' We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan
requirements of a rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. We support a project of
reasonable growth:

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, reduced traffic trips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision



North Shore residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage ahemative for the Tahoe Vista partnerslSandy beach project. The project .
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention of trees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 ~ional units
1managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 20% increase over typical conditions) .
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project..The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives win result in:
retention oftrees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
I managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 200.10 increase over typical conditions)
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North Shore residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project. The project
currently proposed ,(Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention oftrees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

2S fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

_Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 20% increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project. The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention oftrees, less land coverage, more on·site parking. and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

/.

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 200,10 increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced de~ity

altemat~veswill result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the resicfents support :

• 25 fractional units -
• 1 managers unit
• Spindleshanks expansion
• affordable housing units based on five units per

acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
altemat~ves will result in : retention oftrees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the resicients support :

• 25 fractional units .
• 1 managers unit
• Spindleshanks expansion
• affordable housing units based on five units per

acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision nonnally at four units per acre.
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development. We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan
requirements of a rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. We support a project of
reasonable growth:

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, reduced traffic trips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development. We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan
requirements of a rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. We support a project of
reasonable growth:

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, reduced traffic trips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit
Spindleshanksexpansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density
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This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development. We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan
requirements of a rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative for the Tahoe Vistapartners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. We support a project of
reasonable growth:

A reduced density alternative will result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, reduced traffic trips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit

. Spindleshanks expansion
Pool and clubhouse
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH AND WEll
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. PLEASE SUPPORT A REDUCED DENSITY AND.
COVERAGE ALTERNATNE FOR THE TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY
BEACH PROJECT. THE PROJECT AS CURRENTlY PROPOSED
(ALTERNATIVE E) IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. A REDUCED DENSITY
ALTERNATIVE Will RESULT IN RETENTION OF TREES, lESS LAND '
COVERAGE, MORE ON SITE PARKING, AND REDUCED TRAFFIC TRIPS. .
THEREFORE THE RESIDENTS SUPPORT:

1 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS. 1 MANAGER'S UNIT, SPINDlESHANKS
EXPANSION AND 5 AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS BASED ON :

FIVE UNITS PER ACRE DENSITY AS IS BEFITIlNG RESIDENTIAL TYPE
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT WITH A TYPICAL RESIDENTiAl SUBDIVISON
AT FOUR UNITS PER ACRE. (20% INCREASE OVER TYPICAL
CONDITIONS).



TAHOE VISTA RES.DENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH Atl>WELL
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. PLEASE SUPPORT A REDUCED DENSITY AND
COVERAGE AtTERNATIVE FOR THE TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY
BEACH PROJECT. THE PROJECT AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED
(ALTERNAnvE E) IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. A REDUCED DENSITY
ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN RETENTION OF TREES, lESS LAND
COVERAGE, MORE ON SITE PARKING, AND REDUCED TRAFFIC TRIPS..
THEREFORE THE RESIDENTS SUPPORT:

1 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, 1 MANAGER'S UNIT, SPINDLESHANKS
EXPANSION AND 5 AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS BASED ON :
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FIVE UNiTS PER ACRE DENSITYAS IS BEFITTING RESIDENTIAL TYPE
MIXEO USE DEVELOPMENT WITH A TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL SUBDMSON
AT FOUR UNITS PER ACRE. (20% INCREASE OVER TYPICAL
CONDITIONS).
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
alternatives will result in : retention oftrees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the resicients support :

• 25 fractional units
• 1 managers unit
.Spindleshanks expansion
• Five affordable housing units based on five units per

acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.
(crease over typo subdivision).
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support areduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density

alternatives will result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the resicients support :

• 25 fractional· units
• 1 managers unit
• Spindleshanks expansion

@
,;'.FiVeaffOrdablehOUSingunitsbasedonfiveunitsper

//~ acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
\ .~. residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.

( 20% increase over typo subdivision). . .
l Q MKLZ~ j 'rlAKtBlf\" f41111'-)Jb. CJS~6b

]l.lD & ~~~1J1JJ1'-J _
:=r~~£ V}h~'<") M ~{Jrfr 03~-S--Vb"S-Zrt

h-' )IJS\S Nt"y( ~L L~- P~t~-II.lv.-<4 cL4 'ft.J~5'J./-rt>7 ...7~r-2~S/

.1J IV

d-IJO ~ f\,{ Dv·
.~~~------------------------------------.-----------------

.~~~~

!~ CtN---b~·



.TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GRONTH AND WElL PlANNED OEVElOPNENT. PlEASE SUPPORT A
REDUCED OENSITV AND COVERAGE AlTERNA11VE fOR lliE TAHOE VISTA PARTNERSISANDY BEACH PROJECT. THE
PROJECT AS ClJRREN1lYPROPOSED (ALTBtNA11VE.E) IS NOT ACCEPTABlE. A REOU<:ED DENSJlYALTERNATIVE WIll
RESULT IN RETENTJOH OF TREES. LESS lAND COVERAGE. MORE ON SITE PARI<ING. AND REDUC£O TRAFFIC TRIPS.
THEREFORE THE RESIDENTS SUPPORT:

• 2S FRACTIONAL UNITS. t aMNAGER'S UNIT, SPlNDlESHANK8 EXPANSION NID 5AFFOROABLE HOUSING UNITS
BASEDON: .



The following was submitted to Senator Dianne Feinstein on Thursday, August 28, 2008.

Dear Senator Feinstein,

I have admired and respected you since that day in 1978 when you appeared on TV in
San Francisco reporting on the death ofMayor Moscone and Supervisor Harvey Milk.,
Your genuine compassion and sadness made me trust you immediately. I have followed
your career and been a supporter ofyours since that day. I am writing you today with
deep concerns about Lake Tahoe, my current home. I moved from San Francisco to
Tahoe Vista in 2001. I chose the North Shore of the lake for its rustic look and quiet
calm. I am asking for your help because I know you have a special place in your heart for'
Lake Tahoe, as evidenced by your continued involvement in the Lake Tahoe Summit,
(sorry to hear about the leg fracture you sustained while here this year).

You were quoted in our local paper, "the lake and surrounding basin are natural
treasures at risk, from wildfires that'threaten the alpine forest, to global warming and
pollution that threaten the/ake 'sfamed clarity?" I might add that it is also threatened by
developers and greedy landowners. I am sure your aides can find information floating
about the internet outlining all of the proposed projects for our quaint town ofTahoe
Vista, as well as projects throughout the North Shore. I wholeheartedly believe that the
cumulative effects ofall the proposed development also puts this natural treasure at risk.

Nicole Gergans, environmental program advocate for The League to Save Lake Tahoe
has said "the TRPA has quietly been amending (ordinances) to allow for developers'
needs ... over the mandates of (thresholds). She was referring to the "Boulder Bay" project
in Crystal Bay, NY (impacting all the North Shore), but her comments pertain to many of
the proposed Tahoe Vista projects, as well as projects already completed. For example,
we often wonder how developers of"Tonopolo" were allowed to remove a sand dune
from the beach and build the current oversized complex. Does the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) ever learn, or will the rules continue to change arbitrarily?
Now, of special interest is the fact that TRPA, the organization that is designated as a
steward ofour beloved lake, has relinquished power to the Placer County Board of
Supervisors in determining the scope ofthe Sandy Beach project in Tahoe Vista. The
Sandy Beach project is a proposed time share development replacing the local
campground which is currently available bringing people from all walks oflife to the
shores ofbeautiful Lake Tahoe. Other high density time shares are also proposed for
Tahoe Vista, veering away from the original community plan which was for low density
rustic resorts. Fractional ownership of homes is not tourist accommodation. Places
ANYONE can come to for one night, or one week, like motels, resorts, cabins; those are.
tourist accommodations. The public is opposed to the high density development of Sandy
Beach, and has presented their concerns to TRPA, who in tum simply relinquished
responsibility for the decision about Sandy Beach to the Placer County Board of
Supervisors. I see the Board of Supervisors as a political entity, swayed by political
cortcems and pressures, NOT a STEWARD ofLAKE TAHOE. How/why would TRPA
relinquish its jurisdiction over something that will have major impact at the. lake? I am
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quoting an unnamed source in my community, "Where is the Lake in this equation?
Where are the agencies chartered to protect it? Why isn't the community voice being
heard? Why does everyone think that more high density development is the solution to
our economic demise, better lake clarity, and reduction oftraffic concerns?" The health
ofLake Tahoe CAN NOT be politicized. That has been evidenced by both political
parties involvement in the Summit. It appears that developers are attempting to
circumvent the process, and TRPA is going along. Someone has to be the watchdog and
make that impossible.

If, in fact, as scientists at this years summit said, the basin is warming and truly "climate
change is largely beyond our control", then we need to be extremely diligent in those
areas that ARE under our control. Development IS under our control and should be kept
low density, with less impact on the environment. The lake is a finite feature, with finite
access, that can/should sustain a finite population.

Why is TRPA allowing mega developments, with high density? Why do they even
consider projects that are out of the scope of our community plan which is for rural and
rustic? Why are these projects being handed over to the Placer County Board of
Supervisors for decisions? How does simply assessing fees "MITIGATE" adverse results
ofdevelopment: of more people, more cars/traffic, more pollution, more coverage of
land, of denuding the forest?

You are working so diligently to ensure that millions ofdollars be committed to assist
with restoration projects and help preserve OUf lake. Will your efforts on behalfof this
"natural treasure" be fOf naught? Will development advance at a faster rate than
preservation? Questions. I have many questions, and I was hoping to find answers by
consulting with you.

Thank you for your time and I hope you are inclined to help with the problems our
community is facing. For the sake ofLake Tahoe and its "famed clarity" and to ensure
that future generations can enjoy its beauty, I implore you to look into the questionable
tactics being used here by developers and TRPA. Please help the citizens of this
community have their voices heard, and help us preserve our rustic and rural community.
Redevelopment is necessary, massive devdopment is not.

Thank you,
Kathleen Uskert



Subject: Tahoe Vista Community Plan

Dear TRPA Governing Board Member: .

As the longtime chairperson developing the North Tahoe Community Plans, I am
greatly distressed to learn of the direction "Tourist Accommodation" has taken in
Tahoe Vista. Sadly, fractional ownership was a concept with which we did not direct
any attention since, at the time we established the Plan, it had not entered our
sphere of awareness.

Our concept for Tahoe Vista centered around a vision that kept its traditional resort
area theme and outdoor recreation. Our intent was to see the existing motels be
upgraded, not replaced by large homes. Fractional ownership of large homes does
not fit the Plan's vision. What can be done to restore the intent of the Community
Plan?

Please consider carefully the planning and approvals for Tahoe Vista.

Most sincerely,

Janet Mize,
now residing at 90,0 Fallowfield Lane,
Watsonville, CA 95076
janetmzie@msn,com
831-761-0783



To: Planning Dept., Placer County and TRPA dated November 2003 -
> anonymous submittal .
>

. > Re: Sandy Beach Resort Affordable Housing Project
>
> Developers plan to redevelop Sandy Beach campground property with 45
> timeshare units, a clubhouse and swimming pool and 10 affordable
:> housing units in Tahoe Vista. . .
>
> Does Tahoe Vista need another timeshare (built with manufactured
> homes) even though the project is called Sandy Beach Affordable

. > Housing Project. Who is suppose to be fooled by the name? There is a
> greater demand for RV parks than timeshares. There are already 6 or 7
> timeshares in Tahoe Vista. Do the local residents of this small
> community want Tahoe Vista to be known as the timeshare capital of
> Lake Tahoe?
>
> The developers do not seem to be aware or are ignoring the fact that
> the RV/campground is a valuable asset to the area. *It is the only RV
> park with hookups and a dump station on the* *North Shore*. The fact
> that there is no telephone, cable TV or Internet service does not
>.deter RV owners from using the campground. The owners claim that it's
> not economically viable due to the lack of these facilities, they do
> not say that this campground has not been updated for years and if
> updated the RV park would be economically viable as Zephyr Cove
> RV/campground has shown..
>
> A very dismal pictures of the campground has been painted and it is
> claimed that the majority of the users are seasonal workers, when in
> fact the majority ofusers are yearly returnees and visitor/tourists.
> who are from out of state or from other countries, as well as vendors
> from the Arts and Crafts fair held every other week at Kings Beach. It
> is a very active operation in the summer as can be seen by anyone
> visiting Sandy Beach. This is also a very family oriented campground.
> The beach. (the only public one in the area) is one of the safest for
> children at the lake. Even at high water level, the water is shallow
> and families find it ideal to spend time on the beach and in the water
> with their children. With the campground closed, these families
> staying in other areas would have to drive to this beach and parking
> would be totally inadequate for their anticipated use at Sandy Beach.

. > *It is not a "small loss of recreation facilities" as the developers
> claim*.* It will be a great loss to all people who use it, the
> regulars as well as one time visitors. There are other sites around
> the basin, but none on the North Shore. These displaced persons have
> no other place to go. They do not want to go to the South Shore making

.> that area even more congested, nor do they want to go to the West



> Shore where there arena hookups or as far away as Truckee.*
>
> The claim by the developers that the long time visitors will not be
> displaced is not true- ask any ofthe campers currently using the'
> campground.
>
> The developers have given several alternatives to users ofthis park.
> These alternatives include Burton Creek State Park, an undeveloped
> hiking park with limited parking. Tahoe Valley Campground in South

.> Lake Tahoe (not viable alternative for North Shore users), Sugar Pine
> Point Campground, limited to 32' motor homes on the West Shore - no
> hookups, William Kent Campground (no hookups) again on the West Shore,
> three campgrounds in Truckee, (one being a membership only campground
> with very limited spaces for non members), Meeks Bay Resort (only 10
> RV sites no pets), two motels in Kings Beach, one only accepts year
> round residents, the other has very limited facilities. None of these
> campgrounds are acceptable alternatives for North Shore RV users as
> Sandy Beach is the only North Shore campground that can accommodate
> large RV's with hook ups and a dump station.
>
> With more population in the retirement age group, RVers are
> increasing in general in the U.S. and the need for RV facilities is
> increasing. Also RV rentals are increasing, as can be seen in the RV'
> park, often with 3 or 4 Cruise America Rental occupying campsites nightly.
>
> The lack ofRV parks in the area may have an affect on the community.
> RV'ers may be forced to boondock in parking lots, or on side roads,
> possibly impacting law enforcement personnel and local residents.
> There would also be more large RV rigs driving around looking for
> parking' so they can stay on the North Shore.
>
> If this project is not approved, the RV park could continue to
> operate. It could easily be made into a more economically viable
> operation-it does serve a much needed asset for the Tahoe Basin.
>
> Apart from the loss ofthe RV park, there are environmental concerns, .
> cutting 84% ofthe trees in the park is unacceptable. The majority of
> the trees are healthy, and there is no shortage ofnutrients as the
> developers claim there is. They say that it is not a serious issue to
> cut down 84 %. What about the wildlife, the bears that occasionally
> frequent the campground, the squirrels, chipmunks and all the birds.
> Where is all the wildlife to live as Tahoe Vista is overrun with
> development and timeshares ?
>
> The cumulative effect muct be considered- the effect on the community
> , the local residents, the wildlife, the RV'ers and campers in teh



> Tahoe Basin.
>
> This was an anonymous letter in the Sandy Beach files dated November
> 2003. Internal memo exchanged between Melissa Shaw and Lori Lawrence.
>
>



I attended the Board of Supervisors meeting om Oct 25 and presented the

petition we have circulated this summer. Since this was not on their

agenda, no discussion was allowed by the Board on the issues presented

therein. However, Dave McClure, Cindy Wotel, Ezra Meyer,and myself were

in atendance and spoke to Tahoe Vista Projects and their impact on the

community, within the 3 minutes allowed to each of us.

Tahoe Vista projects were not discussed by the Board. Presentations were

made by the North Tahoe Business Assoc.,.a sister Tahoe City

Organization, the Redevelopment Agency, and the-Resort Association.

The petition was signed by 174 residents and property owners, and the

text of which is presented below.

. Jerry Wotel

Tahoe Vista·

Placer County Board of Supervisors

Attention: Supervisor Bruce Kranz, District 5·

175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Tahoe Vista Proposed Projects

Supervisor Kranz:

Three significant projects have been proposed for development and

redevelopment for Tahoe Vista, Cedar Grove, Sandy Beach, and Tahoe

Sands. These projects will significantly stress the infrastructure of the community.

Affordable housing has been identified as a needed commodity throughout

the Tahoe and Truckee regions. The Cedar Grove Apartments (EIAQ-3728)
has been proposed, which is a proposal to develop a 12.5-acre parcel

into a multi-family155 unit low-cost apartment complex.

This will add several hundred people to a small community with already stressed facilities .. From
childcare needs, to a need for physicians and health care services, to a need for post office

boxes, schools, roads, road maintenance, sidewalks, parking, trash pick-up, transportation

systems and emergency services such as Fire and Police. The probable environmental effects

include Water Quality, Soils and Geology, Air Quality, Noise, Transportation, Vegetation, Wildlife,

Scenic Resources, Cultural and Historic Resources, Land Use, Growth-inducement, Public
Services and Utilities.



The proposed location is in the middle of Tahoe Vista, centered in a one mile by one mile square

area, located on 12.5 acres. The only access roads are small streets (Donner Road, Gray Lane

and Toyon Road) that connect to National Avenue, with an already congested and accident prone

intersection with Highway 28, being asked to handle more than an additional 300 vehicles. The

intesection will also have to accommodate a public boat launch and beach facility. The only hub

of services available is currently located in Kings Beach.

Placer County has requested an amendment to the Tahoe Vista Community Plan and a TRPA

Plan Area Statement amendment for the Tahoe Estates Special Area 6, to proceed with the

Cedar Grove development since it violates existing TRPA planning guidelines.

Sandy Beach is also in the planning stage, comprised of a 6.25 acre site on Highway within

walking distance of Cedar Grove. It is a 35-unit time-share complex and a 1O-unit low-cost

housing. It will also add to congestion and demands on public utilities,

Tahoe Sands redevelopment currently has 65 total units and is prQposing 110 units. Of these, 35

are currently on the beach and 75 are planned for the beach. Six units on the mountainside are

employee housing and the rest are timeshares. There will be three stories on both sides of

Highway 28.

The challenge presented in the Tahoe region is an already existing problem due to local

infrastructure deficiencies. There has been on-going identified needs for childcare, post office

boxes, and additional fire and police services, there is a current initiative to increase fire

department services for.North Tahoe. Again, there are on-going problems with insufficient trash

disposal, and road maintenance. The lotal agencies have been dealing with traffic

congestion, lack of stop lights, cross walks and other transportation issues for years.

Is this smart master planning? What about density? What about carrying capacity? What about

roads? Where are the closest employers? What about safe emergency access? What about

infrastructure?

As residents of Tahoe Vista, we oppose the Cedar Grove Apartments Project in its current high­

density form, and suggest a more reasonable distribution of low-cost housing development

throughout the region. We also request that the governing agencies review the entire Tahoe Vista

growth to assure that the community and its infrastructure can accommodate the Cedar Grove,

Sandy Beach, and Tahoe Sands, and conduct public hearings to inform residents of Tahoe Vista

of their development plans in the early stages of planning.

Sincerely,

Residents of Tahoe Vista



From: Kathleen Uskert <kathleenuskert@...>

Date: Sun Jul 3, 2005 4:01 pm

Subject: Letter to the editor

Published in the Tahoe World 6/16/05

kathleenuskert@ ...

The #1 concern of many residents in Tahoe Vista seems to be that there is a

proposed addition o(so many units in a small area, be that affordable housing

or time share. We are being inundated with new construction projects that will

suddenly quadruple the size of our community and bring excessive congestion to

the area. Tahoe Vista lacks stores, roads, has a limited postal facility; in

short, we lack an infrastructure that can accommodate so much building density.

Most of the people living in the affordable housing units of the proposed Cedar

Grove project would need to commute to their jobs, putting more cars on the

already busy Highway 28. If the object is to have housing for local workers,

shouldn't that be located nearer their place of work. I discern 5 sites where

there is an existing workforce in need of affordable housing. The proposed 155

affordable housing units at Cedar Grove should and could be divided equally

between areas where workers are needed, ie: Northstar, Kings

Beach, Carnelian Bay, Tahoe City and Squaw Valley, as well as in Tahoe Vista.

This would lessen the impact of building on anyone area and bring employees

closer to their place of work, reducing commute distances and congestion on

roads. I believe distributing affordable housing units throughout the North

Shore would be more responsible and would create less public opposition. And why

not consider building single family dwellings that can be purchased as

affordable housing. Our community needs to grow at a steady rate, not by leaps

and bounds. Please develop our communities in fair and responsible ways, trying

to maintain the small town atmosphere and natural beauty of the area. After all,
isn't that why we live here?

Kathleen Uskert
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Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Affordable Housing/Interval Ownership Project
Page 111 of 125

Theresa Avance

From: cori jennings [cnwjenn@holmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 02,20088:21 AM

To: Theresa Avance

Dear Theresa
Will another piece of Lake Tahoe history be destroyed by development?
We are enjoying another summer at our favorite Tahoe destination, Sandy Beach Campground.
With the destruction I development looming in the near future, we explored the entire north shore and found
nothing comparable to Sandy Beach. Both the state campground and Lake Forrest campground in Tahoe city
do not allow RV's over 20' and do not have hook-ups ( water & electrical ). William Kent on the west shore
does have spaces for larger RV's,but it also has no hook-Ups. No other campgrounds are located on the north
shore.
Sandy Beach is home to many of us for the entire summer season, year after year, with accommodat;ions for
large RV's, including water and electrical service. Home to many who live at S.B.C. in their RV's while working
seasonal jobs in the area ( THE most affordable housing in Lake Tahoe). '
S.B.C. is also a popular destination for young families and youth organizations (i.e., the Habitat for Humanity
bicycle group) we have enjoyed visiting with the large group of young adults each year who stay at S.B.C. for a
few days as they bicycle their way from the east coast to the west coast.
Our children and grandchildren are given the opportunity to spend the entire summer at Lake Tahoe, and are
always anxious to see the freinds they have made over the years, again, a tradition started by our parents and
grandparents when the old cabins were on the beach.
Having the freedom to stay for extended lengths of time ( all the campgrounds have a 14 day limit) has allowed
us the pleasure of becoming a large family neighborhood.
The proposed development will destroy not only another quaint, family oriented, historical landmark, but also the
tradition so many families have enjoyed for generations.

Sincerely,
Warren and Corio Jennings
po box 756
Portola, Ca 96122
cnwjenn@hotrnail.com

The i'm Talkaton. Can 3D-days of conversation change the world? 6n9QutJ1QW!
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July 23, 2008

Good Morning Ellie Waller a Tahoe Vista resident and Tahoe Vista Postal employee. I am submitting this
petition from 106 Tahoe Vista residents, hotel, and /timeshare owners, members of the business community
and on behalf of those that choose not to speak or cannot attend this meeting. These signatures are entirely
from Tahoe Vista. This petition is for a reduced density alternative for the Sandy Beach project NOT the
Alternative E submitted by the developer fOf approval today.

I have a 5 lb 523 page document, a260 rebuttal page prepared by 31 paid professionals as well as a 170 page
memorandum from the Placer County Development Review Committee. We are a community of unpaid
local residents that have tirelessly reviewed each page. Even though we've only had a short time we've
found many inconsistencies and several misrepresentations which brings into question the validity of the

documents.

In an ideal world, Community Plans would be more visionary and the cumulative impacts of future
development and community character considered. Developers and the community could come to some
reasonable consensus. But instead, as there is no good master plan for Tahoe Vista, we do this process
myopically, one project at a time.

I understand maximizing an investment, but of equal importance is the welfare of the residential community
that co-exists in Tahoe Vista. Tahoe Vista is a transitional area between The Casino Corridor and residential
Agate Bay. We are asking for reasonable growth, not NO development. We are not an urban center like
Kings Beach or Tahoe City. We just want BALANCE.

The Regional Plan has not been updated and in the interim we are limited to a 1996 CP which is outdated by
today's standards. If one were to examine the environmental document for this community plan they would
see that Tahoe Vista redevelopment was envisioned to only upgrade its existing inventory. How many
TAU's do we already have with the Morelatos existing Lakeside resort, the Tahoe Sands lake and mountain
side, the Franciscan co-op, the Rustic Cottages, the Beesley Cottages, The Holiday House, the Wood Vista
Lodge renovation, Red Wolf Lodge, Shore House, Cedar Glen, The FireLite and Tonopalo. What are the
future plans for these resorts as well as many new developments already in planning phase? Who determines
when the market becomes saturated? Recent realtor inventory of current fractiomlls on the market- show
many for sale for over a year.

PLAIN and SIMPLE, this is about CUMULATIVE IMPACTS of density, noise, VMT's,light and air
pollution and just too many people. Is there enough water storage to fight fires or to service all of the future
projects? How can we possibly identify meeting environmental threshold carrying capacities one project at a
time?

Why did TRPA determine that an environmental assessment was necessary instead ofa fullblown EIS? The
impacts are significant and mitigations proposed are only payment of fees- something that the local
community will not get full benefit of.



Chapter 5.5 Environmental Documentation requires that an EIS must be prepared ifprojects have
significant impacts. On what basis did staffdetnmine exemption from EIS status ?

5.8 Environmental Impact Statement-IfTRPA finds a project or matter may have significant effect on
the environment, TRPA snall cause to be preparedan EIS in llccordance wlth Its Rules ofProcedure, this
chapter and the Compact.

Chapter 5.88-8 The growth inducing Impact ofthe proposedproject - Tahoe Vista based on census data
has a full time population ofapprox 660 people, yet this project alone will increase the population by approx
250+ persons- anUnimum of40% of its current population.

Chapter 18 Special Use Findings .... 18.18-3 the project to which the use pertains will not change the
character ofthe neighborhood. There are several tourist properties in Tahoe Vista.. The average size tourist
accommodation unit is under 1000 sf None of them as massive as this proposed project, even
Tonopalo, which is smaller, half the size in sf and less density per acre. The neighborhood character is a huge
issue that has caused so much controversy in our community. Tonopalo was not and is not acceptable to the
community and should not be repeated. We don't expect things to stay the way they have been for forty years
but we don't expect resorting to madness either.

Chapter 93.2 G - Slgnlficont Increase: A signijicam increase is an Increase ofmore then 200 daily
vehicle trips, determinedfrom the trip table or other competent technical informatiOn. More than 200 daily
vehicle trips according to code are considered significant and this project proposes 211 to 299 (not clear)
Summer and 461 to 522 (not clear) Winter trips.- mitigation is payment of a fee. How does a fee change the
number ofcars on the road and the associated air quality and noise· issues as well as small particulate matter
created by those vehicles?
The TVCP states that trip reduction of 130 trips are required over a twenty year period. (page IV-6)

Placer County has misrepresented their "Findings of Fact" Increased Demand on Postal Service - 13.A.II.
The TVCP contains an element for home delivery.( The USPS bas found this option infeasible.) Also, as
stated in the finding the TV PO is undersized to accommodate the current population and new residents will
exacerbate this situation. Indirectly, the increase in residents may resuh in increased vehicle trips and
potential safety concerns, especially in snow conditions. The mitigation of 302 persons to 242 is not less than
signiflCaIlt, how do you mitigate the increase ofpeople .?

I have concerns that the TRPA designation of this projectas an Environmental Assessment (EA) rather than
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is short sighted. A payment of fees as mitigation is NOT
ADEQUATE AND HAS NO LOCAL NEXUS. There are too many threshold issues that ARE
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS. 95% site grading, 60% total tree removal, 94,000 sfofbuilding mass, increased
traffic, loss of recreation- with the removal of the campground, CNEL's already not in attainment and
VMT's exceeded. .

In closing, the TRPA Governing Board needs to do the right thing- Approve a reduced density project- The
community suggests 25 fractional units, one (1) Manager's Unit and 5 affordable units- not Alternative E as
proposed by the developer or continue the approval to another time until a consensus is reached between
developer and community.

Respectfully, Ellie Waller PO Box 535 Tahoe Vista, Ca 96148



No one is arguing the necessity of taking what exists and "making it better" or of the
merits of good projects. The issues Tahoe Vista faces are notone of redevelopment
or making improvements. There are many good projects- RedWolf Lakeside Lodge
timeshare, the Rustic Cottages and Tahoe Vista Inn redevelopment, the Mourelatos
family resort rebuild, Safeway, Vista Pines Court residential, the Brockway Golf course
clubhouse, Perennial Nursery, and most recently townhouses built within the National
Ave residential corridor. Mixes of commercial and· residential - good examples of
compatible development -at a scale and density appropriate for the area.

Everyone appreciates the beautiful beaches and NTPUD park and newly redeveloped
Tahoe VIsta Recreation Afea at National Ave. Also the lakefront beach area that the
Sandy Beach developer sold to the conservancy years ago.

The probfem lies with the process, the disconnect with the agencies who are charged to
protect the lake, the lack of leadership. Neighbors pitted against neighbors, Meetings
with no "real notice" after Holiday weekends and in the middle of snow storms.
Perversions of codes, and ordinances, outdated Community Plans, Pathway 2007

. Regional Plan Update slated for release in 2009, failure to analyze cumulative impacts,
mitigation measures that show no local nexus or ability to solve the problem, and
currentfy at the forefront· the misuse of the "tourist accommodation entitlements. n

The "sleeping gianf' (our community) is awake because peOple are more aware.
Tonopalo woke them up. The community attends meetings and they are informed. They
want to be part of the process and have the community voice heard loud and clear.

The ClIfTent proposed Sandy Beach Alternative E is twice the size of Safeway. Sandy
Beach is planned at twice the size and mass of Tonopalo - it's just not on the lakeside.
It is ftve times the density of a relatively new residential subdivision, the Vista Pines
Court, several doors down to the East which is approximately the same acreage. Eight
homes,about 3000 sf each with their own looped fire road.

So the community is united on a solution. A smaller project so that there is something
'eft fOr the next developer. A Project that is in scale, scope and character with what
already exists and has been improved. 25 units is fair. 25 units makes sense.

Until developers get more reaUstic about the community needs and desires and offer
"reasonable growth projects" and the agencies do their job of protecting the
environment, and there is outreach to the pubfic and effective facilitation. this infighting
will continue -Please help us to support the Sandy Beach project at a reasonable
density. 25 fractional units, an appropriate number of affordable units, expansion of the
restaurant, a pool and clubhOUSe. This is fair.

Janet Harley
PO Box 185
Tahoe Vista, Ca 96148



To: TRPA APC and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
StaffofTRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tabee Vista Partners, LLC Inten'al Ownenhip Development Project.
SeH # 2006022100 (Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

The outdated Tahoe Vista Community Plan does not address: thus the EIR can not be in compliance

• Specirtc streetscape or other improvements needed for sidewalks, lighting, and street
design. Current projects are posting bonds until the future or are copying
improvements already in piau like Tonopalo and the Tahoe Vista Rec area. Both
Placer County as well as TRPA do not have.a master plan for sidewalk type except for
asphalt,·lights, or even type ortr~ (or the streetlcape for Tahoe Vista. The Vista
Pines sidewalk is different than the other sidewalks resulting in a mish mash or
eclectic look in the area.

(A condition of approval should be a requirement to have a standard set of materials for
future projects mTahoe Vista including type orpaven, lights and street treet). .

• Scenic requirements have changed since the Tahoe Vista Community Plan was
prepared- for lakefront parte's or those within 300 feet of the high water line.

What mitigation measures as stated in the 1995EIRIEIS have been implemented? TRPA
stall'mentioned the Itop light at National Ave. What other mitigation measures are in place?

Meera Besser
Tahoe Vista Resident
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TherHI Avance

From: MIera 8e.., [mbeMrOebcglobaJ.net}

Sent: 'Thl.V'lldey, February 21. 2008 4:27 PM
To:- Th_Awnce

~ respontt to 8111dy Beach EA

Deer Public SeMn1II of TRPA end~ COtl'lly :

Iam appded ."d 1ntuI111ted. Once 8GIIn an ageney thel we generaJly 1houghthBd been dlllllMd to help
malntaln • Hmblne d aanly whenIt ClIne to~ In tM exIIerneIy lr8gIIe TIIh.. envkonmenll8
~lng~ of lit gulde/IneI, ouIIlde 01 pubIlo llCIWIMIUI and VIl'I potalbIy oulIide of the law. It rnaka, 1M
wonder how much money mtmbera of the TFlPA and memberS 01 "'** County BolIl'd of~ II8nd 10
make from theae aIleneIw, out 01 oontrOI8ld rtdeubJa buIdIng proJeats..

Ira b&'d enough that 'there Ie ran'flIII'It end bllitlnt."green was'*'Q"P1Q on In the QlDe of "Community
EnhaIlc«nent ProltcW' but ncM', ..... you in aIrlIId that !he oommLrily W111'81f)011d to I\e "8ftty Beaoh"
proJect In a lIimIIar IIId very ertdw fIIIhlon lh8t ehlA down 01 the "'CMIr GIO'W'...you fNIlt IS appropriate
to~ tht Nles to fit 'to' puMew, QI goody, 11'."Iefa just prNnd thai huge ,...,.,.. of I*1l6I aren't
proteItIng the prqect.....gee we=the ruIet, lie dates, and the IOc:IdIon of JdJIIo meellngl so that
no one no_erhow InInIted COUld mtend'. ""*' ... "IeltlJftll*ld 1hIII1he NEPA C!QA rt.d.. for
E1R1EI8 ha~ chlI1ged and \WI dOn't ...... to walt for public ccrnment. Let'a juIt dole that door and rill wflIl r.
111en we GIn get 8WIIV wlh lJIl the nefarfouB noocft1g we W8'1t. It NllIIV Is ..uempIe of the "Emperar'1 New
CIoIhes" juIt preMl'ld Md It wtII be 10.

Ieee a project wtlti .,obIcene number 01 non-compllalll __• Left.8M, bUllding1 flat lIl'8 too tali, denlity ItI8t
III 100 great, InlUlllcHnl pMcIng,~ that are not up to oode, CO'tW8Qe that Ie of. too high PGrc.ntBoe. a
town InfrutrUotUre thIt II old, out cIIIId end 0IIeIIlWcIIrlII and Ihowa no IDIIy to ,..the InclIIIlIlIed capeclty
*JIlted bV thIa proJect.. the othw 5 paJeala planned forth..... lIIngIe~,. 8MWrluuee, a .... ·
80Uftle pipe IhlU FIlS out Into the I.AIQ and IUOlcIlI8lIClln JulY ind AuguIt Ind In droUgtIt~ IolII 01 . ;.
detperatlly needed reor.lon loa of..... 1IlCl 0pII'IllpcJe,.1llI~on the..and.. ttylee d
many, many people II'lCl much W. haw ....~1caIIona,~ end mII1'epIeaentatJone
,.gardhg exIdng CllMrtIgI, TAU'.. oorill••CIIlI ClOY8rlIQ8, uuge. nllllgdone that are UIIIea, and fanoIfuI at
best and Jtu than.bend ,Idut WOl'It. '. ,

I em lIfraid !hilt thll ..... 1he MIt1na pMdng lot project, the CEP prcfecIa, PIlIOIl' CounIy~rnenII projectB
lhat I'Ifute to rebuId InfraIIruoIuN n blip real .... In order to maIce mare~ _ IIIld muc:n more reaDy
..preHn181t1e1lblOlute went we 01 .... on theplanetendewn morW \ne;lccl........ 1n theT~ BaaIn.
Eleded offlciIII who Ignore !heir voIIng pubic, end appoIntIld oI'IlclI8I8 'IWtlO~ eIt8mllI.. maIIvea ant
deItroymg what fa !Itt (and there Ian, rmalh IeIt) d the Taholt Belt! Md ra~ environment.

. ,

People It Is 811' II) take ,and lor wNl you kncM Is rtohtt And the fuIther DeIlnrdlon cI Tahoe II not right. The
beat worllelCllmf)le IIlhtrllPlrQ of South Lahe Tahoe the UIe 01 "8rnInert domain" to fe8ttIer the pockeIa of
deVeIopere (n who "'1) Ind cre&Ie • '\IpIcaIe, 1lCCblYe, cwer-prlced,~ deIIlPl8d II'ICI serIouIly
WRONG vaClItlcm IlotaIng, lnteMII ownerehlp mort. .

You people "onder wily n keep fIghIIng the "wondeI" profedI )lOu keep puthln;...w.I Uep wondering,
becau8e we wOI kMp ~Ung. WelcM T8floe and.... wi! kelP doing 8V8'Yth1ng we ll8rt II) protecl1he
envtronment, the t.a/Qs and our 1'estyIe.

Those of UI who are paying IIIIt8ntIon beIIwe It might be lime to bring the Attomey GenerIl on board to _ the
b1ed'lg~.

~EIftOf

L-1

L-2

L-3

EOAW
Commenlll and Responses to
CommentI on the Draft EAlEIR

2-134 .
Tahoe Vi81a Par1nerIl, LLC Afford8bIe Housing and Interval

Ownership Development Final EAlEIR
Placer County and TRPA



To: TRPA APe and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
StaffofTRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Interval Ownenhip Development Project.
sen # 2006022100 (Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

An interesting comparison

1. Height- Tonopalo is approximately 32 feet- Sandy Beach is asking for heights up to 39 feet.

This is a deviation from standard height limitation.

2. Density- Tonopalo is 19 units on 2.5 acres. Sandy Beach is 55 units on 6 acres.

This is too much density.

3. Massing - Tonopalo has 19 units ranging in size from approximately 1200 sf to 3400 sf.

Sandy Beach is 1900 sf to 3000 sf.

The massing is very similar if you look at the site plan- only Sandy Beach is taller.
This is too much density.

Sandy Beach is asking for:

Roadways to be narrower than Placer County standards.

Why not do less density of units and provide for the proper road widths.

Sandy Beach is going from a basic rural recreation summer time use since 1933
To a full time residential timeshare use year round.

I challenge you to view Vista Pines Court and see what eight houses that are 2800 sf on 5 acres looks like.

Versus the proposed 66 units on 6 acres that are large massive structures plus a restaurant. .

Alvina Patterson
Holiday House
PO Box 229
Tahoe Vista, Ca 96148



To: TRPA APC and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
Staffof TRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tahoe Vista Partnen, LLC Intenral Ownenhfp Development Project.
SCH # 2006022100 (Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

The Community Plan has not addressed the impacts ofgoing from 300 sf motel rooms to 1900 sf to
3000 sf fractional timeshare residences. Tau's are needed for fractional timeshare uses. This is due
to be addressed in the regional Plan update that is not going to be released until 2009+

What are these impact! of these larger units and can they be quantified? TRPA staff
mentioned that in the Pathway 2007 process they are looking at a approximate 3:1 ratio of
TAU's to fractional timeshare based on impacts or the larger units. Is this undergoing
analysis and if so based on what data?

Have the impacts of larger units been evaluated (or potential increase in land coverage,
traffic trips, increase in population, impact to local senrices including recreation, and
demands on infrastructure- and occupancy? Currently campground u~ is seasonal but
fractional use is year round. What are the impacts of a seasonal operation to a year round
operation?

Does the parking' ratio change from one parking space per unit to additional requirements
based on the larger units? What is the impact to sewer and water of the larger units? What is
the impact to the local recreation areas i.e. Sandy Beach which is already crowded in the
summer? Should there be public batbrooiDI to support this increase in demand? What is the
effect of tbe change in use on massing and community cbaracter? Wbat about snow removal?
Snow storage? Vegetation reJlH)val? Impacts oClOft coverage i.e dirt to hard impenrious
surface of asphalt? Impacts of a year round population from a seasonal population?

Both Placer Couaty as well as the NTPlJD consider a change from nightly motel to fractional
timesbare as a change from tourist accommodation to residential. How can this be quantified?
Could a timeshare/fractional owner purchase multiple fractions and live there full time?
What would be the impact to TOT tax? How many rooms will be available for nightly rental?

Maryanne Casella
PO Box 503, Taboe Vista 96148



To the TRPA Governing Board and appropriate staff:

Last June the community of Tahoe Vista came before the Board to express its concerns over the proposed

Vista Village Work Force Housing project. The most common and consistent message that was urgently and

vigorously conveyed was our concern over the density of the project, and the potential Cumulative Impact.

At that time, Placer County had agreed with the community that there were no less than eight projects in

some state of consideration within the one square mile boundaries of Tahoe Vista. While no conclusive

decisions were made by the Governing Board, the comments and questions expressed during the meeting

reflected similar concerns, and the project was later retracted by the owner/developer.

Since that time, the Vista Village owner and developer have continued to review their plans within the

context of the public's comments, and we are hopeful that at some point in the future we will be able to

collectively return the project to the table.

We once again find ourselves less than nine months later faced with nearly the exact same questions and

concerns. The only thing that has really changed since last June is the address. We are still very troubled

by the density of the proposed project and the potential Cumulative Impact when combined with the

numerous other developments in various stages of review.

Tahoe Vista has an outdated Community Plan which was conceived in 1996 based upon a myopic view of

the future of development in the Tahoe Basin in general, and Tahoe Vista specifically. As a community, it is

incumbent upon us to once again revisit and address the very complex question of growth by way of an

updated Community Plan. We must find a common ground that will balance the interests of property owners,

developers and residents. The task is daunting, but the alternative is that we continue to expend exhausting

emotional and financial resources considering development projects on a piecemeal basis often

accompanied by the real or perceived threat of litigation.

Tahoe Vista is simply too small to accommodate the scope of development being considered. Sandy Beach,

even in its current iteration, particularly when coupled with the numerous other projects under consideration,

will overwhelm our community.

This is not what the framers of Tahoe Vista's outdated Community Plan had in mind for us in 1996.

I, therefore, ask that the TRPA staff, Governing Board and related parties have the conviction to recognize

that until Tahoe Vista has an updated Community Plan and/or the owners and developers find a way to work

with the community in finding common ground, projects of the magnitude of Sandy Beach be delayed, if not

denied approval.

We also strongly request and urge that the Governing Board provide the community an opportunity to once

again make its case in a public hearing.

Respectfully, Randy Hill Resident Tahoe Vista, CA



Placer County Planning Commissioners July 6,2008

HeNo, I'm Eme Waller. My home is located It'l the Estates Subdivision and I am an employee of the
Tahoe Vista Post office. This project as well as the proposed increased density of the Tahoe
Sands, the proposed affordable housing complex off of National Ave., the proposed Moure/atos
additional hotel, the proposed fractional share complex across from Tonopalo, the proposed
expansion of the North Tahoe Marina, and the NTPUD proposed 70 space parking area across the
street from the TV recreational area will affect both my personal and professional life.

The result of such development in Tahoe Vista is INCREASED coverage, VMTs and related air
pollutant emissions, runoff volume, noise generation, massing and deterioration of scenic quality,
habitat remova', fight pollution, and further demand for public services and utilities such 8S water
supply, wastewater conveyance, treatment and disposal, expanded police and fire protection,
improved bus serviee, chtfd care needs, recreation, etc.

Please take in consideration that this is currently a seasonal RV park and campground that will
become a year round destination.

The permanent and part time residents of Tahoe Vista have chosen to live and relax in a semi
rural, quiet, serene and uncongested area. We don't want to be like South Shore, in fact, we don't
even want to be like Tahoe City or the proposed Kings Beach. Each community has its own
complexion.

Most of us recognize that some change is inevitable, but we hope that even if we somewhat modify
our way of life with revitalization; we can maintain the admirable qualities we have today. Needless
to say, the quality of life for full time as well as second homeowners in Tahoe Vista will be
negatively impacted..

Although outdated, it is stated in the Tahoe Vista Community Plan of 1996 in Chapter 1 "The TRPA
purpose for planning these areas according to the Compact is "to adopt and enforce a Regional
Plan and implementing ordinance which achieves and maintains such capacities while providing
orderly growth and development consistent with such capacities. The optimal question is: when
are we at capacity and capacity of what?

Cumulative impacts stated in this specific EIR are a cop out to the Tahoe Vista community. Paying
mitigation fees does not protect my immediate environment, it supplements funds for future
restorations.

The TRPA GB announced at the January 23 meeting they would be hiring an independent
consultant to do a cumulative impacts study for the proposed Kings Beach mass development
am askil}g you do the same for Tahoe Vista as we have several projects also.

Admittedly, I caMot suggest any simple solution, except to reduce the number of TAU's thus
reducing density at each and every proposed project in Tahoe Vista.

Respectfully, Eme Waller PO Box 535, Tahoe Vista, Ca 96148



February 2008 Placer County Planning Commission

Hello. I'm Ellie Waner. My home is located in the Estates Subdivision and I am an employee of the Tahoe Vista Post
office. This project as well as the proposed increased density of the Tahoe Sands, the proposed affordable housing
complex off ofNational Ave., the proposed Mourelatos additional hotel, the proposed fractional share complex across
from Tonopalo, the proposed expansion of the North Tahoe Marina, and the NTPUD proposed 70 space parking area
across the street from the TV recreational area will affect both my personal and professional life.

The result of such development in Tahoe Vista is INCREASED coverage, VMT's and related air pollutant emissions,
runoff volume, noise generation, massing and deterioration ofscenic quality, habitat removal, light pollution, and
further demand for public services and utilities such as water supply, wastewater conveyance, treatment and disposal,
e~ police and fire protection, improved bus service, child care needs, recreation, etc.

Please take in consideration that this is currently a seasonal RV park that will become year round destination.

The pennanent and part time residents ofTahoe Vista have chosen t() live and relax in a semi rural, quiet, serene and
uncongested area. We don't want to be like South Shore, in fact, we don't even want to be like Tahoe City or the
proposed Kings Beach. Each community has its own complexion.

Most of us recognize that soinechange is inevitable, but we hope that even ifwe somewhat modify our way of life with
revitalization; we can maintain the adrnirnble qualities we have today. Needless to say, the quality of life for full time as
well as second homeowners in Tahoe Vista will be negatively impacted.

Although outdated, it is stated in the Tahoe Vista Community Plan of 1996 in Chapter I ''TheTRPA purpose for
planning these areas acoording to the Compact is "to adopt and enforce a Regional Plan and implementing ordinance
which achieves and maintains such capacities while providing orderly growth and development consistent with such

.capacities. .

Cumulative impacts stated in this specific EIR are a cop out to the Tahoe Vista community. Paying mitigation fees does
not protect my immediate environment, it sUpplements a TRPA fund

The TRPA GB announced at the January 23 meeting they would be hiring an independent consultant to do acumulative
impacts study for the proposed Kings Beach mass development
I am asking you do the same for Tahoe Vista as we have several projects also.

Admittedly, I cannot suggest any simple solution, except to reduce the number of TAU's thus reducing density at each
and every proposed project in Tahoe Vista.

1'd like to remind and urge the community members to submit comments and concerns on the adequacy of info in the
Draft EAlEIR. Inputs must be submitted in writing by 5:00p on FeblU3l)' 22 to:

Maywan Krach
Placer County
3091 CoWlty Center Drive, Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603
or by e-mail cdraecs@placerca.gov

andio

Theresa Avance
TRPA
POBox 5310
Stateline,'NY 89449
Or by e-mail tavance0J,trpa.org



August 11, 2008

Tonopalo, the much spoken about and controversial East-West Partners / Intrawest Development in
Tahoe Vista may happen again. A similar project is being proposed - Wyndham Residence
Collection in Tahoe Vista. >

Contrary to what you might have heard or read, the Tahoe Vista Partners LLC project (Sandy Beach
CampgroundCOl1version behind Spindleshanks) is larger than Tonopalo. Camouflaging I sheltering
by vegetation on the mountain side ofHighway 28, doesn't take away from the immensity ofthe
project. The proposed Wyndham project will be the most dense and tallest development in Tahoe
Vista and not at all consistent with the existing community character

Jonopal, cgmP8riS99 to tbe proogsed WYndham dmJopment

Tonopato is 19 units on 2.5 acres
Wyndham is 46 units on six acres (39 tourist units on 4.9 acres, one managers unit, six affordable
housing units, a clubhouse and Spindleshanks restaurant)

Tonopato is 19 tourist units 1200sf- 34oo8f(no affordable housing element)
Wyndham is 39 tourist units 1230sf- 3277sf (six affordable units @ I117sf each)

Tonopalo massing is 42,000 (size ofKings Beach Safeway)
Wyndham massing is 109,000 (without affordable component just the fractional portion which is
almost three times the size of Tonopalo)

Tonopato maximum height 32
Wyndham is asking for a special finding by TRPA up to 39 feet

The Wyndham project parking allotment is the same as Tonopalo I County standards, one space per
unit up to four bedrooms- which we all know is completely inadequate as evidenced by parking on
the Highway 28 nearly year round for Tonopato. The Wyndham project currently is selling 19- two .
bedroom units, 15- three bedroom units and 5- four bedroom units.

Directly quoted from the "current" Tahoe Vista Community Plan dated 1996:
West End Resort Area Design Theme:
The Plan envisions building on the established motel complexes and the lake front amenities to
encourage the tourist use ofthe resort area. The design concept is to establish resort like atmosphere
similar to that foUnd in a destination resort. The area would rely on a unified design concept. The
coordinated improvements would include off-street shared parking, interconnecting walkways, and
multi-use ofkey recreation facilities. The architectural theme is a low intensity rustic Tahoe
!tt!t ofdevelopment establish~ prior to second World War. The street frontage improvements and
setbacks are boulevard in nature.



In an ideal world, Community Plans would be more visionary and the cumulative impacts of future
development and community character considered. Developers and the community could come to
some reasonable consensus. But instead, as there is no good master plan for Tahoe Vista, the
governing agencies do this process myopically, one project at a time with no "real" cumulative
impacts assessed.

I understand maximizing an investment, but of equal importance is the welfare of the residential
community that co-exists in Tahoe Vista. Tahoe Vista is a transiti()nal area between The Casino
Corridor and residential Agate Bay. We are not an urban center like Kings Beach or Tahoe City.
We are asking for reasonable growth, not resisting development. We just want BALANCE.

Concerned residents and visitors should make your feelings known.
Send comments to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency and Placer County

TRPA
Jeff Cowen
jeffcowen@trpa.org

Ellie Waller
Concerned Tahoe Vista, Resident

Placer County
Clerk of the Board
BOS{(V,placer.ca.gov



To: 11tPA I PlAcer County
From: Dave Waller, PO Box 535 Tahoe VISta, CA 96148
Ref Sandy 8eadl BAIBIR CommentJI

Maywaa Krach o-mall odraecs@pIaccr&8.goy
Pilcer CowJty

Theresa Avmce e-mail tavam:e@tma.Qlg
TRPA

February 26, 2008
Page: 1 of2

FF

MYDamG is DaveWaller and I sm a Tahoe Vista resident

This Sandy Beach Project is grossly oversized. inConsistent with the danBity IIIld characl8r of the
SIUTOllDding Tahoe Vista noighborbood and is in conflict with theTahoe Vista Commnnlty Plan.

Quoting from the Tahoe V18ta Community Plan (April, 1996), Chapter I:
"C. Tahoe vitta Community Plan Goals
A fundam.ental comerstoneof this CommunityPlan is the conviction that Tahoe Vista should
continue as B regional tourist and recreational center with some industrial and conunerdaJ uses. To
accomplish this goal, policies, mUst encourage diversification of:recreational and oom.mercial
a11ract1ons to acate the high quality development expected in a destination resort community. lli
PIap wUl stiD retaiD!be clumu:ter of the t!!jlstiu commllDitt."(I)

Taboo Vista is m.ostly vacation and secolid homes, small vacation n'JS()rts (with the exception ofthe
Tonopalo Debacle), a few small businesses, several restauraDts, a wond.erfu) park, an undersized
Post Office, end the Public Utility District and Sierra Pacific offices. Acoording to the 2000 US
Census, only 59% ofthe Tahoe Vista (ZIP 96148) homes are occupied on a full time basis. This
seemedpretty high to me based on my knowledge ofmy local neighborhood. Last spring I walked
my TahoeBstale9 tract which is the neighboring property to the northwest side of the proposed
Sandy Beach Project. I oouatcd the number ofhomes and identified the number offnll-time and
part-time occupants. Based on my count, I hAve made a comparison ofmy Estates neigbborltood
versus the proposed Sandy Beach Project.

80.4 6.3
154 S5
SS . S5
99 0
106 136

1.9 8.7
1.3 46.3
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February 26, 2008
page: 20f2

To: TRPA/PlaoerCounty
From: Dave Waller.;PO Box 535 Tahoe Vista, CA 96148
Ref Sandy Beach BAIElR Ctnnmeots

Based on tho density oftho proposed project. it i8 grossly oversized Compared to the sl11TOUIlding
neighborhood and therefore is in direct conflict with theT~Vista Community Plan sited above.

The EAIBIR indicates that the impacts to the Jalce, the environment, the 1I8ffic, the water, the gas,
the power, the sewer, and the many other criteria. and the commUnity itselfcan be mitigated to a
''leas than signltlcant" level. Fnmldy, paying a mitigation fee does not mitigate any of these
negative impacts to our local community. How call all Illcrease of3462% bodies per aae be
mfUpted at all., .

In addition to this project, there arc sevanl1 other projeots p1e.rmed for this small one mile strip of
Tahoe Vista. We need to step back and develop a suitable plm for Tahoe Vista before it becomes a
perfect example forwbat can go wrong when 1hc push fur development bulldozes through the
various agencies bdi:Jre the Tahoe Vista Community P1lIIl canbe updated. which in effect,
oiroumventll the Community Plan and the safeguards fur the protection ofLake Tahoe and our
~~~ . .

Summary:
- The Sandy Beach Project is too large and inconsistent with the neighboring oommunity and is in

conflict with the Tahoe Vista CommunityPlan. How docs the TRPA and Placer County intend to
answer the density question?

Recommended Action:
- Before this project or any ofthe other numerous planned projects are approved, I ask the TRPA .

and Placer County to caU fur a Stop-Worlc until the Community Piau can be updated and approved
.by tho various agencies and BY THE COMMUNITY.

llBFERBNCSS:

(1) Tahoe Vista Community Plan (dated: ApriIl9%):
(2) Table values presented arc baaed on available Placer County Parcel Maps.and a walktbrougb

(5/16107) assessrriont ofthe neighborhood by the aUthm:. Calcu1a1tld values are shown below:
.. Housing UDites 1Acre (154/80.4- 1.9); (5516.3 to 8.1); [(8.7 -1.9) 11.9 = 358%J
.. Occupants I Acre 106/80.4 "1.3); (292 / 6.3 = 46.3); [(46.3 - 1.3) 11.3 - 3462%)

(3) Tahoe Estates Full-Time oceupanta (106) based on author's actoal C01lD1 5116107. Sandy Beacli
Full-Time occupants (292) fromEAlBlRPara lA.10

(4) 2000 US CenSus Data [For Tahoe Vista (ZIP 96148)]: h.ttn:/Iwww.census.gov/ In Population
Finder lIP Code - type 96148 (population - 669). (SB 292+IT 669) 1669 = 144%

. .' ; .
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From:
To:
SUbjectl
Date:

GWen Rosser
Placer Coynty Envlrpnmental COordlnal:!oo 5eryIces:
Sandy Beadl EIR
Wednesd!IY, February 20, 2008 11:47:42 AM

Thank you for consldering the followIng regarding the sandy Beach
Project:

To TRPA and Placer County

Do you remember the 80's when "Small is Beautiful" before we got into the 90's
of"Biggeds Better"? What are we now, the 21st Century of"F.xpand and
Destroy"? "

,
For now, I will concentrate on the trees,beautiful trees growing Binte the last olear
cutting in the 1870's to 1890's. Today~ are clear-eutting again, but differently,
clearing and bUilding and paving 80 1hat the trees cannot ever return. In one square
I)1i(c ofTahoe Vista. we have already lost hundreds'ofbig trees, but look in a
smaller area, maybe 1/4 squllle mile, Tonopalo, Sandy Beach. Vista Village, the
NTPUD parking lot on National Avenue, the Beach Recreational area, and all the
projects. big and smal~ bring us olose to a loss of1000 trees, (Sandy Beach, 181
already out and ofthe 292 remaining, 155 more are slated to be removed, 95% of
the site will be graded); Vista Village, on hold, but up to 800 suggested; NTPUD
parldng area, 178;) jqst to build, pave and change the environment

What will we have left? Tahoe Vista will have streets, pavement, signals, traffic,
marinas, od~ loss ot'lake clarity and a population that lives in only 10-15% of
the houses. Ifwe wanfed to live in suburbia, we would move. The development
will ron into,ICing's Beach, which is already being developed as a community
centa-. How big should a 'center' be? It is like a disease, spreading. changing,
destroying and we are left with the scars.

Saving the trees would out green house emissions and reduce erosion into the
1alre. Why can't wepresc:rve what we have, so that we can all enjoy it? Maybe
we can't all use it at the same time, but it will be a privilege to see and use when
each person's time comes. We need something left for our grandclrildren.

I am asking that you consider the environment, and yes, the trees, when you make
decisions about more development along the north shore. I am. asking, no,
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begging, that you use foresight in your recommendations, that you rise above
money and greed and do the right thing for the area.

My recommeadation is 8 moratorium ontit we ha" a Master Plan fortht 'bas1n.

OweoRoner
Tahoe Vista. California

Gwen Rosser
9£OMC4Paaahawk.com
EarthUnk Revolves Around You.
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Maywan Krach
Env Coordination 8ervIoes
3t01 COuntyCanlllr DI1w
IuJIt 188 .
AUburn, CA 95603

1'hI1wI.~
TRPA .
P.o.8cutU10 ......................
The following are specific comments based on reading the different report chap1ers.
They areln order of the docurilent. The overall Idea d redevelopment on 1hl& site seems
to be 8 good one however it appears thatlhere Is IlttIe nexus between the mltlgation
measures proposed and the direct beneftt to the community. Addltlonally !he report
wrtter8 constantly refer to the exlsflng .Tahoe vtslaCommunity PJar). a docu'nent that did
not envision an expansion or change of UllEJ on this site from recreation to tourist
aocommodatfon. The ComIT\U1lIty Plan also did not analyze the Impacts of 300 more
people, 550 more vehlc:le trips, Or a substantial Increase of tourist accommodatlon units.

All of the altemat1ve9 propose a scala and massing too larlJe for the site, too many trees
slated to be removed, too much gradhgor altering of the sIIe, and not enough open
space for the munber 01 peopI8 lhat wlU be present at build out Per the EIR:

Profe<:t Objectives 3-9
• The type of fractional development has not been decided 88 per the proponents

own admlsa/on. It could be fraCtional shares- ~ or % shsnl6 etc -Without
knowing how this'property wlIlbe managed It Is lmposalble to adequately address
Impacta of the deY&lopment. The change of use from s\I1lmer campground (
recreelon) In a Tourist serving amnunlly plan to what appears to be a more
massive and dense residential year round development will haVe inpacts to.
Infnlstruc*ure,~nd for sewer and water , Increased population, recreation.
tratrlc trips, noise etc. IY«Itlld IIt<e b knaN more about the operation of the resort
and if this Is truly touri&t accommodaUon 10 stijl provide nightly motel rooms or a
way to be more residential In natlK&- for second homeowners?

3-4 Projeclts Charecterfzes (All A)

Proposed two- way and On&- wfl'J ol1&lte road widths do not comply with Placer Counly
standards. An alematlve should be provided that proposes adherence lD County
Standards regaA:lless If this requires less density or smaller Wlit sizes. less g81'8Q8
space, etc. ShOUldn't one of the deslgn aJtemstIves propose roadways that corlcrm to
cunent s1andards? How dOes this project confonn to the new fire codes 1hat have
recently been adopted ( January 2(08)118 there Ingress and egress In accordance with
fll'9 dept. standards on this property?

88-1
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