We would urgs thel both TRPA mnd Plicer Connty take 4 cloee Iook. ot the visbility of
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From: Ell‘tr.l!ll
Tos 5
Bublect: St:H IMEMMMMMTMM mmummwtm
Dt Weddriprclry, Februry 20, i & 30004 PHO .

To the TRPA Governing Board and eppropeste staff;

Last Juna tha community of Tahog Vists came bafor the Boand tn axpress s concems over the proposedt
Vista Viiaga Wark Foren Hoysing project. The most aoimmon snd consistent message that was urgenthy
and vigorousty conveyed was our concern aver the Sangity of the project, and the potential Cumufathve
Impact, A that time, Placer Courdy had agreed with the community that trers wane no fess than elght
prajects In some state of coreidemtion within tha ona spsre mile baundaries of Tahos Visa, ‘Whila ng ,
monjusive decisions ware made by the Governing Board, the comments end uestions expressed duafng R-1
the meeting ndfected similar concerné, and the profedt was Ister retracted by the owner/deveoper.

S that ima, the Visa Vilage owner snd developer have contbwes] to review thelr plans within the
oonted of the pubiic's coxnments, and wo s hopefis! that at some point in the: futune v will he sbie b

coliecthely nehum the projact to the tive

Wa onca again find oursehwes hees than nine montis fater Faced with nazrly the sad same questions anad
ooncamd,  The onfy thing that has really changed incn st hme & the address. 'We ane st vary

= trovbled by the density of the proposed projecdt 2nd the potentla) Qumulastive Impact when combined
with tha pumernots other developmieita In variows stages of review.

Tahoe Vista has an outdated Community Plan which was conosived in 1995 besad apon 2 myopic view of
the Artra of devalopment In the Tehoo Basin In general, and Tahoa Vista specificaly, Ag 2 community,

it b oumbark upen E b onca BEein revisit and sddness the vary aomplex: goestion of griowth by way of
an updebad Cormunity. Phan. We must find & common ground tat wil balanes the interests of property
owirers, dewalopars and tetidants, The task s dapnting, bot the alternathes is it we ntinee to expend
axhousting emotiona? and frandsl msourees conskdering devekopment projects oft a phecemen| basis
oftan accompanied Sy e reat or perneheed thriat of Migetton. R
Tahowe Yista 5 shmply too small by sooommodate the ecopa of development belng considersd. Sandy
Baach, aven in s carrant theration, particulsriy when coupled with tha numenirs other projects undser
carideration, Wil sverwheln cur community.

Thig Is not what the framars of Taho Vista's outziabed Community Pian hed In mind for 1 I 1996

I, therefora, ask thak the TRPA sia®, Governing Board amd retabed parties have the comviction to
recognize that untdl Tahos Vista has an updabed Commurdty Plan andfoc Lhe owners and dewelopers find a
way o work with tha communky In finding commen ground, projects of the mgnituda of Sandy Beach
be delayed, If not denied approval.

We also strongly reguest and wga that the Governdng Board prmﬁdeﬁwmnumr:n opptrbunity 1o

once 303in make It casa in 4 public hesdng. _ . R-3
Respectfidly,
Rancty Ml
Resident
Tahoe Vista, CA
EDAW _ Tahoe Vigta Partners, LLC Affordable Housing and Interval
Comments and Responses to 2-158 Ouwmership Devalopment Final EAEIR
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RECEIVED
€8 27 2008

. TAHOE mmm_oz}__
To: TRPA APC and Goveming Boerd PLANKING AGENC

rnﬁnggnﬂu&-!ﬁ
T Stxff of TRPA and Placer County

RE: nelaﬂn o Tadwe Viate Pariwers, LLC Tnterval Ownership Development Prajoct,

ith
Plaroting in the area are: 1) condition of sowss motal foctiitias in the area, 2) Ngh lond coverage
alorg E__.inl._._ aliin‘_ﬂuﬁn »guﬂ;h%gihg n.ﬁ&a .
| e moluded: 1) onmpaiible wrban deaign, 3) zitencowce of ecomomic healh of the atecs )
gggﬂ.gh&g & prasarwwion of aress wish eyvirormesrise
. semaltivity, X %Q&«%%Ela%ﬁ.ggﬁﬂ

uﬂrln!gnui"iﬁ-ggsﬂﬂlrﬂlgﬁn
conmualty. l_!utlll_-ro phacs befors say now developisent. n’_‘r-—!«

Untll wre havn » EEE%E%T!-EEI%&%E
and cossmiunbty churaeter, grajecis of this oninre camnet ressenadly be sadorsed. We
continue to siragghe with the challemgrs of the Cunsuleiive Inpact when considering the many
prujscts targeivd for Tabos Viete.

We mesl ok rwards an spdebed and indesive Commmably Plao wikich witl seek to Bad
buingce betwern deveiopern, owners md resicencs of Takoe Viete. Untll spproprizte steps
iEEE§E§EE}Ii§§§-§




February 20, 2008

Thereaa Avance, AICP, Seminr Planmer
. Emvironmentat Review Servicea

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

P.0. Box 5310 '

Stateline, Nevada

89449 .

Maywnn Erach

Flacer County

30901 Country Center Drive
Sudte 1890

Anbum, CA

96803

REB: Tahot Vista Partners, LLC Affordable Houstng and Interval
Oomerahip Development, SCH NO 2006022100

To the TRPA, Flacer Cotmty staff and Board:

As a 30 year resident of North shore, a local planning consuliant, ex-
TRPA employee end long dme friend of the Lanzas and Millers I would
like tn share some thoughts regarding the mitigaton measures propoasd
In the EIR/EA for the Tahoe Viata Partoers Interval Ovwnerahip
Development locatsd i Tahot Vista, CA ag referenred above. Iamalaa
one of the few remeining membern sl iving {n Tahoe that participated
10, the original North Tahoe Community Pian Team that was responaible
for community mput 00 the adopted 1866 Tahos Viata C

Plan. The Community Flan which governs the vision for Tahoe Vista
requires Bnviconmental targets that could benefit from the mittgation T-1
g:nu-atcdbythtspmject

AasuchlhnvehstenedtothnlncalTahncﬂstaCommﬂtym:mbem
listened to tbe developors, and have read thru this dooument ag spuch, as
fengible glven ite aize. I think common ground can be found as ali parijes
agree that the proposad mitigation measures should have a gipect benefit
tuthemnnnu:ﬂtylnwhlchthepmjcctlapmpowd@ahocvmtaj
Therefore:

Page 2-8 (Jtem 7.4-3) Clogure ofSaancmh Campground. [Offstte and
in-kind replacement by payment of a 8472,176 mitigation fee. Half this T2
fee {a alated to NWTPUD /State Parks for future facilitfes. ([ am oot sure )

~where the other half Is going and perbaps this money could also be put

EDAW Tahoe Vists Partnera, LLC Affordable Housing and Interval
Comments and Responaes to 2-162 Cwmenship Devalopmant Final EAFIR
~ Comments on the Draft EAEIR : Placer Caunty and TRPA
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into the same pot}. In mry opinion, the lslihood that a new campground
facility would be permitted or is even in high demand could be slim due
to the fact that seversl paries are propoging cleswee in the Basin, and no-
one s knocking down the door to bulld additional parks, however the

. need for recreational amenides B8 very high. Therefore, the motey coutd
e held for o period of tme f.e. for five years in an intereat bearing
.account. If not targeted for a specific RV campground use
INTPUD /Burten Creek) then this meoney ahould go to the loeal
recrentional provider (NTPUD) to determine how best to wse these funds
to benefit the local Trhoe Vista Community i.e.

= Restroom at Sandy Beach:;
- * Reglonal Park purposes;
= AddiHonal Lake accesa.
« Long term maintenance of the existing recrentional facilities, ete

Page 2-12 7.C-3 Provide 1.29 acres of on-site recreatiomal facthbies
and edditional park feea per Placer Counly Dept. of Facility Services.
(Any foen collected by Placer County should have direct benefit to
Tehoe Vista- (please refor to responss abovel, How maueh of & fee o
expeched to be generated as part of this mitigation?

Page 2-70- 14A-1 VMT based on 299 net new dadly trips during .

" summer- requires a Mitigation fee of 480,730, Placer County Road
Network Traffie Lirnitation Zene and Traffic fee requires a mitigation
fee of 201,770, The approx. §280,000 fee generated by this project
show!d also have local nexus, This condd inchrde roadway
inoprovements, sidewalks eic within the Tahoe Vista Community
natzad ﬂfreg[unaiuse Moniesapmtm;ﬂdalaogotwardnmer
scfutiona such as:

= A comprehensive magter plan or vision warkshop or gerles of
workabope for Tahoe Vista regarding sidewalk type, Hghting
plan, aignage, and community amenities that would enhance
the character of this region, uﬁcrsnmemnalstenqrfmtha
comenetcial core.

» Additional pariing pockets if naeded te encourage public beach
. ACCess,

s Alternative € of the EIR proposes public parking fto be located
behind the Spmdleshanks restaurant for those using Sandy
Beach acroes the strest. The developer could posatbly be
compengated for any addittonal public parking provided for
those using the beach,

T2
Contd

T-3

T4

Tahoe Viets Partner, LLC Aflcrdable Housing

EDAW

and Interval Ownarahip Development Final EAEIR 2-163 Comxnents and Responaes o
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Pleage refer to Page IV-2 of the Tahoe Vista Conommuaity Flan for
achisvement of environmental goals and targets. Based on the matrix
- inthis section of the documment a Sandy Beach Iot 18 encouraged
{increased paridngt. Additionally targets for addiHonal lake acceas and
recreation ere required an part of épeclfic commundty plan goals.

In conclusiom, there are soms win wins here for the community, the
developer and the agencies in keeping with the Tahoe Vista
Canmunity Plan covironmerital tangeis enconreging recreational
facilities, scendc tprovements, Mndm\femg:mdumons heach
anceeas, ardd parking,

Thank you for the opportunity to comnment.

T-5

Sincerely,

Leah Raufipan

Princtpal Planner- Kaufinan Planning and Consuldng
P.O. Box 283 ’

Camelian Bay, CA 96140

EDAWY Tahoe Vista Partness, LLC Aflordabla Housing and fnterval
Comments #nd Respanpes to 2-164 Cunership Dwebpmntgi’m EAER
Comments on the Draff EAVEIR Placer County and TRPA
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Furtharmane, B e rvmmental report vftsr ealae it nona of the mpacts arw signfioant, Thiz s m ettt B U3
Tshon vista Communiy.

Tohoa Vista Comisunity Plan- 108

*Tios Takon Vista Community Plan b dasignae o serve ae the guiding dontring for land ves Toleted
ddl!mthln wnaa unil 3007 snd & guldiag decuomant for comenerthl slotalions unitl 147,

“Thw TRPA praposs For plumnlg thase sear atoonding bo e Oompeot b to adopt s snfores o Reglons
Plan and implemanting ordinatie whicl: sohisves sl oaintiios soch capwolles whils providing U-4
opporimities for orderly growth med sdevelopmant vonslviaml with swed capaciiies.”
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RE: Sandy Beach/Tahos Vista Partners Interval Project

My name is Fzra Meyer, I am a a retired vl and structural engineer and
full-time nasident of Tahoe Vista since 1998, 1 am concerned with the-
future of the community that I ive in. I am not anti- development having’
worked In the engineering business most of rry Iife. My biogest opposition |
to this profect is the extreme density and massing (on the scale of V-1
Tonopaly) and the mpacts of gofng from a part-time campground open
only in the summer to full me usage as a fractional timeshare type
project. I do not fes] that the environmental document adequately
addresses the impacts of this project to the community. .

I am deeply concerned about the following:

1. '
Summer parking from Tonopalo and the other arge nearbyy motel

type properties spill aver onto the Highway leading us to believe '
* that the parking is madequate. There should be at feast two parking V-2
. spaces per unit.
2.
Snow storage space needs must ba accommodated. fva
Tahoe Vieta Pariners, LLG Affordable Housing EDAW
and Interval Owriemhip Development Final EAEIR AT Comment and Responses o
Placer Counly and TRPA Commenta on the Draft EAEIR
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The number of trees proposed to be removed s ludiorous. We
moved here to live in the mountains- a more wban setting can be Vv
found In any dty. :

The project will generate many additional automobile tps. Summer
traffic particularly s already highly congested, with future projects
pianned for Tahoe Vista, Kings Beach, Crystal Bay and Martis Valley V-5
{which advertises TV for beach aocess and for the Wild Goose
restaurant

Thera will be the additional Impact on noise levels fram tree
remaval, paving, new bulidings, additional traffic from this and

other nearby projects, etr. What are cumulative nofse Impacts from V-8
this and the other projects? '
Lack of a fire escape route or access for fire trueks. ' [ w7

Change In character in Tahoe Vista- We certalnly do not want
anather Tenopalo in the area. A new updated Community Fian Is v
desperately neaded before any new project s approved, with the i
effeds of fractiorat ownership projects properly addressed,

The EIR Itself says that implementation of each of these projeds
contributes tn intensification of development in the Tahoe Vista area
and the North Tahoe reglon resulting In increased coverage, runoff
volume Increased traffc tips, air pollutant emission, nolse, massing Veg
and deteroration of scenic quallly, habitat removal and further.
demand for public services and fire protection and recreations efc.
Therefore [ ask when s encugh encugh ?

7. .
Impact of 300 additional people o the existing infrastruchure, I :
have attended mamy NTPUD meetings in which the PUD stated that - V=10

EDAW Tahos Vigta Partners, LLC Aardable Housing and Interval
Comments and Responses fo ' 172 Ouwnership Development Final EA%IR
Commants on the Draft EAEIR Placer Counly and TRPA
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) 101

11,

they are at aritical mass now In summes with the existing water

tanks, ( The tanks are drained almost dry in the peak summer
months with the existing population In the district). They have
mentioned any new projects will require new tanks and pumps.
How can this project or any other be hudit without tie proper

-Infrastructure In place? There is insufficlent water to address fire

prevention needs,

G ranting of easament- more detall Is needed. An easement does
not provide mitigation or assure construction, Where Is the location
of the trall leading to the lake as desaribed in paragraph 3 of page 7-
147 What is the Impact to the beach of an additional 300 persons
using the beach with limited or po public facllrties such as parking
and hathrooms ? _

Page 7-15- The County has required 1.46 acres of on- site
recreational amenities or payment of a fee to mitigate not having
adeguate on sie amentties. If the density and massing of this _
project were reduced then there would be room for these cn-site
amenities as required. Agaln payment of fees with ne nexus does
not do any one ary good. It does not reduce Impacts to the
community who have to suffer due o the over crowding proposed

for this project.

Do the Indhidual ﬁ'ad:loﬁal owners pay measure C7 Do the
employee units? How much measure C tax would be collected?

The EIR states that the projecti” s fees would be earmarked for
Improvement of park facilities in the vicinity of the project site and
that the NTPUD must apply to the county for funding. Can the EIR
writer elaborate on this? How easy is it to obtain the funds? What
are typical County polides for release of these funds? Would the
funds be used o mitigate the impacts of this project?

V=10
Conid

V-12

W-13

Tahos Vieis Parinem, [1.C Affordable Housmnp
and Intarval Gwnarship Devetopment Final EA/EIR 2473 Comments and Raspanees to
Comments on the Dreft EAEIR

Pincer Coynty and TRPA
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Agaln the community woukd like to see a nexus batween the mitigation

funds collected and the direct benefit to the community.

Page 7-1B Is their an anetys!s avallable of the benefit to the community of
having recreation conoassions such as bike rental and non-maotorized
wabercraft? How frequented are the concessions and are the users locals
ar toursts or patrons of the RV park? 1f thesa convesslans are removed
what will be the resylt? .

13. I support providing parking for the Sandy Beach park on the
Spindleshanks parcel as a mitfgatfon to loss of recreation. Will there be

. adequate spaces for both the park and the restaurant? Wil the restaurant

be open for lunch? As stated previously there Is a blg shortage of parking
for users of the beach. Would the restrooms in Spindleshanis be open to
the public as Is Garwoods for beach users?

The EIR talks about replacement of the RV park eisewhere on the north
shore of Tahoe. Is this really feasible or warranted? Is their a demand for
RV parks? Are the existing facilities utifized fully now? :

14. Would the groundwater tests need to be repeated for a more wet or
typical year? Is the campground even located 13 feet above the laka?

What are Lahontani 9 comments reganding grading 95% of the project
site? Is there a concem of going from dirt to asphalt? Does Caltrans have
any concerns about Increased flows into their roadway systerns ask
describad on paga 8-14?

How much landscaping le lawn is the project propasing that would require
fertiizer? What kind of trees are proposed to be replanted ? Is it realistic
to replant three to one trees when $6 many are coming cut? Is mere even
enough room to plant this many hees?

The TRPA has detarmined that 64% of the project site has coverage.,

V=15

V-16

V-18

V-15

W-20

| V21

EDAW o o : Tahos Vigta Parnem, LLC Affordable Housing and Inferval
Commeants and Resporsos 2174 Ownarahiy Developmert Final EAEIR
Commants on the Craft EAEIR ' Piacer County ang TRPA
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{ mainly drt not asphalt). The altematives propose about 2 2% reduction
in coverage. Since tha improvermnents are going to increase mass and scale V21
tould the developer increase the open space? More landscaping and open Contd
space and less coverage? Why Is 95% of the site proposed to be graded '
when the coverage |5 at 62%77

Slab on grade Is not mwrnnmentali',r o context sensitive construction and

should be prohlblted. { Al A). How much l:ut and fill mulcl be required | w2z
with either Alt, B or Alt C? '

Why |5 the basement for the dubhouse 13 feet deep? What Is going in the

basement? v-23

Has an analysis of the visibility of the project been done from the lake
showing the loss of trees? What s the helght of Spindieshanks?

The EIR talks about 8 new roof for Spindleshanks and remaving the
parking in front- This is poshive. Will there be slgnage to direct people to ' V-24
park at Spindleshanks that want tp use the beach?.

Tha EIR states that travelers wauld have views of parking areas as part of
the proposed project. ( Page 10-15). How will the parking be screened?

15, Would the 20 foot pole Rghts in the paﬂdng areas disturb the
neighbors? What about night sky design requirements? What is the true
impact of lighting based on the fact that 50 many trees will ba removed? V.25
Will this project giow In the dark and be visible from multiple sotirces?
What Is the mitfgation to reduce the nighttime glare from Hghting?

Is the power pole directly in front of Spindleshanks proposed to be
remgved and placed underground. It shows up in both the before as well V26

as the after photos?

16. The cumulative Impacts section does not indude the future of
Tonopalc mountalnsiie. The laka 15 bullt but the developers for the
mountalnside are also contemplating a fiubure project.

Aisa the conversion of the Cedar Glen lodge motel to a timeshare? ( They v-z7

advertised that this motel Is for sale in the local newspaper propasing new

use to timeshare from motel). _ _

DId not see the CEP projects listed In the chart except for Homewood. As
Tahoe Vista Paciners, LLC Affordable Housing EDAW
and Interval Ownership Devalopment Final EAE IR 2-175 Comments and Rospanges to
Placer Counly and TRPA Comments on the Draft EAEIR
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per the meetings I have attended and the newspaper there are multiple
CEP projedts planned for Kings Beach. They will have an ultmate impact v-27
on traffic, noise, etr as also stated previously, Cont'd

-Page 18-10 says that no cumulative impacts ane proposed from the land

use for this project. I wou'ld disagree as the fractional use is new and has
riever been adequately addressed in any environmental document. This v-28
may be more of a TRPA Issue than the developer issue.

This section also says that the proposed development would be consistent
with and supportive of the suttound residential fand uses of tha TVCP.
This Is not true, The swrrounding residential density is no more than 5
units per acre and jn malTy cases |ess than this, The Vista Pine subdivision - v-29
of eight homes sbout the same size as proposed for Sandy Baach is on
aver 5 acres, Sandy Beach proposes 10 units per age.

Tt is a sham to call this profect a motel project when In reality It is a
residential project based on size and use. Therefore the agencies should V-30

treat it tke a resideptial project and reduce the density.

_ Were the CEP Kings Beach projects future traffic evaluated cumulatively as
part of this project? .

The construction impacts of all of the projects are also not adequately
addressed. This includes the CEP projects and the highway profect, and
the other projects In Tahoe Vista In the environmenital review stage. 7 v-31

The cumulative Impacts section Is Incomplete. The concise and detailed
analysls of each of the future projects traffic, nolse, recreation or lack of,
trea remaval numbers, and neighborhood quallty impacts should be
assessed. Maldng assumptions kel i is kelyid there muld be shared
uses s not teshnlcal sdence.

Again 1% growth 15 unrealistic given the amount of projects propesed and
the size of the projects, the potential of restricting traffic to two lanes In
Kings Beach from four lanes and the hnpacts of Crystal Bayand Martis
Vailey growth.

Page 18-19 talks about several projects impact on traffic Induding i® V32
amangst othersl+ What [5 the amongst others? Where are the CEP '
projacts? Also, based on my attendance at Communfty mestings Tahoe
Sands expansion has been talked about going from 64 units to 109 unlts
Inciuding employee housing. This is more than 36 unlt increase. -

ECAW Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Affordabls Housing and Interva!
] ﬂ In

Comments and Responses by 2176 Chwnership Development Final EAE

Comments on the Draft EAEIR ¥ Fﬁp(:ou:lt;r:d TH!JE
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Table D shows a level of service D at 267 not even including many of the
profects, Level of servioe for Estates |s 3 level E not Induding 2f! the ' V.33
projects and 2 low projection of 1% Growth.

-Other quality of life issues have not even been talked about, The impacts
to the existing beachaes and recreation have not been talked about. The
Park master plan growth has not been factored in. The skate board park
wiil bring traffic trips to the area as will the new parking lot at the foot of
National Ave, v

In concluslon it is my opinlen that the Tahoe Vista Partners Fractional
project Is too dense, too massive, too crowdad and not in keeping with the
quality of life and community vision of this area. A much less dense and
massive preject would be more appropriate for this site.

Thank you Tor your time,

Ezra Meyer
Tahoo Viela Partners, LLC Aficrdable Housing - EDAW
and Interval Ownership Development Final EAEIR 277 Comments and Responees ko
Placer County and TRPA Commarits on the Dreft EAEIR
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3 Box 157
Crystal Bay, NY 85402-0157

| Dctober 10 2008

Clerk of the Board of Supes

175 Fulweiler Ave, ' L Re: %gﬂgg'giaih DEKEIOPment
_ Auburn CaA 95603 _- : L h Vista, C
. Gentlemen

) Sandy Beaeh Development in- Tahoe Vista, CA is a elassic

-~ over development of a small site. ThlS proposed complex 1is

" -an example of the absclute wrong high density prOJECt for a
»wonderful area llke Tahoe ‘Vista -and the North Shore in: general

-Sandy Beach and- many nther future developments would cause
the destruction of Neorth Shore's rustic Lake ‘Tahoe charm. .
There is only one Lake Tahoe in this world- preserve- it to some
"extent. by allowing only. reasonable density projects that enhance
the' Lake Tahoe basin and North Shore and do not contrlbute to.
-something similar to the- South Shote ]ungle” belng created in.
' the Tahne Vista area. : :

It is our . respen51b111ty and cherge to eentrol the overly—
ambltlous greed of 1nvelved developers S : :

The. approval of! Sandy Beanh Development as prnposed would
set’ a precedent for run—away over- develnpment of the North .
5hore :

This.is an outrageous prOJect as praposed -causlng 1ncreased X
‘traffic, high-density, tall bu1ld1ngs, excess. tree removal and
95% site. gradlng : : -

1 strongly oppose thls development in it's: present form.
- It is esseritial that it be scaled -down substanlally for
“the. protectlon of the - Tahoe Vista area, :

_.Thank.yeu for yonr_helpzend'con51dera110nf'

o i i . : _ . DATE ‘*{3}!5!;[ 16
Dominek J. Pieretti - - .7 = 1 -~ i Bomﬂ:ﬂSupewmom 5
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—#Eﬂ-manMHg- '

o [ AGEN rrm
BECEvED oeqt
PO 1h 2008 ! :

CLERKOF THE ! r!winffiijlilfﬁ“
AOARD OF SUPEHVISDHS . L_‘: o o




F. 3

SBOSIAEIANS 40 O

g M - faNLL IH1 40 WIS
20 gy N : BO0Z %1 L0
SEYa fn, ,H '!j‘} j l;T{L't“} !| BTG : ﬂaﬁlgﬁaa
- WHRL] VOENEDY

T A e 2 e
T
Motfor '



TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY BEACH PROJECT IS UNDER APPEAL

TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH AIND WELL -
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. WE WANT TO SEE IMPROVEMENTS IN OUR
AREA THAT ARE IN BALANCE WITH THE EXISTING CHARACTER OF
THE COMMUNITY AND WITH THE EXISTING TAHOE VISTA
COMMUNITY PLAN.

SANDY BEACH DEVELOPMENT AS PROPOSED IN ALTERNATIVE E

' PROPOSED BY THE DEVELOPERS IS NOT ACCEPTARBLE. IT IS TCO
'MASSIVE, (TWICE THE SIZE OF TONOPALO), TOO DENSE, PROVIDES
INADEQUATE ON-SITE PARKING, DOES NOT EVALUATE AN ON~SITE
EMERGENCY FIRE LOOP ROAD AND LACKS IN FUNCTIONAL OPEN
SPACE.

WE SUPPORT A REDUCED DENSITY DEVELOPMENT, WITH
RESULTANT REDUCTION IN LAND COVERAGE, ADEQUATE ON SITE
PARKING AND MITIGATION MEASURES THAT SHOW SOME LOCAL
NEXUS. THIS WILL RESULT IN A PROJECT THAT IS BETTER FOR THE
LAKE, THE VISITORS, AND THE COMMUNITY.

e 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, 1 MANAGER'S UNIT, SPINDLESHANKS
EXPANSION AND AN APPROPRIATE NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE
HOUSING UNITS.
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TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY BEACH PROJECT IS UNDER ATPEAL

TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH AND WELL
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. WE WANT TO SEE IMPROVEMENTS IN QUR
AREA THAT ARE IN BALANCE WITH THE EXISTING CHARACTER OF
THE COMMUNITY AND WITH THE EXISTING TAHOE VISTA
COMMUNITY PLAN. )

SANDY BEACH DEVELOPMENT AS PROPOSED IN ALTERNATIVE I
PROPGSED BY THE DEVELOPERS IS NOT ACCEPTARBLE. IT IS TOO
MASSIVE, (TWICE THE SIZE OF TONOPALQ), TQOC DENSE, PROVIDES
INADEQUATE ON-SITE PARKING, DOES NOT EVALUATE AN ON-SITE
EMERGENCY FIRE LOOP ROAD AND LACKS IN FUNCTIONAIL OFPEN
SPACE.

WE SUPPORT A REDUCED DENSITY DEVELOPMENT, WITH
RESULTANT REDUCTION IN LAND COVERAGE, ADEQUATE ON SITE
PARKING AND MITIGATION MEASURES THAT SHOW SOME LOCAL
NEXUS., THIS WILL RESULT IN A PROJECT THAT IS BETTER FOR THE
LAKE, THE VISITORS, AND THE COMMUNITY.

+ 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, 1 MANAGER'S UNIT, SPINDLESHANKS
EXPANSION AND AN APPROPRIATE NUMBER OF AYFORDABLE
WA HOUSING UNITS.
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Oclober 13, 2008

To Placer County Board of Supervisors/Clerk of the Board:

Re: Sandy Beach /Tahoe Vista Partners

Enclosed please find additional information for the Board of supervisors packets.

t. 50 letters from TV community members regarding a reduced density project.

2. 3 personal letters from Tahoe Vista Residents:

3.1 letter from Lu Gov. John Garamendi,

4. 5 pages of additional signatures of a petition for a reduced df.nsm alternative ta be
added 10 the oripinal 307 signatures submitted 10 siaff on October 9" _ hand delivered.
The new total for the petition is 305 addimonal signatures. Addinonal signatures will be

faxed directly to vou tomorrow tor inclusion in the board packets.
3. Altermalive matrix of the Sandy Beach EIR alternatives.

L£30 -

if you have any questions please do not hesitate to call Ellie Waller, 546-2893
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Sandy Beach Alternatives

Comparison of Alternates for Sandy Beach
Alternative A Alternalive 8 Alternative C Talternative £
# of TAUs 45 32 ay 39
# of AHordable housing vnils 10 10 1) . 7
# of Housing buildings 25 22 | 22 } 20
Land coverage 149, 041 st 154 5574 | 43, 230 o i 155, 444 st
% land coverage 2%, 4% [ S1% _5 §0%
unifs per gcre 14 E l 17 ! AR
# of vehicle frips summer/winter* 299/522 2384441 _ 2365461 ' 2137437
# bedrooms 144 132 129 103 taus & 18 ofordables |
TAU # of 1-bedrooms/area per unit 5@ 4985 3 - 5 _b o
Tall # of 2-bhedrooms/area per unit 152 1914 i5 13 14@22505f & 5@ 1230 sf |
TAU # ot 3 bedrooms/area per unit 19 @ 2534 51 14 14 159 2750 st
Al # of d-bedrooms/area per unit &2 3014 5f 5 5 5@ 3277 <
|affordable # of 3 bedrooms/area per unit 108 1117 5f I 1175 R RAEEES @ 117 st
**Popuigtion ingrease 330 294 794 274 ]
¥ of frees removyed 155 175 123 132
area of unifs . 109612 51 . 109 0G5 sl VOGS ol 07,987 st
waler/waslewater service 85.000/125 000 gpd 5000 16,000 gpd FS000/E.4000gpd [ 71.000/105.000 gpd |
porking spoces hoysing + commercial 114 i3 EE] 101

* surnmer reduced by 223 current use
** based on & persons/unit (Wyndym advertises 10 persons/unit)

Alternate E compared lo Alfernale A
Units/number of bedrooms/popuiation reduced by 14% but housing area only reduced by 7% (land coverage by 2%}

Vehicle tips reduced by 147 in winter
wWater/wastewater service reduoced by 18%
Units per acre reduced by 14% to 11.5 unils/acre
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development. We would fike the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community pian
requircments of a rural and rustic theme for this area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative tor the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy bcach project.

The project currently proposed (Altexmative E) is not acceptable. We support a project of
reasonabie prowth:

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

; , - RECEIVED

Therefore the residents support: .
OCT 14 2008

25 fractional umts CLERK OF THE

I managers unit BOARD OF SUPERVISC
Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropriate number of affordable vnits based on 2 25 unit density

This density is 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
— )
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Y.

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 of trees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents sﬁpport:

25 fractionsl units RECEIVED
1 managers unii : '

Spindleshanks expansior - OCT 14 2008
And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density CLERK OF THE

- 4, | BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
% Fiva units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
1 sub 1vision at four per acre. { a 20% increase over typical conditions)
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akioc Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support  reduced
1 Gensity and coverage alternative for the Talioe Vista partners/Sandy beach project. The project
N ': curu:ntly proposed {Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
S -Jwtenuon ot‘treea, less fand oovmge, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

3 RECElVY

S 98 momi naits s
— o OCT 14 2008
| Spmdl . | CLERK OF THE
© "And an HPPropnate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typica
 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

dengity and coverage altemative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy 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, andreducedmﬁctnps

Therefore the residents support AECEIVED
25 fractional units ' DCT 14 2008

~ | managers unit | CLERK OF THE
Spindleshanks expansion - BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

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. ( 8 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 of irees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents s;.npport: :
RECEIVE D

25 fractional units 0

| managers unit CT 14 2008

Spindieshanks expansion : : CLERK OF THE

And an appropriate number of affordable uniis based on a 25 unit density BOARD OF suPERvISOPS

Five umijts per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with & typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. { & 20% increase over typical conditions)
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LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR JOHN GARAMENDI

Olctober 10, 2008

Tahoe Regional Plamng Agency

PO Box 330

Siateline, Nevada 89449

Dear Chaiewoman Bresnick and TRPA Board Members:

|t weiting 10 yow 10 express my sertous coneern over the misuse of Tourtst Accommodation

Units (TAUs) at Lake Tahow and the threat it poses to the Lake's future. The TRPA definition of

~a TAU is 2 “one bedroom or o group of two or more rooms with a bedroom.. . primarily designed
St he rented by the day or weck and accupicd on a lemporary basis”  This definition was
aviginatly mtended to apply w modest swroctures such as 3400 sy, fi. one bedroom unils.  In
praciice, this defipition 1s wow being distoried to allow for the construction of large, mulii-
bedroum timeshare units as large as 3,000 sq. f1.

The transfer and expansion of TAUs that i cwrently waking place blatantly ipnores both the
spirit and intenl of the rules and defimtions of TALls. Allowing these new large sulndivision
struclires increases population and traffic and reduces air qualily in and around the Lake. Such
significant pressure on Lake Tahoe's tragile ccosystem undermines our ability fo attain
cavironmental thresholds we have worked so hard for decades 1o achicve.

I know TREPA management would prefer to defer the TAU issue uptil the adoption ol the new

Fahoe Regional Pla, "This option s not viable since these massive projects continue to he.

approved in the mterinn while the umehne for adopting the Regional Plap continees 1o be
defayed. Furthermore, as you are aware, a tolling agreemuent on the Sandy Beach project n
Fahoe Vista expires on Outober 15, 2008, Misuse of TAUs (s one of the majar issues addressed
in the tolling agreement. It is my understanding that if the appeal 10 the Placer County Board by
the Friends of Tahoe Vista and other covironmental groups 15 utisuccessfu! on October 20, then
Itiwation will quickly follow,

There is no need to engage in timely and costly lawsuils that will do nothing to further our
comman goal of the sustzinable preservation of Lake Tanoe. Before any additiona] projects arc
permitled, you amnd other regulaloty agencies in the Lake 'Tihoe region have the authority 1o
avond such litigation by enforcing the clear inent of the TAU definmion m plan reviews and
approvals.

STATE CAPLLOL Rid TS SACRAMENTO L CALIT RN YR = o BROINE (9560 =510

HECEIVEQ
OCT 14 2008

CLERK oF
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CTRYA letter

Crotuber ), 2008
Pape 2

- Lake Tahoe ts one of California’s and our nation’s most precious napurdl treasires. Restoralion

and sustainable preservadon oF the Lake 1 a goal we all shave. Inthe ] 1 years sines the 1997
Lake Tahce Covironmental Improvement Program was initiated with President Chinton's
Sugimit, we have seen more than 1.1 billion and the collaharative effort of state, federal and
iocal partnurs in both Califorsie and Nevada achieve notable pragress toward this common goal.
Az someope who has worked to preserve Lake Tahoe's environment for more than 30 vears, both
at the state and federal level, [ strongly encourape vou to address this issue Iimmuediately and keep
us moving n the right dircetion,

Siocerely,
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RECEIVER

Cetober 8, 2008 ocr 14 2008
CL -
From: Ezra Meyer : BOARD gggﬁgﬁﬁsoge

Tahoe Vista

TO: bos@placer.ca.gov

To Board of Supervisors and staff members,
RE: Sandy Beach/Tahoe Vista Partners Interval ’roject

My name 18 BEzra Mever. I am a full- ume resident of Tahoe Visla since
1998, and a retired civii and siructural engineer.  am concernad with the
future of the community that I ive m allhough § am not antl- development
heing an enginecr and working i this business most of my Life. My
biggest onposition to this projcct 1s the excessive density and massing of
the Sandy Beach project (on the scale of Tonopalo) and the tmpacts of a
low mnlensity suynuner tinte camperound golng o a full time high dansity
fractional use. | feel the environmental document 15 flawed and that there
15 not adequate mitigation to address the significant impacis that wilt occur
as a result of this development.

I am alsa concerned abour the following:

1. Parking” Peak tourist season { summer and winter) parking from
other projects in the vicmty e, Tonopalo and the other large
motel type properties Le. the (Kramer property) and Red Wolf
Lakeside Lodee and the Kdgelake Resort spill over onto the
Iighway leading us to helieve that the parking is inadequate for
all properties. | understand parking will be 1.4 spaces por umt
average for these two to four bedroom unis. This does not
appear 1o be adequaie based on the occupancy of these units and
how they arc being marketed. ( up to 10 persons/unit)

o

Snow storage 15 inadequate as shown. In a tvpical winter the
snow will be up to the front doors of each of these units with
heights of 10-15 feet w1 height with as much depth leaving no
open space or room for adequate freaiment of the runof.

S



3.

Tree Removal- The amount of wees proposed to be removed
over exisiing conditions 1 51%) is unconscionable and can not
be mitigated by planting of new trees or payving fees. According

o the arborisi report 323 wrecs are @n good to fair conditon vet

itheyv are proposed to be removed. It takes 100 yvears Lo grow a
tree of any size. The effects of the whale sale removal of these
irees will be felt for fulure generations. The campground
hasehne cuwrrently preserves the existing trees — malntaining
open space and a sense of place. The proposed 95% sile
grading has the potential to impact the rest of the rees once
foundations are constructed resulung m a complete obliteration
of all vegetation on this slte,

With the tre@s removed and the proposed density there will be
nge space for witdhic. Thus impacts are more far reaching.

Traffic: The Community Plan calls for a reduction of VVT by
130 trips and miligation (o he in place to reduce dependerce on
the autamobile . Traffic 1 the summer 1s already congested and
with the {uture projects planned not only for Tuhoe Vista but for
Cryvstal Bay as well as Kings Beach located only three miles
away gndlock and LOS deficienaes will occur. A 1% projected
growth rate is inadequately low and the true traffic cumulatve
mpacts should he assessed via a traffic modeling sysfem using a
higher growth rate. Future growth w the Martis Valley
advertise Tahoe Vista for beach access and private restaniant
use. (Wild Geoose Is a private restaurant for Northstar projects
and there 's talk of also privauzing Captaim Jons- both Tahoe
Vista resraurants).

Noise- Exisimng noise s already at 52-59 dBA CNEIL without
ths project. The EIR states that CNEL thresholds were adopted
te reduco the annovance assoclated with cumulative nolse events
on people and wildlife, With the majority of the trees removed
what wildbie wili be left 7 What abour the noise impacts related
luo close proximiiy of the units Lo ane another?

I did not see any land of cumulative noise impact study with the
other planned projects in the area. The EIR states that raffic
volumes have 1o dounle bhefore the associated increase in noise
levels 15 noticeable along roadways. With the sther planned

SAD
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Y.

orojects iraflic wili double thus incereasimg noise levels that may
not meel environmenlal threshoelds, What 15 the true farger
picture? '

Change in character in Tahoe Vista— [t Is mv opinior that the
existing comrunity plan corsiders the wesiend theme for “low
intensity rusti. character.” This does not apply (o architeclure
but to. the use which al the density and mass should be
proposed, The Sandy Beach project with 39 units and 95,000 st
plus of maﬁsing' is the opposite of low ntensity use. The true
social impacts of fractional development have not been
analvzed, TAU's belng used o morph from small to large houses
- not a vision that was planned or a use thal was contemplated
when this plan was adopled 12 vears ago — This project uses 39
units with 103 bedrooimns. TALs in 1995 were smalil motel tvpe
units or cabins\ with no more than two bedrooms,

Community Plan EIR/EIS The EIR states that the land use plans
proposed as part of the community plan are subject to
environmenial review. Thus this would lead one to assume that
some ivpe of analvsis has been done {or the Regional Plan and
the Commuify Plans reparding mmpacts of land use decisions. If
the Community Pilan EIR/TS traffic analvsis shows 50 TAU's
less than what the existing inventory was in 19495 ihen how can
the project proponent transfer in 21 additional TATlls into the
Tahoe Visia areg?

Cumulative Impacts The IR itsell says that unplementation of
projecis contributes o intensification of development in the
Tahoe Vista area and the North Tahoe reglon resulting in
mereased coverage, runoff volume imcreased traffic trims, air
pollutant emission, noise, massing and deterioration of scenic
anahty, habitar removal and further demand for public sorvices
and fire protection and recreations etc. Where are the studies
showtng cumulative impacts of {uture planned projecis on the
TIIPA environmental thresholds?

Infrastructure: The true Impacis of the 300 people to the

existing mfrastructure have not been studied. | have atiended
SNTPLD meetings in which the PUD engineasr statad that they

S



are at critical mass now 10 gummer with the cxisting water tanks.
{ During peak periods the tanks can be dramed ro dangarously
low levels). The NTPUD Board recertly voied in a increased fee
structure Tor tew development based on cost of a new {ank and
pumps. Who wiil iake the responsibiilty for the tanks running dry
should a fire break oul in this area if projecis are buili. without
the infrastructure beimg in place first? Is this a "shell game” with
the water capacily 1ssues as discussed by the water engineers
themselves?

10, Mitigation Page 7-15- The County has required 1,46 acres of

11.

on - site rocreational amenines or pavment of a fee 10 mitigate
not having adequate on site amenities, [f the density and massing
of thiz project were reduced then there would be room for these
on—site amenitles as required. Again pavment of fees with no
nexus doos not Go any ore any good. [t does not reduace impacts
to the community whe have to suffer due to the over crowding
DI'\O]'_){')S(‘.d for this project. 300 more people using the beach
across the street which only has one outhouse is nof accentable.
Money nst be earmarkec for this use.

Loss of recreation— The EIR {alks g2lhout replacement of the RV
park elsewhere on the north shore of Tahoe by payvment of a fee,
There iz no guarantee thyat either the XN7PUD or the State Parks
will roplace this camperound now available to any onc of any
Mnancial means. The cosi of replacemeont ai $24,000 per
campsite is severaly low, True replacement cost s closer 10
$100,000 per site. At one Lime the miugation was close Lo
S700,000. Why was this changed?

Coverage The conversion of so much soft coverage Lo hard

scape surface s of a large concern. Wera proper compaction
teesis done to verify this amount of soft coverage? lHow does this
impact our waler quality and clarity” What are _ahontan's
comments regarding grading 95% of the project site and covering
G 1% with buildings, roads and other improvements? What about
the fact that TRPA can not meet the TMDIL. thresholds based on
current science now for a 20 vear one hour storm? How can a
traditional BMP project such as this meet envirenmental

S



threshold stancards.” Design should be for the 50 vear one hour
SLOITTL Al a8 DU,

13. Alternatives— The proposed project zlternatives are all
alternaiives involving [ractional development and the differences
between each alternative 1s massing within 2% of each oiher.
When density 1s reduced the unit sizes have been enlarged, No

™

recreation alternative has been considered. This s a flaw.

14.Visual - Has an analysis of the visibiity of the project been done
{rom the take showing the joss of trees? What 25 the herght of
Spindleshanks? If the unils proposed at 39 feet are Ingher than
Spindleshaniss then the visual impacts of the new bhwldings have
not been adequately addressed or anaiveed.

15. Night sky lighting What miogation 15 proposed to minumize the
effects of night sky lighting and 20 fool hght poles it the parking
lors?

_6G. Undergrounding of Utillines— The communmity Plan calls for -
micergrounding of atilitics along Fhghway 28, The nower pole
directly in front of Spindleshanks should be reqguired to be
undergrounded or at [past money put aside 2 a fund for the fawr
share contribution of this project for fulure undergrounding.

17. Surrounding land uses-The EIR does not analyze the
surrounding lond uses adjacent io this project for height, or
massing. This is a flaw in the analvsis.

18. Baseline conditions—-The baseline comparisons of this project to
the existing campground is also flawed. No alternatuve
recreation proposals were considered n the env document.,
Addiuonally, the EIK {ails to adeguately compare the
environmenlal conseguences of the proposed project agamnst the
exisiung physical conditions. Only the project in relation to
exisung ordinances wnd plans have been evaluated.

19, Fractional development- Fractional development more closely
mimics residential subdivision type uses and 1s assessed such
with both the NTPUD and Placer County Nightly rental deed
rostnictions have not heen placed on this project which should be

S®



a condivon of approval in order 1o use TAIL enitlemenis. The
abuse of the TAL should be ceased immediately and the
developer required to purchase a TAL per bedroom as per the
code.

20, The camulative impacts section 15 inadequate. The concise and
detailed analysis of each of the future projects watfic. noise,
recreanon or sack of, tree removal numbers, and neigkborhood
qualily impacts should be assessed. Making assomptions hke™ it
is ilkely” there would be shared uses is rnot technical science.

In conclusion, it 13 my opirion that the Tahoe Visia Pariners Fractional
projech s too dense, loo massive, too crowded, presents significant
imipacts and s not in keeping with the quality of life and communily vision
of this area for “low intensity rural and rusuc.” Population numbers in the
EIR are not accurate in comparison 10 what Wyndham 1s adverusing.

We as a commumiy urge vou the board of supervisors who have been
charged with planning authority to reject this projeci at its current donsity
Mease require the developer redesign this project 1o meei environmenial
standards i accordance with CEQA and Community Plan obligations.

Thank vou for vour thne.,

f<zra Meyor



RECEIVED
Subject: Tahoe Vista Commurity Plan UCT i ’!1'29%

CLERX OF The
Dear Board of Supes: : BOARD OF SUPERYISO RS

As the longtime chairperson developing the Morth Tahoe Community Plans, I am
greatly distressed to learn of the direction "Tourist Accommaodation” 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,

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

Please cansider carefully the planning and approvals for Tahoe Vista.
Most sincerely,

Janet Mize,

now residing at 900 Falowfield Lane,
Watsonville, CA 95076

lanetmzie @msn. com

B31-761-0783



OCT 14 2008

CLERK CF THE
BOARD OF SUPERYISORS
QOctaber /7, 2008

Te Placer County Board of Supervisars
RE: Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy Beach Project- Wyndham timeshare- travesty

Cear Board of Supervisors,

I am writing as a long time businessman who has a home in Tahoe Vista logated n Tahoe
Marina Estates. I beheve in private property rights and am not an advocate of no growth
pringples, That being said- 1 am shocked and in disbelef that Flacer County would cven
consider approving the Sandy Beach project as currently preposed and that TRPA abdicated
their planning responsibilities (o the County Board of Supervisors,

In 1980 congress signed a bi-state compact to protect the "Mational Treasure” - Lake Tahos
from the effects of human impact. Who is looking out for the Lake's welfare now when this one
praoject proposes fo:

v

Grade 95% of a site

*  Remaove more than a majority of the trees- aver 6l1%

# Allow hardscape surfaces over 0% of the site when the majonty of the site is
vegetated.

¥ Buile high dersity ard massive structures- complete overdevelopment of a small
property. '

¥  Remowve a low intencity summer time only campground for full- tume fractronal
~wenership timeckzres proposed in struckures that are taller and more massive than
arvthing else existing in this area,

Increase heights of buildings taller than anything else that ex:sts in either Tahge Yista
aor Kings Beach at 39 feet,

Increase traffic by 500 cars a day when the Community Plan calls for a decrease
Oouble the population in a small comimunity,

Allow mitigation measures that do nothing to correct the impacts created by this
project including a loss of a viable recreational use. Every mitigation measure
proposed for this project is only 8 payment of a fee with no lecal benefit,

T

v oy

i

What future arecedent will this one project set for the future of Tahae Vista?

The County already made a mistake with Tonopalo, The impacts of this project are still felt.
Farking along Highway 28- causing conflicts with boat trailers, and parked cars. The only
massive structure in all of Tahoe Vista. Why repeat such a mistake with Sandy Beach which 1s
severely underpariked?

This project also defies the TEDA definition of a tourst accommadation urt- {TAU} which
defimtion implies that a TAU is a ane bedroom commodity. This 39 unit project |5 proposing
118 bedrooms with 39 TAU s- the majority being transferred from the South Shore. The
impacts of the transfer of these TAU's have not been determined nor analyzed. The impacts
of going from a campground ta 8 massive 39 unit timeshare development have not been
adequately analyzed |

What benefit does this praject offer when Lake clarity s in danger of decling? [ spend a lot of
ame on the lake and have noticed algas blooms where none have existed before.

Haow in good conscience could both Placer County as well as TRPA al'dw such & travesty as
what is praposed? These agencies have abdicated their roles as 3 protector of Lake Tahoe,
tha epvirpnment and the public interest. 1 urge you as a board to do rhe right thing and

request the developer to g2 back to the drawing board, Deny this project as currently
propasead.

Salla



You as decision makers have not been given & full picture of the projects significant direct,
indirect, and cumulative adverse affecls an the existing low intensity rustic commuonity
character of Tahoe Vista. '

Respectfully subrmitted.

. Jeff Lynn

Q1



TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED
OCT 14 2008

CLERK OF THE
80ARD OF SUPERVISORSE

October 11, 2008

We the people of Taho.e Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista

Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against

the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU’s to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. {It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in cur small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable devetopment in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local ccmmunities fo reéject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets

- environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEVED
01 13 338

CLERK OF TH
QOctober 11, 2008 BOARD OF SUPEHVIJESDHS

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
QOctober 20th.

» Weare againSt the morphing of smatl motel units or TAU’s {o create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense '
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

« We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new

development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees..

* We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

« We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

+ The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

«  We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

» We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local ccmmunities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEIVED

October 11, 2008 OCY 14 2008
| CLERK OF TrHg
TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: BOARD OF SLPERLS RS

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
tire Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

« We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU’s to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 38 TAU’s to create 103 bedrooms.

+ We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

o We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing ail the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

¢ We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

» The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

+ We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resuiting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Commumty Plan calling for a“low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

+ We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local cimmunities to reject this project with its current
‘density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Taheoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEIVED

October 11, 2008 OCT 14 2008
GCLERKQF THE .
TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against

the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th, B

+ We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms ciustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

« We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (it takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

+ We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
.hative vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

+* We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

e The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calis for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

+« Woe already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopale the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonab'e development in keeping with the
character of cur Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

s+  We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan,
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TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED
OCT 14 2008

CLEAK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

October 11, 2008

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in ahy way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista

Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish fo register a protest against
the Sandy Beach projectin its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. {It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention,

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project propeses an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of cur Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the deveiopers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Ccmmumty Plan.
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RECEWVED

October 11, 2008 . OCT 14 2008
: CLERK OF The
TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: BOARD OF SUPERYisoRg

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista

Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resoris wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU’s to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. {it takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 51% of the frees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.,

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills bhoth sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project.is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

1]

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEIVED
OCT %4 28

October 11, 2008 CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORE:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protfest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

» We are against the morphing of small motel units or TALI’s to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

» We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

« We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

» We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention. '

» The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this preject proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

+ We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues, This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

+« We urge you as BEcard Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.

o
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RECEIVER

" QOctober 11, 2008 OCT 14 2008
BOARCLERK OF The
TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: 0 OF SUPERYgoARS

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish fo register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

» We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive huildings with numerous hedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

« We are against the obliteration of our forested parceis to foster new
development. (it takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree}. This prOJect
removes over 61% of the trees.

» We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water guality and clarity.

» We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

« The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calis for a reduction in traffic trips
- by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

»  We already suffer from the inadeguate parking from Tonopalo the
.project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

» We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local ccmmunities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as

~well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEIVED
OCT 14 2008

October 11, 2008 CLERK OF THz
BOARD OF SUPEHV?SDHS

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affitiated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorfs wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

+« Woe are against the marphing of sméll motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU’s to create 103 bedrooms.

« We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project .
removes over 817% of the trees.

+ We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water guality and clarity.

+« We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention. '

¢ The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

* We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked. '

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

« We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.




RECEIVED
OCT 14 2p08

CLER) =
October 11, 2008 BOAHD'DFHESEEETSMQ

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vvacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal hefore you on
October 20th.

+ We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU’s to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU’s to create 103 bedrooms.

« We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

= We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

» We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

« The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

+ We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
- project across the street, which overflow filis both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Pian calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

« We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
envirocnmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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RECEIVED
OCT 14 2008

CLERK
October 11, 2008 BOARD DF 8 Upsres as

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense

configurations. This project uses 39 TAW's to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of cur forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and ciarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper

infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan callmg for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

L]

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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OCT 14 2008

CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista

Partners or Wyndham VYacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach project in its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of our forested parceis to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water guality and clarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention.

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across the street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resuiting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
‘character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmenta! standards in accordance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.



RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008

' CLERK OF THE
October 11, 2008 BOARD OF SUP:R'\,.T

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here and are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens of Tahoe Vista

Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the Sandy Beach projectin its current form under appeal before you on
October 20th.

We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildings with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This project uses 39 TAU’s to create 103 bedrooms.

We are against the obliteration of our forested parcels to foster new
development. (It takes 100 years to grow an 80 foot tree). This project
removes over 61% of the trees.

We are against grading 95% of a project site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quality and clarity.

We are against doubling the Tahoe Vista population by adding
approx. 300 additional persons in our small town without proper
infrastructure in place. We currently have inadequate water storage
for fire prevention. :

The Tahoe Vista Community Plan calls for a reduction in traffic trips
by 130 per day, however this project proposes an increase of 500
trips per day with no ear marked mitigation to benefit the community.

We already suffer from the inadequate parking from Tonopalo the
project across tha street, which overflow fills both sides of the
highway during the summer and winter tourist seasons resulting in
safety issues. This project is also under parked.

We are for reasonable development in keeping with the
character of our Tahoe Vista Community Plan calling for a “low
intensity rural and rustic character.”

We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our focal communities to reject this project with its current
density, excessive massing, tree removal, and coverage. Please
require the developers to go back and design a project that meets
environmental standards in acgbrdance with CEQA state laws as

well as the obllgatu%ns of the;a_?i;,\hsta Community Plan.

Ehw ’ { E!. o <10
LL'J RASANER PR



	01a
	01b
	01c
	01d
	02
	02a
	02b
	02c
	02d
	02e
	02f
	02g
	02fcoresp1
	02fcoresp2
	02coresp3
	02fcoresp4
	02fcoresp5
	02fcoresp6
	02fcoresp7
	03

