
We would urge that both TiPAOIbd P1acet County tako a o1oIe look at tho viabilityof
epprovlns projects in~ without a updated Tahoe VistaMas£eIrPlan" bymalcing
sure !hat (bee ill true n=till bctwecln the mhf,ation ofimpacls by foo and the impacts

• mi1ipted inche violnfty oftbc project.

,Respectfully sOOmftted:
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To the 'TRPA. Goverrung Bo~rd and appropriate staff:

Last June the community of Tahoe VIsta came belbrethe Board to express rts mna!mS tmr the proposed
Vista VBJage Work Force HousIng project. The most common and lXln5Istent message that was urgently
and vigorously conveyed was out conc:em (/'Ie( the dl\lnSly of the project, and the pdMfal CUmulatIVe
Impact. Ai that time, Placer COUnty had agreed with the community that there were no less than eight
projects In some state d COflS1der8tion within tf1e one square mile bolA'ldar1es ofTahoe VISta. WhDe no
conclusive decisions W8"8 made by the Govem~gBoard, tf1e comments and questions expressed dtrIng
the meeting reflec:t:ad similar conc:ems, and the project was later retracted by the owner/developer.

Since that tlme, the VIsta V1Rage owner and developer have conttnued lxl review their p/a1'6 within the
conteld of the pUblle's comments, and we are hopef1JI that at some polnt in the future we wl1l be able lxl
collectively return the project to the table.

we once again ftnd DUrseMls Ie8s I:tIan nlne months later faced with nearly the.elClId same questions and
CIOI1C8l'flS. The only thing that has r'IllIIly changed slnce last June Is the address. We are sUll very
troUbled by the density of the pmposed prajed and the potlentJal QJmuJatIve Impact when combIned
wIth the numerous oltler developments tn various stages of review.

Tahoe Vista hal In outdilled CommUnIty Plan which was conceIYed In 1996 based upon a myopic view d
the fUture or developmert In~ Tahoe BasIn In genetal, and TahoeVl$ta~. M 8 community,

. It Is tnc:unbent upon us to once again nM&It and address the very CIOlTIPIex questkln r:I growth by way d
an updBted QlITmunltyABn. we nut find a common grotmd that wm balance the InteresIS of property
owners,d~ and residents. lhetask Is daunting, but the abmatlve Is that we continue to expend
m<haustlng er11ot1onal and financial resources consideri1g devl!lopment proJed:s on a pIeoemeel basis
often accompanIed by the real (X peteeI\Ied threat of QtlgatIon.

Tahoe VIsta Is slmplV too smalllD aa:ommodate the scope d <leYelopme(It bq cOnsidered. 'sanctv
BelICh, even In ll:$ a.rrrert Il:eratfon. pardcuJarIy when ooupled WIth the numerous other proJecls under
consideration, Win overwhem our communIty.

This Is not what the framers of Tahoe vtsta's out1iated Comnulity Plan had 1nnW! tor us In 1996.

I, therefore, list. that the TRPA staff, Governing Board and related parties have the convldlon to
,recognIZe ItI$t until Tahoe VIstZI has an updated Community Plan and/or the owners and cIe\IeIopers fifld a
way to worle with the community In flndIng common 9i'olllld, projects of the magnftude or sandy Beach
be delayed, It not ,denied approval.

We also stnmgly 11IljlJe5t and urge that the Gowming Board pror.1de the oommunlty 8n opportlJrUty to
once agaln make Its case In a public hearing.

Respectfully,

Randy Hili
Resident
Tahoe VIsta, CA
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Febtua!}' 20. 2008

Theresa Avanoe. AICP. 5en1or Planner
. EnvIrOnmeiltal~ew Services

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
,P.O. Box 5310
Stateune. Nevada
89449

Maywlm Krach ­
Placer County
3901 Country Center Drive
SUite 190
Aubum.CA
95603 .

RB: 'tahoe VIsta Partners, u.c Affordable Hous1tlg ,and InteIVal
Ownersh1p DevelOpment, SCH NO 2006022100

To the TRPA. Placer COtmty eta1f and Board:

As a 30 year restdent ofNorth shore. a localplann1:ng consultant, ex­
TRPA employee arid long ume friend of the Lanzas and Millers I would
1fke to share some thoughts regarding the mttJgatton'meesures prOposed
1n the EIR/EA for the Tahoe Vista Partners Inter9al Ownet'8b1p
Development lOcated in Tahoe Vista. CA as referenced abO\Te. I~ also
one ot the few remafntng members stm living in Tahoe that participated
In the odglna1 North Tahoe con:imunlty Plap Team that was responsible
for community iIlput mto the adopted 1996 Tahoe Vista ComnuJntty
Plan. The Community Plan'which governs the V18fOn for Tahoe VIsta
requ,tres Envtroninental targets that -could benefit from the mfHgatlon
generated by th1s project.

.As suCh I haw Jtstened to the local Tahoe Vista Commui1fty members.
l1stened to the devclopcrs. and have :read tluu this document ae much as '
feasible gIven its stze. I tb!nk coinnion g:rourid can be foUnd as all parties
agree that the proposed mttigation ~asqresshould have a ~benefit
to the commuriity In which the project is proposed O'ahoe Vista).
Therefore:

Page 2-8 (Item, ZA-21 Closure of5endy Beach Campground. (Offstte and
in-kind repl.aoement by payment of a $472.176 mitlgaUon fee. Half thts
fee Is alated to NWUD/State Parks for future facIl1ttes. ([ am not sure

,where the other half Ie going and perhaps this money could. also be put
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into the same pot). In my opinion. the 1fkellhood that a new campground
fadl1ty would be perm1tted or is even ttl h1gh demand could be slim due
to the fact that several parks are proposing c)osW"e in the Bas1n, and no~

one is lmocktng down the door to build additional parks. however the .
• need for recreational axnen1ties Is veryhigh. Therefore. the money could

be held Cor a period of t1me Le. for ftve years in an interest beartng
.account If not targeted for a specftlc RV campground use
(NTPUD/Burton Creek) then th1s money should go to the local
recreaUonal prov1d~ (NTPUD) to determine how best to use these funds
to ben.eftt the local Tahoe Vista. Community Le.

• Res1room. at sandy Beach;
• Regtonal Park purposes:
• Add1t1oOal Lake a.ocess.
• Long term malntenance of the ex1stlng recreational facilities. etc.

Page 2-121,C-3 PJ'Oylde 1.29 acres ofon-slterecreatlonal facf11tles
and additional park fees per Placer County Dept. of F'acUttyService&.
(Any fees collected by Placer County should have direct beneftt to
Thhoe Vlsta- (please refer to response above). How much of a fce is
eXpected to be generated as part of th1s m1t1gation?

Page 2·70- 14A-l VMr based on 299 net new dally trips dUJ:1ng
. I9UID1UeI'- requJres a MWgatton fee of$80.730. Placer Coun~Road

Network Trame Ltmitatton Zone and Traffic fee~ a mitigation
fee of $201.170. The approx. $280.000 fee generated by this project
should also have local nexus. 'IbIs could include roadway
ImproveJ:nents. s1dewaIks etc wtth1n the Tahoe VIsta Community
instead ofregionaI use. Monies spent cop.1d also go toward other

. solutions such as: .

• A comprehenslVemaster plan or VisIon workshop or series of
workshops for Tahoe Vista regarding sidewalk type. lIghting
plan. sJgnage. and community amen1t1.es that would enhance
the character oftbis regton. offer some consistency'for the
CODDD.erdal core. .

• AddWonal parking pockets ifneeded to encOW"age pubUc beach
. access.

• Alternative C of the EIR proposes pubI1c parking to be located
beh1nd the Splndleshanks Rstaurant for those ustng.Sandy
Beach across the street. The developer could possibly be
ccn:npensated for any additional publIc parldng provided for
those using the beach.
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Please refer to Page IV-2 of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan for
achievement of enViI:onrnental goals and targets. Based on the matrtx:
In this sectiOn of the document a Sandy Beach lot is encouraged
(increased parking1. Additiooally targets {or add1t1onal1ake accesa and
recreation ate requtred as part of speclfic community plan goals.

In conclWdOn.~ are some wtn wins here for the community. the
developer and the agencies in keeping with the Tahoe Vlsta
C~Plan envtronmental targets encouraging recreational
fa.cUtties. scenlc tmprovements, land coverage reduct1ons. beach
acce58, and parldng.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sblcerely,

Leah Kaufman
Prlnc1pal Planner- Kaufman Planning and Consultlng
P.O. Box 253 .
CameUao Bay. CA 96140
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From:
To:

$Ubjec:II
Date: '

fZBAMEYER
tadyJng!!Otroa.otqj
M!rM8ll Kradli
sandy beech projElct ,
PrtdBy, March 07, 2008 10:16:56 AM

,v

March 7, 2008 ,

From: Ezra Meyer
TahOeVl8ta

TO: tIdyIncoOlIM.ora
,TO: mkracbOpiacer.CI.aov

TO Intwelted atatrand bOImI members;

Res sandy Beadt/Tahoe Vim Pa'rtners Interval Project

My name Is Ezra Meyer. I am a a retired civil and structural engineer and
fun-time resident of Tahoe Vista, since 1998. I am concerned wtth the'
future of the community that I live In. I am not antl-·deveJopment havIng'
worked In the engineering business most of my life. ,My bfggest opposition ,
to this project is the extreme density and masslilg (on the scale of
Tonopalo) and the Impacts of going from a part-time campground open
only in the summer to full time usage as 8 fractional tImeshare type
project. 1do not feel that the environmental dOOJment adequately
addresses the Impacts of this project tD the community.

I em deeply conC811E!d about the folloWIng:

1.
Summer parking from Tonopalo and the other large nearby motel
type properties spm over onto the Highway leading us to believe
that the parking Is Inadequate. There should be at least two parking
spaces per unit.

2.
Snow star age space needs must be aa:ommodated.
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3.
The number of trees proposed to be removed Is ludicrous. We
moved here to live In the· mountains- a more urban setting can be
found In any city.

4.
The project will generate many additional automobne trips. SUmmer
traffic particularly Is already highly a:>ngested, with future projects
planned for Tahoe VIsta, KIngs Beach, Crystal Bay and Martis VaHey
(whIch advertises lV for beach access and for the Wild Goose
restaurant .

S.
There will be the additional Impact on noise levels from tree
removal, paving, neN b.uildlngs, additional traffic from this and
otner nearby PI ojects, etc. What are QJmulatJve noise Impacts from
this and tt1e other projects? '

Lack of a tire escape route or access for fire tnJ~.

~. ,.' .

Change In charadsr in Tahoe Vista- We 0!l1:aln1y do not want
another TonopaJo In the area. A new updated Community Plan Is
desperately needed before any new project Is approved, with the
effects of fractional ownershIp projects properly addressed.

The erR Itself says that Implementation of each of these projects
contributes to Int:ensfflcation of development Tn the Tahoe Vista area
and the North T~oe region resulting In Increased ooverage, runoff
volume Increased traffic trips, aIr pollutant emisslon, noise, massing
and detertoratlonof SQ!f1lc quality, habitat removal and further·
demand for public Services and fire protection and recreations etc.
Therefore I ask when is enough enough?

7.
Impact of 300 additlonal people to the existing Infrastructure. I
have attEnded,many N11'UD meetings in which the PUD stated that
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they are at crttIcal mass now In summer wittl the existing water
tankS. ( The tanks are drained almost dry In the peak summer
months w1th the extsting population In the district). They have
mentJoned.any new projects will require new tanks and pumps.
How can this project or any other be built wltf10lJt the proper

,Infrastructure 10 place? There Is insufficient water to address fire
prevention needs. .

,.

8.
G ranting of easement- more detail Is needed. An easement does
not provide mitigation or assure construd:km. Where Is the Iocatlon
of the trail leading tJ) the lake as desalbed in paragraph 3 of page 7­
1-41 What Is the Impact to the beach of an additional 300 persons
using the beach with Irmlted or no plt>lic facliities such as parking
and bathrooms ? '

9.
Page 7-15- The County has required 1.46 aaes of on- site
recreational amenities or payment of a fee to mitigate not having
adequate on site amenities. If the density and massing of this
project were reduced then there would be room for these on-site
amenlt!es as reqUired. Again payment~ fees with no nexus does
not do anyone any good. It does not reduce Impacts to the .
oommunrty who have to suffer due to the over crowding proposed
for this project. .

10.
Do the IndMdual fractional owners pay measure C? Do the
employee units? How much measure Ctax would be collected?

11. .
The EtR states that the projecti-s fees would be earmarked for
Improvement of park fadlltles in the vldnlty 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 pandes for release of these funds? Would the
funds be used to mitigate the Impacts of this project?

V-10
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Again the mmmunity would like to see a nexus between the mitigation
-funds collected and the direct benefit to the community.

Pagel-18 Is their an analysis available of the benefit to the'mmmunity of
having recreation concessions such as bfke rental and non-motoriZed
watercraft? How freqt:Jent2d are the concessions and are the users locals
or tourists or patrons of the RV park? If these concesslons are removed

. what will be the result?

13. I support prpvldlng parking for the Sandy Beach park on the
Splndle9lanks parc21 as ~ mftfgatlon to loss of recreation. Will there be

. adequate spaceS for both the part< and the restaurant7W111 the restaurant
be Open for lunCh? As stated prevIOusly there Is a big shortage of partdng
for users of the beach. Would the restrooms In Spindleshanks be open to
the public as Is Garwoods for beach users? . '

. ,

The EIR talks about replacement of the RV park elsewhere on the north
shore of Tahoe. Is this really feasible or warranted? Is their ademand for
RV parks? Are the existing fad1ities utifized fully now?

14. Would the groundwater tests need txt be repeated for a more wet or'
typical year? Is the campground eVen located 13~ above the lake?

What are Lahontanl-s comments regarding gradlng 95% of the project
site? Is there a concern of going· ft'om dirt to asphalt? Does caltrans have
any concerns about Increased flows Into their roadway systems as Is
deso1bed on page 8-14?

How much landscaping Ie ·Iawn is the project proposing that would require
fertilizer? What kind of trees are proposed to be replanted ? Is It realistic
to replant three to one trees when so many are oomtng out? Is there even
enough room to plant this many treeS?

The TRPA has determined that 64% of ltle project site has coverage.

I V-15
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(mainly dlrtnot asphalt). The alternativeS propose about a 2% reduction
In coverage•. Slnce the improvements are gOing to increase mass and scale

. could the developer increase the open space? More landscaping and open
space and less coverage? Why Is 95% of the site propoSed to be graded
-when the coverage Is at 62%1? .

Slab on grade Is not environmentally or context sensitive oonstruction and
should be prohIbited. ( AIt A). How much cut and flli would be required
with eIther All B or Ait C?

Why Is the basement for the ckIbhouse 13 feet deep? What Is going in the
basement?

Has an analysis of the v.lsJ.blllty of the prOject been done from the lake
shoWing the JosS of trees? What Is the height of Spindleshcinks?

The EIR talks about a new roof for Splndesf1anks and removfng the
parking In front- This Is positive. WIll there be s1gnage to direct people to
park at Splndleshanks that want to use the beach? .

The ErR states that travelers would have views of parking areas as part of
the proposed project ( Page .10-15). How wiD the parking be screened?

15. Would the'20 foot pole lights In the parkfng areas disturb the
neighbors? What about nIght sky design reqUirements? What Is the true
Impact of lighting based on the fact that so many trees will be removed?
Will this project glow in the dark ard be visIble from multiple sources?
What Is the mltfgatlon to reduce the nIghttime glare from lighting?

Is the power pole directly In front of SplndlestlanJ<s propoSed to be
removed and placed underground. It shows up in both the before as well
as the after photos?

16. The cumulative Impacts sect/on does not Include the future of
Tonopalo mountainside. The Jake Is built but the developers for the
mountainside are also contemplating a future project.

Also the c;:onverslon of the cedar Glen lodge motel to a timeshare? ( They
advertised that this motel Is for sale In the local newspaper proposing new
use to timeshare from motel).

Old not see the CEP projects listed In the chart except for Homewood. As
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per the ~rlgS I have attended and ttle newspaper there are multiple
CEP projects planned for Klngs Beach. They will have an ultimate impact
on traffic, noise, etc as also stated previously.

-Pagel8-10 says that no OJmulatlve Impacts are proposed from the land
use for this project. I would drsagree as the fractional use Is new and has
riever been adequately addressed In any environmental document this
may be more of a TRPA Issue than the developer issue.

This sectfon. also says that the proposed development would be consistent
with and supportiVe of the Surround resldentlal·land uses of the TVp>.
Thrs Is not true. The surrounding residential density is no- more ttlan 5
units per acre and In many cases less than this. The VIsta 'Pine subdivision
of eIght homes about the same size as proposed for sandy Beachls on
oVer 5 acres. sandy Beach proposes 10 units per acre.

'It ls a sham to call this project a mote! project when In reafJty rt is a
residential project based on size and use. Therefore the agencies should
treat It like a residential project and reduce the densily.

. Were ttle .CEP KIngs Beach projects future traffic evaluated annulatlvely as
part of tt1ls project? .

The constnJctlon Impacts of all of the projed:sare also not adequately
addressed. Thls Includes the CEP.projects aOO the highway project, and
the other projects ~n Tahoe VIsta In the environmental review stage?

.The cumulative Impacts section Is lnoomplete. The condse aoo detalled
analysis of each of the fub./re projects traffic, noise, recreat:lon· or lack of,
tree removal numbers, and neighborhood quality Impacts should be .
asseSSed. Makfng assumptions llkel± It is likely;:!: there would be shared
uses Is not technical science. .
Again 1% growth Is unrealistic given the amount of projects proposed and
the size of the projects, the potential of restrIcting traffIC to two.lanes In
KIngs Beach from fOur lanes and the Impacts of Crystal Bay and Martis
Valley growth. .

Page 18-19 talks about several projects Impact on traffic Including jO

amorigSt othersl:l: What ls the amongst others? Where are the CEP
projects? Also, based on my attendance at Community meetings Tahoe
sands expansIon has been talked about going from 64 units to 109 units
Indudlng emPloyee housing. This Is more than ·36 unit increase. .
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Table 0 shows a level of servk:e 0 at 267 not even Indudlng many of the .
projects. Level of service for Estates Is a level E not including all the
projects and a low projection of 1% Growth.

-other quality of fife Issues have not even been talked about. The Impacts
to the exlstrIg beaches and reaeatlon have not been talked about The .
Pari< master plan growth has not been factored In. The skate board park
will bring traffic trips to the area as wUl the new parking fat at the foot of
National Ave.

In conduslon It is my opinion that the Tahoe VIsta Partners Fractional .
project Is too dense, too massive, too aowded and not In keeping with the
quality r:K life and community vision of this area. A much Jess dense and
massive project would be more appropriate for thlsslte.

Thank you for your time.

Ezra Meyei
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TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY BEACH PROJECT IS UNDER APPEAL
. -- .

TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH Al'JD 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 EXlSTING TAHOE VISTA
COMMUNITY PLAN.

SANDY BEACH DEVELOPMENT AS PROPOSED W ALTERNATIVE E
. PROPOSED BY THE DEVELOPERS IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. IT IS TOO
.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 FUNCFIONAL 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.

• 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, 1 MAi'JAGER'S UNIT. SPINDLESHANKS
EXPANSION AND AN APPROPRIATE NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE
HOUSING UNITS.
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TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/Sl\.NDY BEACH PROJECT IS UNDER APPEAL

TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMi1...RT GROVvTH AND WBLL
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. WE WANT TO SEE IMPROVEMENTS L~ OUR
AREA THAT ARE IN BALANCE WITH THE EXIS'l'ING CHARACTER OF
THE COMMUNITY AND WITH THE EXlSTING TAHOE VISTA
COMMUNITY PLAN.

SANDY BEACH DEVELOPMENT AS PROPOSED IN ALTERNATIVE E
PROPOSED BY THE DEVELOPERS IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. IT IS TOO
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.

ill 25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, 1 MANAGER'S UNIT, SPINDLESHANKS
EXPAJ'JSION AND AN APPROPRIATE NUMBER OF AFFORDABLE

\,\A... HOUSING UNITS.
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October 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.

1. 50 letters from TV community members regarding a reduce~ density project.
2. 3 personal letters from Tahoe Vista Residents;
3. 1 letter from Lt. Gov. John Garamendi;
4. 5 pages of additional signatures of a petition for a reduced density alternative to be
added to the original 307 si;natures submitted to staff on October 9th

- hand delivered.

The new total for the petition is 365 additional signatures. Additional signatures will be
faxed directly to you tomorrow for inclusion in the board packets.
5. Alternative matrix of the Sandy Beach EIR alternatives.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to call Ellie .Waller. 546-2893

..~.

RECEIVED

OCT 142008
CLERK OFTHE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

AGENDArfEM

DATE: [0r12n
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---t:::L.l3GC':id of Supervisors· 5
-1.3 County Executive Office
---··-b:LCounty Counsel
---\;1 Mike Boyle
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Sandy Beach Alternatives

Comparison of Alternates for Sandy Beach

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative E

# of TAUs 45 39 39 39

# of Affordable housinCl units 10 10 10 7

# of Housing buildings 25 22 22 20

land coverage 169,061 sf 164,592 sf '167,231 sf 165, 644 sf

% land coverage 62% 60% 61% 60%

units per acre 14 12 12 11.5

# of vehicle trips summer/winter* 299/522 238/461 238/46 ) 213/437

# bedrooms 146 133 129. 103 faus & 18 affordables

TAU # of 1-bedrooms/area per unit 5 @698 sf 5 5 0- -
TAU # of 2·bedrooms/area perunit 15@1914sf 15 13 14 @2250 sf & 5 @1230 sf

TAU # of 3 bedrooms/area per unit 19 @2534 sf 16 16 15@2750sf

TAU # of 4·bedrooms/area per unit 6 @3016 sf 5 5 5@3277 sf

Affordable # of 3 bedrooms/area per unit 10 @1117 sf 10@ 1117 sf 10@ 1117 sf 6@11l7sf

**Population increase 330 294 294 276

# of trees removed 155 125 123 132

area of units 109.612 sf 109,008 sf 109,008 sf 101,987 sf

water/wastewater service 85,000/125,000 gpd 75,000/116,000 gpd 75,000/1 i 6,000 gpd 71 ,000/1 05,000 gpd
parking spaces housing + commercial 116 110 110 101

* summer reduced by 223 current use
** based on 6 persons/unit (Wyndym advertises 10 persons/unit)

Alternate Ecompared to Alternate A

Units/number of bedrooms/population reduced by 16% but housing area only reduced by 7% (land coverage by 2%)
Vehicle trips reduced by 16% in winter
Water/wastewater service reduced by 16%
Units per acre reduced by 16% to 11,5 units/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 tills area. Please support a reduced density and coverage
altemati\e for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

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

A reduced density altematiw 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:
RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008
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 300,/0 plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
..----J

CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISe



\.

Tahoe VistAresi<tentsare for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
densnyaDd COverage alternative for the Tahoe VISta partnerslSandy beach project. The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will resuh in:
retention oftrees, less landcovef88et more on-site parking, and reduced trafIi<: trips.

Therefore the residents support:

5l~



r~+l'~ 7IIJEDf2-6P' ..' . ',;.
·'~~~,,~Ct!===S:1~~:=P=::=.~;~ced
.·;:",·.tlyproppsed (Alternative E) is not acceptable~ ·ReduCed density alternatives will result in:

:: ...·..···';~ti6~ot'trees. leSs laiIdco~ more on-site parJcin& and reduced trat1k trips.

. . - .

. ,2S·&actiOnalunits .'
. ". 'lJIi'~~erS unit

S iridIeshanki.e' . D.p. '.' xpans10
...... And an .appropriate number ofaffordable units based on a2S unit density

RECEIVED

ocr 14 2008
CLERK OFTHE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with'a typical
"residential subdivision at four per acre. ( a 200/c) increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista re$idents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
d~ity 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.oftrees, less landco~ more on-site parking, and~ trafIk trips.

Therefore the residents support:

2S fractionaJ units
1 managers unit .
Spindlesbanks expansion
And an appropriate number ofaffordable units based on 8 2S unit density

RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008
CLERK OF THE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential' subdivision at four per acre. (8 2()OJO increase over typical conditions)
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Ta1iije'Yistaresi~s In'for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage lilterilative for the Tahoe Vtsta 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 parItin,& and reduced traftit trips.

Therefore the residents support:

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

RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008
CLERK OF THE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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80AR~LEAK OF THE

OF SUPERVISORS

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR JOHNGARANIENDI

.O~t()ber10,2008

T;il}i:)e Regixmi:ll.Plamllng Agt:,U1CY
PO Box 5310 .
Stgt¢\fjn~, Nevada 8'9449

.Deii;p Chaitvv'otrian Bresnick and TRPA Bo.atdMembers:

la~1\\)tithig to )fouta ex:ptess IUy serious cOficet'n ovet thenlrSuseof TOllrist ACicotnpJodatjDD
Units. (TAUs) at Lake Tahoc#lid 'the threat itP08G$ to the Lake's .fut~rre, The TR)'>/\ d.eul)itiooof

.0, TAU is a "onebedrootn· or :.;. grolip (jf IWCi or tuore r.oi1ms \vitha hedt()om, . ,priJj)arily designed
10 he rentedhy.the dayol: 'w-eck a'l1doc.cupied 011 a ternpotaryhasis." this ddinition was
;od'gitl'anyintcnde~j to apply tOl11Qdest sttucturessuchas 300 sq. ft.. one .bedxoOlll units. In
j)'racfice,thjs deu:n·ition is now .being distorted tO~tnOVi[ Jor. the construction of latge, multi-

c i., d'..:·:'··.· :' .'. ·,1: .. <.·, .. '. ., '"., :'1'" .. ' : ,', ·.,·0':'·0····" 'f'
IJti.~q(:)mtlm~sJl\:J;le Ul1l.ts as%rge\:J;s ~;9sq.L

.. ... .

lh~iJ?aJl$·tet a:~:d,.expanSiQ.~l of l~\Us that is cttfre1ltl¥ teils;hrg Pl~ce bla:tantJyig,nores both the
spirit;£\:11d intyi)fofthe tulesanddefinition;s of TAUs. ~41Jowfug thesen.tvv Iargcsubdlvision
.:sttl.,tGifm·¢B in(lr¢ase$popu'1~tiOi'J and tr~f:ficand tedpcc$ air quality in.andarotil1d the Lctke. Such
.$i:gttifkant pressure. on Lake Ta}J.o.c'Bfi·agileecosysten1undennil1eS OUr ability to attain

":¢11vii'9{l1uCl'lt'aJt1U'csholds \ve. have workeds6 hard fbr decades to achieve.
. ,

·lJ\:no\\! TH.PA1Ul;J;tu:;~enlentwould prefer tn defer the TAUissl1euntiI the .adoption of the new
Ta·ho~;Regio:o~f.(>lM. This option is not via.ble~lnee these JUassive projects continue to be,
ujYlPfbVecl:{n the interim while the till1ehne for adowtiIrlS tbe Regional Plar)~Dntinues to be
c,1e:;lit,¥ed. :Purtb:erJi)1ore"acs yOil ate a:wate,a t911inga.greenlem on theSHl1dy Beac,)) pfcdett in
r2l.tJoc "Vi51£!' cxnites on Qctohex 15, 2008. MisQ'.sebf TAUs jsol}cQfu\e J;llajor i/1$qes(jddiessed
in the tolliligagteenlcnt. It ism)! llnderstcnldipgthat ifthe,t apPc211 t~lthe Placet CoHnty BQi:1[dby
th~.FP;end$ ofTClhoe Vista u;:.d:other environmental groups is unsuccessful on October 20t

\ then
Ij:ti~ati()J1wil1q.uicklY follow;

'Tli.ete is no heeQ to engage in time1yand costly lawsuits. that· will do nothing to further our
cornmon goalofthe sl.:lstainable preservatIon of Lake Tahoe. Before any additional projects are
pennitted, )lOll and other regulatoryagenc.ies. in the Lake 'Tahoe region have the authority ,to
aVoid such litigation byenfbrcing the clear intent of the TAU definition in plan reviews and
approvals.
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October 8, ·2008

From: Ezra Meyer
Tahoe Vista

TO: bos@placer.ca.gov

To Board of Supervisors and staff members;

RE: Sandy Beach/Tahoe Vista Partners Interval Project

RECEIVED

OCT 1~ 2008
80 CLERK OF THE

ABO OF SUPERVISORS

My name is Ezra Meyer. I am a full- time resident of Tahoe Vista since
1998, and a retired civil and structural engineer. I am concerned with the
future of the community that I live in although I am not anti - development
being an engineer and working in this business most of my life. My
biggest opposition to this project is the excessive density and massing of
the Sandy Beach project (on the scale of TonoP2!:lo) and the impacts of a
low intensity summer time campground going to a full time high density
fractional use. I feel the environmental document is flawed and that there
is not adequate mitigation to address the significant impacts that will occur
as a result of this development.

I am also concerned about the following:

1. Parking" Peak tourist season ( summer and winter) parking from
other projects in the vicinity i.e. Tonopalo and the other large
motel type properties i.e. the (Kramer property) and Red Wolf
Lakeside Lodze and the Edgelake Resort spill over onto the
Highway leading us to believe that the parking is inadequate for
all properties. I understand parking will be 1.4 spaces per unit
average for these two to four bedroom units. This does not
appear to be adequate based on the occupancy of these units and
how they are being marketed. (up to 10 persons/unit)

2. Snow storage is inadequate as shown. In a typical winter the
snow will be up to the front doors of each of these units with
heights of 10-15 feet in height with as mu'ch depth leaving no
open space or room for adequate treatment of the runoff.

Slot



3. Tree Remova]- The amount of trees proposed to be removed
over existing conditions (61 %) is unconscionable and can not
be mitigated by planting of new trees or paying fees. According

. to the arborist report 323 trees are in good to fair condition yet
they are proposed to be removed. It takes 100 years to grow a
tree of any size. The effects of the whole sale removal of these
trees will be felt for future generations. The campground
baseline currently preserves the existing trees - maintaining
open space and a sense of place. The proposed 95% site
grading has the potential'to impact the rest of the trees once
foundations arr-~ constructed resulting in a complete obliteration
of all vegetation on this site.

With the trees removed and the. proposed density there will be
no space for wildlife. Thus impacts are more far reaching.

4. Traffic: The Community Plan calls for a reduction of VMT by,
130 trips and mitigation to be in place to reduce dependence on
the automobile. Traffic in the summer is already congested and
with the future projects planned not only for Tahoe Vista but for
Crystal Bay as well as Kings Beach located only three miles
away gridlock and LOS deficiencies will occur. A 1% projected
growth rate is inadequately low and the true traffic cumulative
impacts should be assessed via a traffic modeling system using a
higher growth rate. Future growth in the Martis Valley
advertise TatJe Vista for beach access and private restaurant
use. (Wild Goose is a private restaurant for Northstar projects
and there is talk of also privatizing Captain Jons- both Tahoe
Vista restaurants).

5. Noise- Existing noise is already at 52-59 dBA CNEL without
this project. The ErR states that CNEL thresholds were adopted
to reduce the annoyance associated with cumulative noise events
on people and wildlife. With the majority of the trees removed
what wildlife will be left? What about the noise impacts related
to close proximity of the units to one another?

I did not see any kind of cumulative noise impact study with the
other planned projects in the area. The EIR states that traffic
volumes have to double before the associated increase in noise
levels is noticeable along roadways. With the other planned



projects traffic will double thus increasing noise levels that may
not meet environmental thresholds. What is the true larger
picture?

6. Change in character in Tahoe Vista- It is my opinion that the
existing comIT.<.mity plan considers the west 'end theme for" low
intensity rushr: character." This does not apply to architecture
but to the use which at the density and mass should be
proposed. The Sandy Beach project with 39 units and 95,000 sf
plus of massing is the opposite of low intensity use. The true
social impacts of fractional development have not been
analyzed. TAU's being used to morph from small to large houses
- not a vision that was planned or a use that was contemplated
when this plan was adopted 12 years ago - This project uses 39
units with 103 bedrooms. TAU's in 1995 were small motel type
units or cabins with no more than two bedrooms.

7. Community Plan EIR!EIS The EIR states that the land use plans
proposed as part of the community plan are subject to
environmental review. Thus this would lead one to assume that
some type of analysis has. been done for the Regional Plan and
the Community Plans regarding impacts of land use decisions. If
the Community Plan EIR/EIS traffic analysis shows 50 TAU's'
less than what the existing inventory was in 1995 then how can
the project proponent transfer in 21 additional TAU;s into the
Tahoe Vista area?

8. Cumulative Impacts The EIR itself says that implementation of
projects contributes to intensification of development in the
Tahoe Vista area and the North Tahoe region resulting in
increased coverage, runoff volume increased traffic trips, air
pollutant emission, noise, massing and deterioration of scenic
quality, habitat removal and further demand for public services
and fire protection and recreations etc. Where are the studies
showing cumulative impacts of future planned projects on the
TRPA environmental thresholds?

9. Infrastructure: The true Impacts of the 300 people to the
existing infrastructure have not been studied. I have attended
NTPUD meetings in which the PUD engineer stated that they
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are at critical mass now in summer with the existing water tanks.
( During peak periods the. tanks can be drained to dangerously
low levels). The NTPUD Board recently voted in a increased fee
structure for new development based on cost of a new tank and
pumps. Who 'Nill take the responsibility for the tanks running dry
should a fire breakout in this area if projects are built without
the infrastructure being in place first? Is this a "shell game" with
the water capacity issues as discussed by the water engineers
themselves?

10. Mitigation Page 7-15- The County has required 1.46 acres of
on- site recreational amenities or payment of a fee to mitigate
not having adequate on site amenities. If the density and massing
of this project were reduced then there would be room for these
on-site amenities as required. Again payment of fees with no
nexus does not do anyone any good. It does not reduce impacts
to the community who have to suffer due to the over crowding
pr'Oposed for this prpject. 300 more people using the beach
across the street which only has one outhouse is not acceptable.
Money must be earmarked for this use.

11. Loss of recreation- The EIR talks about replacement of the RV
park elsewhere on the north shore of Tahoe by payment of a fee.
There is no guarantee that either the NTPUD or the State Parks
will replace this campground now available to anyone of any
financial means. The cost of replacement at $24,000 per
campsite is sever~ly low. True replacement cost is closer to
$100,000 per site. At one time the mitigation was close to
$700,000. Why' was this changed?

12. Coverage The conversion of so much soft coverage to hard
scape surface is of a large concern. Were proper compaction
tests done to verify this amount of soft coverage? How does this
impact our water quality and clarity? What are Lahont;:m's
comments regarding grading 95% of the project site and covering
61 % with buildings, roads and other improvem~nts?What about
the fact that TRPA can not meet the TMDL thresholds based on
current science now for a 20 year one hour storm? How can a
traditional BMP project such as this meet environmental



threshold standards.? Design should be for the 50 year one hour
storm at a minimum.

13. Alternatives- The proposed project alternatives are all
alternatives involving fractional development and the differences
between each alternative is massing within 2% of each other.
When density is reduced the unit sizes have been enlarged. No
recreation alternative has been considered. This is a flaw.

14. Visual - Has an analysis of the visibility of the project been done
from the lake showing the loss of trees? What is the height of
Spindleshanks'! If the units proposed at 39 feet are higher than
Spindleshanks then the visual impacts of the new buildings have
not been adequately addressed or analyzed.

15. Night sky lighting What mitigation is proposed to minimize the
effects of night sky lighting and 20 foot light poles in the parking
lots? ,

16. Undergrounding of Utilities- The community Plan calls for
undergrounding of utilities along Highway 28. The power pole
directly in front of Spindleshanks should be required to be
undergrounded or at least money put aside in a fund for the fair
share contribution of this project for future undergrounding.

17. Surrounding land uses-The ErR does not analyze the
surrounding l<:<nd uses adjacent to this project for height, or
massing. This is a flaw in the analysis.

18. Baseline conditions-The baseline comparisons of this project to
the existing campground is also flawed. No alternative
recreation proposals were considered in the env document.
Additionally, the ErR fails to adequately compare the
environmental consequences of the proposed project against the
existing physical conditions. Only the project in relation to
existing ordinances and plans have been evaluated.

19. Fractional development- Fractional development more closely
mimics residential subdivision type uses and is assessed such
with both the NTPUD and Placer County .Nightly rental deed
restrictions have not been placed on this project which should be



a condition of approval in order to use TAU' entitlements. The
abuse of the TAU should be ceased immediately and the
developer required to purchase a TAU per bedroom as per the
code.

20. The cumulative impacts section is inadequate. The concise and
detailed analysis of each of the future projects traffic, noise,
recreation or :ack of, tree removal numbers, and neighborhood
quality impacts should be assessed. Making assumptions like" it
is likely" there would be shared uses is not technical science.

In conclusion, it is my opinion that the Tahoe Vista Partners Fractional·
project is too dense, too massive, too crowded, presents significant
impacts and is not in keeping with the quality of life and community vision
of this area for "low intensity rural and rustic." Population numbers in the
EIR are not accurate in comparison to what Wyndham is advertising.

We as a community urge you the board of supervisors who have been
charged with planning authority to reject this project at its current density.
Please require the developer redesign this project to meet environmental
standards in accordance with CEQA and Community Plan obligations.

Thank you for your time.

Ezra Meyer

)



Subject: Tahoe Vista Community Plan

Dear Board of Supes:

RECEIVED

OCT 14· 2008
CLERK OF THE

SOARD OF SUPERVISORS

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 900 Fallowfield Lane,
Watsonville, CA 95076
janetmzie@msn.com
831-761-0783



OCT 14·2008
CLERK OF THE

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
October 7, 2008

To Placer County Board of Supervisors

RE: Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy Beach Project- Wyndham timeshare- travesty

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I am writing as a long time businessman who has a home in Tahoe Vista located n Tahoe
Marina Estates. I believe in private property rights and am not an advocate of no growth
principles. That being said- I am shocked and in disbelief that Placer County would even
consider approving the Sandy Beach project as currently proposed and that TRPA abdicated
their planning responsibilities to the County Board of Supervisors.

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

>- Grade 95% ofa site
>- Remove more than a majority of the trees- over 61 %.
>- Allow hardscape surfaces over 60% of the site when the majority of the site is

vegetated.
>- Build high density and massive structures- complete overdevelopment of a small

property. .
>- Remove a low intens:~y summer time only campground for full- time fractional

,,,,,riPrshiD timeshares proposed in structures that are taller and more massive than
anything else existing in this area.

>- Increase heights of buildings taller than anything else that exists ineither Tahoe Vista
or Kings Beach at 39 feet.

>- Increase traffic by 500 cars a day when the Community Plan calls for a decrease.
>- Double the population in a small community.
>- Allow mitigation measures that do nothing to correct the impacts created by this·

project including a loss of a viabl~ recreational use. Every mitigation measure
proposed for this project is only a payment of a fee with no local benefit.

What future precedent will this one project set for the future of Tahoe Vista?

The County already made a mistake with Tonopalo. The impacts of this project are still felt.
Parking 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 is
severely underparked?

This project also defies the TR.?A definition of a tourist accommodation unit- (TAU) which
definition implies that a TAU is a one bedroom commodity. This 39 unit project is 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 to a massive 39 unit timeshare development have not been
adequately analyzed.

What benefit does this project offer when Lake clarity is in danger of decline? I spend a lot of
time on the lake and have noticed algae blooms where none have existed before.

How in good conscience could both Placer County as well as TRPA allow such a travesty as
what is proposed? These agencies have abdicated their roles as a protector of Lake Tahoe,
the environment and the public interest. I urge you as a board to do the right thing and
request the developer to go back to the draWing board. Deny this project as currently
proposed. .



You as decision makers have not been given a full picture of the projects significant direct,
indirect, and cumulative adverse affects on the existing low intensity rustic community
character of Tahoe Vista. . .

Respectfully submitted.

Jeff Lynn



October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT 14"'2008
CLERK OFTHE

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 currentform under appeal before you on
October 20th.

• We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildingti 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 preventioll.

• 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 ce-mmunities to reject this projectwith 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.



October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

DC f 1q 2008
CLERK OF THE

SOARD OF SUPERVISORS

We the people of Tahoe ~ista 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 currentform under appeal before you on
October 20th.

• We are against the morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildin9~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 preventi011.

• 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 Tonopalothe
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 ofour 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 o,ur local c.::..mmunities 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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October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT f ',2008
CLERK OF THE

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, Rate Miller, Tif1l 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 morp"hing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildin9~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 preventior..

- 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 c..::..mmunities 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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October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT 142008
CLERK OF THE .

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

We the people of Tahoe Vista that own, live, or work here a,nd are not
affiliated in any way with Joe Lanza, Rafe Miller, Tim Wilkens ofTahoe Vista
Partners or Wyndham Vacation Resorts wish to register a protest against
the S~ndy 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 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 reasonab!e 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.
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October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

REceiVED

OCT f 42008
CLERK OF THE

. 80MD 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 tha morphing of small motel units or TAU's to create
massive buildingc; 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 proj~ct site and replacing all the
native vegetation and soft coverage with hard scape surfaces
thereby increasing negative impacts to our water quali'ty 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 pe~ 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 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 Community Plan.
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October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

ocr 1~ 2008
CLERK OF THE

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 building:> with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations: This project uses 39 TAU's to create 103 bedrooms.

It 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 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 preventiorl.

o 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.

61 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."

o We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local c.:;;mmunities 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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October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008
CLERK OF THE

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 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 agai'1st 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 EJoardMembers and elected officials that represent
all of our local c0mmunities 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.



October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT 1'f 2008
so CLERK OF THE

AAO 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, Tiryt 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 buildin9~with numerous bedrooms clustered in dense
configurations. This projectuses 39 TA~'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.

• VV~ 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 preventior..

• 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."
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• We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all of our local cvmmunities 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.
/ './1

~>(. n,- r:;?lC'ii-



October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

REceIVED

OCT 142008
CLERK OF THE

, 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 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 i'ncrease 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.
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October 11, 2008

'TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

RECEIVED

OCT 14 2008
CLERK OF THE

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 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 reasonab~edevelopment 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.
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. October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

REceIVED

OCT 14 2008
CLERK OF THE

SOARD 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 buildin9~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.

8 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 preventioh.

• The TahoeVista 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
safetyissues. 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."

Q We urge you as Board Members and elected officials that represent
all ofour local cvm~unitiesto reject this project with i"ts 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~the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.
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OCT 142008
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 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 th~ morphing ofsmall 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 p~oject 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 accord~nce with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligations of the Tahoe Vista Community Plan.



October 11, 2008

TO THE PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: -

RECEIVED­

OCT 14 200B
CLERK OF THE

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR

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 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 suffet 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 t? 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 acqprdance with CEQA state laws as
well as the obligati?rs of the Tr1~~eVista Community Plan .
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