From: Theresa Duggan [theresaduggan@sbeglobal.net)

Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 7.02 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Cc: Rich Colwell, Peter Kraatz, Ken Grehm; Dan LaPlante
Subject: Roundabout Safety Graphic

Attachments: RAB Safety pdf

Hello Board Members,
I. promised Jim Holmes | would forward the attached graphic explaining roundabout safety.

As you see, the opportunity for impact is 4 times greater at standard intersections than at
roundabouts.

Also remember the roundabouts designed for KBCCIP are designed to accommodate
pedestrians.

Thanks,
Theresa May

Theresa May Duggan

PO Box 290

Tahoe Vista, CA 96148
530-546-7903 land line office

530-386-0479 cell
theresaduggan@shcglobal.net
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RECEIVED
JUL 16 2008

Lk K OF THE
... BOARD OF SUPERVISGAS

From: R. Chayo Ayon [rchayoa@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 3,12 PM

To: Jim Holmes; Kirk Uhler; Bruge Kranz; Placer Counly Board of Supervisors,
mikehweber@sbeglobal.net; tleslie@eowo.com; shelly@ristatecommercial com;
abiaggi@denr.nv.gov; foxglove@etahoe.com; dennaruthe@lodaysrealty.com; james-
galloway@shbeglobal. net, rossmiller@sos.nv. gov; norma.santiago@edcgov.us,
smerril@henchmark, com; medermid@chanter.net, JeromeWi@innearcite.com,
syount@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa.org

Subject; 3-Lanes through King's Beach

Dear TRPA Board Members:

As a frequent visitor to King's Beach, T just wanted to let you know that [ support the 3-lane road idea
through King's Beach. The traffic spced is crazy through that arca. The drivers do not follow the rules
and are downright rude and dangerous. -

One can't cross the street without the fear of losing one's life. Not & great vacation selling point. Even
when cars stop to let a pedestrian go by, other cars speed by narrowly missing the pedestrian trying to
cross over to the other side.

One of the best attributes of King's Beach is strolling from the homes, across the road to the beach and
to the restaurants. But that is certainly being eroded by the fly-by traffic. {1 wanted that kind of
"relaxing” swroll, 1 would stay home and not vacation in King's Beach.

So please reconsider the 3-lane road.
Thank you,

Chayo Ayon,
Redwood City, CA
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From: Theresa Duggan {theresaduggan@sbeglobal net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2008 8:04 PM

To: ‘Alex Mourelatos'

Cc: Fiacer County Board of Supervisors: mcnamara@trpa.org
Subject: Main Street Property Ownears with MAP

Attachments: PropertyOwnersLetter7-15-8 with ali signatures.pdf. 11x8 507 150ut MAP paf
Hi all,
More information on who on Main Street supports the HYBRID alternative.
All three CEP applicants!
51 Property Owners
Check it out.

The places left blank, may or may not support, we didn’t ask everyone. Some places are
neutral.

Tee _

Theresa May Duggan

PO Box 290

Tahge Vista, CA 96148
530-546-7903 land line office
530-386-0479 cell
theresaduggan@sbcglobal.net
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From: Theresa Duggan [theresaduggan@sbeglobal netj
Sent:  Tuesday, July 15, 2008 6:11 PM

To: alexmouretatos{@msn com

Ce: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: FW. Reconsideration on 3 Lanes Vole

Dear leanne and TRPA Governing Board,

On behaif of the North Tahoe Family Resource Center, | want to thank in advance for reconsidering the
vote on the Kings Beach Core Improvement Project. As one of the non-profit that resides in the heart
of Kings Beach {located on Steelhead) we know for a fact that Kings Beach is a walk able community as
majority of the families we serve walk to our location. One of the main concerns that we have seen in
the racent years {five years to he exact) is that families feel they are taking a risk when crossing the
main road. We understand that not all projects are perfect nor they provide perfect solutions. We
know that there are folks that using false information about how the cut through traffic will run over
kids on the back roads. '

| would recommend that you steer away from misinformation and look at the needs of the community,
The needs are a safe and walk able main street {which several kids have been hit by cars} and sidewalks
and lights far the back streets all of which will enhance the beautification of the community we work,
enjoy and live in.

Thank you for reconsidering your vote and for listening to the community that economically sustains
the businesses on the main street and that reside in Kings Beach. If | can be of any further assistance or
nelp provide additional information feel free to contact me at 530-546-0952 or Emifio@ntfrc.org.

With Respect,
Emilic Vaca

Executive Director

Morth Tahoe Family Resource Cantar
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From: Kaliope Kopley {kali@uncorkedsguaw com}
Sent:  Tuesday, July 15, 2008 12:44 Pt

To: Jmchamara@trpa.org; maraj@att.net; jsinglaub@trpa org. syount@fortifiber.com:;
JeromeW@innercite.com; mikehweber@sbeglobal net; tleslie@cowo.com, :
smerrll@penchmark.com, norma santiago@edcogov. us, Bruce Kranz, rossmiller@sos.ny.goy;
james-galloway@sbeglobal. net; donnaruthe@todaysrealty.com; foxglove@etahoe.com,
ablagg¥@denr.nv.gov, shelly@tristatecommercial.com

Cc: Theresa Duggan; Placer County Board of Supervisors; Rick Papaleo; Suzy Shoberg
Subject: Support for RECONSIDERATION

[Dear TRPA Gm*crriing Board members,

I am a Kings Beach resident who is in strong support of the reconsideration vote before vou en July 23,
2008 regarding KBCCIP.,

Please affirm the agencies, formal groups, community commitiees and individuals which support vour
reconsideration vote. Support which has se diligently focused on all the issues and made attentive
decisions. Not decisions based on misinformation or emotion. As a resident | am confident that

the "cul thru" traftic in my neighborhood can be mitigated and is only onc issue regarding the KBCCIP,
one that will have a solution. It wouid be a shame {o abrogate the potential future of Kings Beach for
what I consider to be a neighborhood inconvenience 40 days a year.

Hopeful for a better Kings Beach!

Katiope Kopley

Uncorked at Squaw

1750 Village East Rd 2043
CHympic Valley, CA 96146
530584 6080

www, uncerkedsgquaw.com
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RECEIVED
JUL 15 7008

CLERK GF THF.
BOARD OF SUPERYISORS

Kings Beach Business and Citizens Alliance

Placer County Board of ;Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

July 15, 2008
RE: Kings Beach Commercial Care impravement Project
Dear Board Members:

O June 25th the TRPA Board of Governors voted unanimously to certify the Final EIS/EIR for the Kings
Beach Commercial Core improvement Project. They then voted 7-6 to reject the staff's preferred
alternative that calls for reducing State Route 28 from four to two fanes {with singfe lane roundahouts).

Supervisor Bruce Kranz was one of three California members voting to nat accept the environmental
degradations of increased congestion, traffic diverted through residential neighborhoods, and reduction
of level of service for mass transit. We strongly support Supervisor Kranz in this decision. We have 460
individual signatories and over 125 tocal businesses that support the four-lane Alternative 3. This
includes over half of the Commercial Core businesses such as lason’s, Southwest, Log Cabin, Las
Panchitas, Northshore Hardware and many other high volume businesses.

Kings Beach is on the verge of redevelopment and needs highway capacity for reasonable incremental
growth, The enhanced four lane alternative (Alternative 3 in the £IS/EIR) avoids any environmental
degradation, retains on-street parking year round for businesses, provides wide sidewalks for
walkability, and safe signalized pedestrian crossings.

Placer County staff did not identify a preferred alternative in the draft EIS/EIR which was released in
April 2007, DPW staff repeatediy said that the four lane alternative was viable as were the alternatives
calling for lane reduction. But in the Final EIS/EIR staff stated their preference for the “hybrid” which is
very close to Alternative 2 and prohibits on-street parking during peak traffic conditions. Caltrans
rejected Alternative 2 as presented in the EIS/EIR and referred to the four-lane alternative as the
“superior alternative.”

On June 25" Placer County staff was directed by Supervisor Kranz to further develep the four lane
alternative; however in a recent conversation the Deputy Director of DPW claimed the four lane
alternative was afready “developed enough” and they would not do anything until the Beards (TRPA and
Placer County Supervisors] are in “alignment”. We ask that you hefp the staff see the alighment of the
Boards and give clear direction for them to proceed with Alternative 3 for the KBCCIP.

Sincerely,
David McClure

Board Member
Kings Beach Business and Citizens Alliance
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PHONE NCLoS Jul. 23 28687 25:02FM k1

To the Editor of the Sierra Sun:
IT°S A SHAME!Y

Ten years ago, we moved to Lake Tahoe from Chio, and, chose Kings Beach for our post
office address. We soon learned that almost all of our neighbors had their post office
atdress in Tahoe Vista. They felt Kings Beach was a less attractive address and had a
stigma attached to it. Let’s face it, whether we like it or not, Kings Beach is not as
attractive as Incline or Tahoe City. Docs anyone question how attractive Tahoe City is
with its three lenes, the new wide sidewalks, and the abundant street parking?

Now we have an opportunity to make Kings Beach as attractive as ousr neighboring
towns, but it won't happen with four lanes [which we currently have) and some new
sidewalks. Tourists will speed through Kings Beach on their way to Incline or Tahoe
City, just as they have for years. Ten years {rom now, the only thing different will be
some sidewalks. Kings Beach businesses will continue to struggle ten months of the year
and when [ tell a Tahoe resident 1 live in Kings Beach, 1 know he is thinking Kings Beach
15 ntot an attractive place to hve. I guess we'll have to stop saying we live in Kings Beach,
and change our P.O. address to Tahoe Vista. It’s a shame!

Those of you with TRPA and the Placer County Board of Supervisors who rejected the
three fane plan, are sentencing our 1own to a future of mediocrity. I hope at the July 23"
meeting, you can expiain your “NC'” vote, where the 10,000 cars on the side streets come
from, and why someone favoring the three lane alternative is for gndlock.

John Eichhom
Kings Beach
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From: -~ Peter Moiris [pwrmarns@hotmanl .comyj
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 1.43 PM
To; aditor@sierrasun.com, Bruce Kranz

Cce: dan.dunmoyer@gov.ca.gov; will_kempton@dot.ca.gov, jody_jones@dot.ca gov,
rebecca_mowry @dot.ca_gov; elizabeth.ashiord@gov ¢a gov, dbonner@bth.ca.gov,;
darren.bouton@gov.ca gov, lisa.page@gov.ca.gov. marjorie berte@hth ca.gov,
karen.scarbaroughi@resources.ca.gov, mike chnsman@resources.ca gov, Placer County Board of
Supervisors; Linda Brown; Jim Halmes: Kirk Uhler; Robert Weygandt, rockhclm@placer ca.gov,
Jennifer Pereira, Rich Colwell, Ken Grehm; Dan LaPlante; Peter Kraatz; foxglove@etahoe net;
shelly@tristatecommercial.com; jetomew@innercite. com; smerfligdbenchmark.com;
jsinglaub®@irpa.org; sosexec@sos nv gov, medermid@charter net, imkehweber@sbeglobal net;
donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; tleslie@cwo.com; abiaggi@denr.nv com; james-
galloway/@sboglobal.net; norma.santiago@edcgov.us, syount@fortifiber.com,
opinioni@sacbee com; dericri@goldcountrymedia com; susanb@goldcountrymedia.com

Subject: Bruce Kranz

In his Sierra Sun "My Turn’ column today, Bruce Kranz continues to show his lack of care and attention for Kings
Beach. Realizing that the great majority of the population is against him {as of today for example, 75.4% of the
Sierra Sun poll is against four lanes - hardly evenly divided!), he riow resorts to just plain fear-mongering,
exaggeration and downright lies,

Now he claims he actually read the environmental impact statement, yet-previously he admitted he had not read
it all. Ewen if we try hard to take him at his word on this new fact’, he shows a kindergartner's ability at math
and reading: he created the number of "10,000" cars as if it were a fact in the EIS. The ERIS did not state such
a humber, it is a blatant lie made up by Kranz, and the public needs to know this.

The-EIS speaks only of the pofentialfor just some days - 20 years from now and only then if every single parcel
were built up in Tahoe and Truckee - o see peak hours where 2-3,3000 cars may - may - seek to look for
alternate routes in the grid on some high-summer days.

My Kranz must stop fying to the public and must stop distorting truth to his own ends.

Face the facts, and stick to the facts, Mr. Kranz: there will not be 10,000 cars and anywhere from 75% and up of
the people of Kings Beach do not want your freeway foisted upon them.

Peter Morris
Kings Beach Resident
530.546.7759
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From: hazel Hobbs [hazel-hobbs@ntlwortd.comj

Sent: Frigay, July 11, 2008 4:39 AM

To: Flacer Counly Board of Supervisors; mike chrisman@dot.ca.gov, daren bluten@gov.ca.gov,
karen.scarborough@resources. ca gov, will_kemplon@dot.ca gov, lisa page@@gov.ca.gov,
elizatreth ashfordi@gov.ca.gov, rebecca_mowry@dot.ca gov, jody_jones@dot ca gow;
robert.oimstead@sen.ca gov, regina evans@gov.ca gov: darren_bouton{@gov ca gov,
mike chrisman@rasources.ca gov, sandy. cooney@resources ca gov, rossmiller@sos nv.goy;
james-galloway@sbcglobal net; smerrili@benchmark com; norma.santiago@edcgov.us;
foxgtove@etahoe com; syount@fortifiber com; jsinglaub@trpa.org; Heslie@cwo.com;
mikehweber@sbcglobal net; donnaruthe@todaysrealty. cormn; abiaggid@denr.nv gov;
shelly@itristatecommercial.com; Bruce Kranz, jeromew@innercite.com;,
mcdermidi@charter.net

Subject: Kings Beach Highway

TITLE: { am FOR three tanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor, as a tourist to Lake Tahoe with considerable money to spend |
wani you to know that | and FOR the Three Lane Hybrid option for the redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial Core.

It has come 1o my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid optian, the TRPA Board
acted arbitranly and without regard for the cutcome of the years of efforts and milliohs of dolfars that government, industry,
commerce and the general population of Kings Beach have invested in determining the safesl, most appropriate outcome
for their town.

I understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of the vast majority of Kings Beach residents, the
TRPA's own Advisory Planning Cammission, the Placer County Planning Commission, The Sierra Business Council, The
League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahog Chapter of the Sierra Club, 80% of the property owners along the Kings Beach
commercial core, the majority of the business owners aiong the Kings Beach commercial core, and even against the
acceplance of CalTrans!

A% a tourist, | have the luxury of choosing where | visit and where | do not. [Lis clear that Kings Beach, in its current state,
with effectively a 'Freeway’ running through the middle of town, is ot a place | would prefer to visit.

The knowledge though. that Kings Beach was about to become pedestrian friendly, with significant safely increases
through three lanes and rogundabouts, had caused me to be hopeful that | could enjoy miy visits to the town — especially
with its incredible public beach that exists nowhere else on the lake. Being able to drive TO town and STAY there brings a
whole new opportunity for me. As it exists today though, like the vast majority of other tourists | see, alt ] want te do is get
through Kings Beach as guickly as possible.

I hope that you can understand the importance of the three lane option to the future of Kings Beach and that you can
reverse your decision befare it is too late.

Thank you.
Hazel Hobbs
Oxford, England
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From: Therssa Duggan [theresaduggan@sbcgiobal netl]
Sent:  Thursday, July 10, 2008 7:15 PM
To: ‘Alex Mourelatos®

Cc: Robert Weygandt; rockhoim@placer.ca.gov; Kirk Uhter: Jim Holmes: "Jon-Paul Harrigs', Jennifer
FPereira; Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: GREAT CAL TRANS PROJECTS!IN YIPPEE!

This editorial was from December 23 2005 in the Sierra Sun.

We hope Cal Trans does the same EXCELLENT project for our dear Kings Beach!
Truckee continues to use the roundabouts to move traffic efficiently and they all have
great landscaping to welcome visitors and residents to town! It's a trifecta for the
community, the economy and the environment!

Two roundabouts down, more (o come

By David Bunker
Sierra Sun

It was all smiles and handshakes Wednesday as a pair of giant scissors snipped the
ribbon that officially opened Truckee’s two, dual-fane roundabouts.

The back-patting and congratulaticns were not only signs of a successful project
that was years in planning, but also good harbingers for Truckee’s quest to convert
each major intersection in town into a roundabout. But to do that, Truckee officials
will need the blessing of the state since as many as three of the future traffic cireles
would be on state highways.

“Together we learned a lot from this project,” said Jody Jones, director of Caltrans
District 3, following the ceremony. “I have no reason to believe we can’t do it in other

locations.”

Jones, who oversees nearly 1,500 miles of state highways, was obviously pleased with
the project that Caltrans was admittedly wary of since the planning stages.

“We were very skeptical about [the roundabouts] ability to selve the traffic and safety
issues,” Jones said,

But with traffic moving smoothly through the roundabouts, Jones and Truckee
officials were visibly proud of the 33.5 million project.

“It turned owut great,” Jones said.
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The project was a big one to tackle right off of the bat. Truckee’s dual-lane
roundabouts are the only ones of their kind ir Northern Californta. Caltrans had
originally propesed spending $750,000 for stoplighis at the intersections. The Town
of Truckee, which opposed traffic signals, took the $750,0006 and, with the blessing
of Caltrans, began the process of planning the roundabouts,

Now that they are functioning, both state and local offictals are happy they don’t
have to worry about traffic backing up the Interstate 80 offramp and stalling
interstate traffic, which was one of the arguments against traffic signals.

“The ramp is fairly short and on a busy weckend a light could have backed things
up,” Jones said.

Nevada County Supervisor Ted Owens, who was on the town council when the
roundabout was approved, said Truchee took into consideration ifs community
character when deciding fo push for the roundabout.

“We didn’t wanft fo look like Walnut Creek at this particular time,” said Qwens.

The town is considering three future roundabout projects on state highways that
would require the approval of Caltrans.

Meanwhile, just weeks before the ribbon-cutting, the town decided to alter the
roundabouts to add a Jane on the northern traffic circle. The move allows vehicles in
both lanes to pass through the roundabout and head to Donner Pass Road.
Construction staff realized the single lane going north had become a trouble spot
and added a second lane.

“It wasn’t working like we thought it would so we made the change,” said Truckee
Public Works Director Dan Wilkins.

Theresa May Duggan

PO Box 290

Tahoe Vista, CA 96148
530-546-7903 land line office

530-386-047%9 cell
theresaduggan@sbeglobal.net



From: DAVE SCHIESSL [whitewaterhappycampers@usa.net]

Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 3:30 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Kirgs Beach Commercial Care Improvement Project

Ay name b5 Dave Schiess) and 7 have lived on Drook Avence 1n Kings Beasch for over 10
years, I o have monltored the progress of the Kings Beach Jommercial Core Improvemsnt
Praoject since I purchased my home in 1998, I have attended a majority cf the public
meetings and was very npleased with the process and reszulits of Lhe mestings. I am a
proponent of the 3-lzre hybrid cption that was initialliy recommended by the Placer County
Slanning Cowmizsion. T believe Chal this s the only option that shouwld be conzydered by
TEPN,. Safely sihounld he the foremost concern and with three lanesz, this will deter speoeders
andd wllow pedestrians a safe arca 6 cooss Lhoe highway, Safely in othor areas of Kings
Beach 1s alse & concern put should ke addregssed anobher time. As long as L have lived ik
Kings Beach, I have alwayz had an issue with vehicles spedding in the neighborhood. This
will ngol change, whether 3 or ¢ lanes.

Seancnal spooed bumps or clher optlons have not been considerad 1o the past.

Parhaps in the future they will be. Our neighborhoesd is a walking area and the J-lane core
improvemcrt project will only increase the safoty for oy neighbcrs and other tourists, |
glac pelieve that 1f the core area busineszs's want a t-lane highway, Lhoy have not leoked
att tne whole picture, The 4-lzne nroject will take an addibioenal year Lo completo. That is
acdditional year of polential margingl revenues due to the constiruction. We must move
Tovrward and make our communily Safoer. The original ceorceras {or the Kings Beach Core
Profect were ) Water Clsrity, 2) Walkable Community, and 3V Safety for pedestrians and
bigyeles. 1 nelieve the 3-lane hybrid option sddresses these concerns the best. Wator
clarity will be lwproved by having less srea for wehicles Lo disturk and cause pollutants
to enter the lake, The walkable conmunity aspecl is sell explanatoery. The 3-lans option
incereasos sidewalk area and promotes doccessikbility Lo businesses in the area. The saflety
imsue I obkave alteady sddressed. The original intent of the project has nothing to do with
traffic flow and congestion. The reoundaboucts in the 3-lzne opticn will aliow Lhe traific
toc flow at all trafiic levels, The only thing that prevents the (low of traffic in our
conmanity i3 the stoplights. I hope chat this will assist iLn maklng a reasonaizle ans
proper decision for our cormunity. I would be happy to assist yvou in a tour of the ares if
vou are 50 inclined, Thanks for your time.

Sincerely,

Dawve Schisssl

BRE3 Brook Avenuo

P Soxrdde

Kings Beach, v 9£143



From: Bill Thomas [bthomas rsmi@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Thursday, July 10, 2008 1:31 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; mike chrisman@dot.ca gov; daren bluton@gov.ca.gov;
karen scarborough@resources. ca gov, will_kempton@dot.ca.gov, lisa. page@gov.ca gov,
elizabeth ashford@gov.ca gov. rebecca_mowry@dol.ca.gov, jody_jones@dot ca.gov,
robert clmstead@sen. ca.gov, regina evansi@gov.ca gov; darren boutan@gov.ca. gov,
mike. ¢chrisman{@resources.ca.gov: sandy.cooney@resources.ca gov, ressmiller@sos. nv.gay,
james-gallowaygsbeglobal.net; smerril@benchmark.com; norma. santiago@edcgov.us;
foxglove@etahoe com; syounmt@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa.org; tleshie@cwo.com;
mikehweber@sbeglobal net, donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; abiaggi@dcnr.ny.gov,
shelly@tristatecommercial com, Bruce Kranz, jeromew@innercite.com, medermid@charter net

Subject: | am FOR three lanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor, as a regular tourist to Lake Tahoe, who
spends considerable amounts of money on hotels, food, shops and entertainment | want you to know
that i and FOR the Three Lane Hybrid option for the redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial Core.

it has come to my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid
aption, the TRPA Board acted arbitrarily and without regard for the outcome of the years of efforts and
millions of dollars that government, industry, commerce and the general population of Kings Beach
have invested in determining the safest, most appropriate outcaome for their town.

| understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of the vast majarity of Kings
Beach residents, the TRPA's own Advisary Planning Commission, the Placer County Planning
Commission, The Sierra Business Council, The League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahoe Chapter of the
Sierra Club, 80% of the property owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, the majority of the
business cwners along the Kings Beach commercial core, and even against the acceptance of CalTrans!

As a tourist, | have the luxury of choosing where | visit and where 1 do not. It is clear that Kings Beach,
in its current state, with effectively a ‘Freeway’ running through the middle of town, is not a place |
would prefer to visit.

The knowledge though, that Kings Beach was about to become pedestrian friendly, with significant
safety increases through three lanes and roundabouts, had caused me to be hopeful that{ could once
again visit the town — especially with its incredible public beach that exists nowhere else on the lake.
Being able to drive TO town and STAY there brings a whole new opportunity for me. As it exists today
though, like the vast majority of other tourists | see, all | want te do is get through Kings Beach as
quickly as possibte.

I hope that you can understand the importance of the three lane option to the future of Kings Beach
and that you can reverse your decision before it is too late.

Thank you.

Bill Thornas, Seattle, WA
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From: Peter Morms {pwmorris@hotmail.com)
Sent: Thursday, Jduly 10, 2008 11:00 AM
To: Feter Kraatz

Ce: dan.dunmoyer@gov.ca.gov, will_kempton@dot.ca.gov; jody_jones@det.ca.gov,
rebecca_mowry@@dot.ca.gov; elizabeth.ashford @gov.ca.gov, dbonner@bth.ca gov,
darren.bouten@gov.ca.gov, lisa. page@gov.ca gov, marjorie.berte@bth.ca.gav,
karen.scarborough@resources.ca gov; mike chrisman@resources. ca.gov, Placer County Board of
Supervisors, Jim Holmes: Kirk Uhier; Robert Weygandt, reckholm@placer.ca gov; Jennifer Pereira;
Rich Colwell; Ken Grehm; Dan LaFlante; foxglove@etahoe. net; shelly@tristatecommercial.com;
jeromew@innercite.com; smerill@benchmark com; jsinglaub@irpa. org; sosexec@sos. nv.gov,;
mcdermid@charter net, mikehweber@sbcgfobal net; donnaruthe@todaysrealty.com;
tieslie@cwo.com; abiaggi@dcnr.nv.com; james-galloway@sbeglobal net;
norma.santiago@edcgov.us; syount@fortifiber.com; Bruce Kranz, editor@sierrasun.com;
opinion@sachee. com; dericr@yoldcountrymedia.com; susanb@goldcountrymedia.com

Subject: FW: Traffic Lights Are Dangerous

Take a look at these photagraphs Mr. Kranz. This major crash happened at a iight-controlled crossing on a TWO
LANE highway in Incline Village on Monday, July 7, 2008. A woman was taken to hospital, the road was blocked
for over an hour and distress was caused to many.

Take another [ook My, Kranz, your plan to have light-controlled four-lane intersections in Kings Beach will provide
Us many, many more opportunities to see ¢ars crash, peoplée get taken o hospital and people die,

If there had bean a roundabaut, the crash could never have happened, the driver would never have been injured
and traffic would never have been stopped for hours! And you want MORE opportunities for such crashes?

ey

Bonanza Photos CJ Drag
This accident slowed traffic Monday afternoon at the comear of vilage and Tahoe howevards for mare than an hour,
According to the Washoe County Sheniffs Office, the red Toyota, driven by incling resident Mark Eflerman, 54, was
furming lefl from Bank of America omto Highway 28 when it was struck by the silver Audi. driven by Incline resident
Jovee Anderson Bock. Anderson Bock was transportad o Incline Village Community Hospial for sinor infuries.

Peter Morris
Kings Beach Resident
530.546,7759



From: Philip Grosso [philgro@ps net}
Sent:  Thursday, July 10, 2008 9:21 AM
Ta: Placer CGounty Board of Supervisors

Subject: Kings Beach

Thank you Bruce Kranz,
A politician with principles is indeed a rarity these days.

Phil Grosso
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Sent:  Thursday, July 10, 2008 2:37 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors, mike chrisman@dot.ca.gov, daren bluton@gov.ca.gov;
karen.scarborough@resources ca. gov; norma. santiago@edogov.us; foxgiove@etahoe.com

Subject; 3 LANES IN KINGS BEACIH

DEAR TRPA BOARD MEMBER

As a regular tounist to Lake Tahoe (my family spent three weeks last year in Lake Tahoe and stayed in
Kings Beach) spending money on {ood, entertainment, hotels ete I would like you to know that I an
totally FOR the Three Lane Hybrid option Tor the redevelopment of Kings Beach. Although KB has
tantastic facilities, it did not feel safe for our children as crossing the road was an ahsolate nightmare
and lack of sidewalks made it tmpossible for us to send our children ofl on their own (o shop or get an
ice-crcam as an adult had to be with them at all times in order to cross the road safely.

With the freeway as it is, Kings Beach is not a place 1 would prefer to visit apain and would look for a
more lourtst fricndiy option i.¢. Tahoe City at Ieast has proper sidewalks and only 3 lanes. Coming [rom
the UK [ find the lack of controlied crossings for tourists or sidewalkes for people who wish to walk
absoluiely staggering.

Whilst T was there I was told by many locals that Kings Beach was beinp upgraded to become pedestrian
friendly with 3 lanes and roundabouts. ! said that we would certainly return once that happened.
However I have since seen that voting by the TRPA Board was against the 3 Lane Hybrid Option and |
find that I must write at once to you to tefl you that you are WRONG. If you wani tourism - and that is
the lifeblood of [ake Tahoe, then make it safer and more accessible. Provide a round the lake family
cycie route as cycling up and down the Truckee River is great the first and second times but can become
boring!

Thank you
Christine Langley
Biddenham
England



Sierra Sun - July 10, 2008
Readers Write: Sensible Move

| want to give Mr. Bruce Kranz and the TRPA a big thank you. Thanks for making a sensible
decision based on the needs of a peaceful community and not caving in to private interests. |
don't know how anyone can claim that the majority of the community wants three lanes, since
no one bothered to ask me and my neighbors how we feel, If these people had the courtesy to
ask, I would have laughed. And | think the “majority™ of residents in Kings Beach would not
choose a plan that endangers their children,

I also don't think they would support & plan that congests the Tahoe Basin. Traffic jams are
why [ don't make it out of Tahoe often. Some of us don’t want to see Tahoe turn into a mini-
Bay Area.

Ken Feely
Kings Beach
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Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2008 10.18 PM
To: Flacer County Board of Supervisors, mike.chrisman@dot.ca gov; daren_bluton@gov.ca gov:

karen scarhborough@resources. ca.gov, will_kempton@dot. ca gov: lisa page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabsth.ashford@gov.ca.gov, rebecca_mowrny@dot.ca gov, jody_jones@dot.ca.gov;

robert olmstead @sen.ca.gov; regina.evans@gov.ca.gov, darren.boutoni@gov.ca.goy,
mike.chrisman@resources.ca.gov. sandy.cooney@resources.ca.gov; rassmiller@sos.nv.gov;
james-galloway@sbcglobal.net, smerrifl@benchmark.com; norma santiago@edcgov.us;
foxglove@etahoe . com; syount@fortifiber.com; jsingiaub@irpa org; ieslie@cwa. com;
mikehweber@skcglobal. net; donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; abiaggi@denr.nv.gov,
shelly@tnstalecommercial.com, Bruce Kranz, jeromewifinnerciie. com; medermidi@charter net

Subject: : | am FOR three lanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor,

As an Australian and regular visitor to Lake Tahoe, and one who spends a large amount of of money on
the many amenities in your district, | am writing to let you know that , and the persons with whom |
uslially travel, am FOR the Three Lane Hybrid option for the redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial
Core.

it has come to my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid
option, the TRPA Board acted arbitrarily and without regard for the cutcome of the years of efforts and
rmillions of doilars that government, industry, commerce and the general population of Kings Beach
have invested in determining the safest, most appropriate outcome for their town. It beggars belief
that you could go against the wishes aof the majority of the population and tell them what they can and
cannot have. | thought that your country was a democracy, apparently | was wrong in that helief and
the wishes of the populace are not taken into account when decisions are made.

| understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of not only the vast majority
of Kings Beach residents, but also the TRPA's own Advisory Planning Commission, the Placer County
Planning Commission, The Sierra Business Council, The League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahoe Chapter
of the Sierra Club, 80% of the property owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, the majorty of
the business owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, and even against the acceptance of
CalTrans! How can a quasi autonemaus body blatantly disregard the wishes of so many? Cbviously
your board members think they are better informed than the populace.

As a tourist, | can and do choose where | visit and where | prefer not to go. [tis guite ¢clear to me that,
in its current state, with a ‘Freeway’ running through the middle of town, Kings Beach is not now high

on my list of places [ would prefer to visit.

However, if Kings Beach was about to become so much more pedestrian friendly, with a significant
increase in safety through having three traffic lanes and roundabouts, | would be quite happy to once

A



again visit the town and enjoy its many amenities, including the wonderful beach that is unigue to

the lake. If we are able to drive TO town and STAY there without the problems that would be faced by
visitors to your area if you follow the path which it seems you are determined to follow, we

would certainly reconsider visiting other places and giving Kings Beach a wide berth. As it exists today
though, like the vast majority of other tourists | see, all | want to do is get through Kings Beach as
quickly as possible or alternatively give it a miss altogether. )

i hope that you will take to heart a plea from a tourist to your region, who can see the benefits of the
three lane option to the future of Kings Beach, and that you will reverse your decision before it is too.
fate and you find your lovely area devoid of tourists and lose the income and benefits that they bring to

the town.

| thank you for taking the time to read this email and hope that you can take the recommendations on
board.

Regards

Linda Mulgrew,

Brishane, Queensland, Australia

Al
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From: Peter Momis [pwmarris@ihotmail com) : e
Sent:  Wednesday, July 09, 2008 8.24 PM
To: dan dunmaoyer@gov.ca.gov, will_kempton@dot.ca.gov; jody_fones@dot.ca.gov;

rebecca_mowfyi@dot.ca gov, elizabeth.ashford@gov.ca gov; dbonner@bth.ca.gov;
darren.bouton@aov ¢a.gov, lisa pade@aov.ca gov, marjorie.berte@bth ca.gov,

karen scarborough@resources.ca gov, mike chrisman@resources.ca.gov, Placer County Board of
Supervisors; Jim Holmes; Kirk Uhler; Robert Weygandt; rockholm@placer.ca. gov, Jennifer Pereira;
Rich Colwell: Ken Grehm; Dan LaPiante; Peter Kraalz, foxglove@etahoe net;
shelly@tristatecommercial.com; jeromew@innercite com; smerrill@benchmark.com;
jsinglaub@trpa.org; sosexec@sos. v .gov: medermid@charter.net, mikehweber@shoglobal net,
donnaruthe@odaysrealty com: tieshe@cwo.com; abiaggi@denr nv.com; james-
galloway@sbcglobal net; norma.santiago@edcgov.us; syount@fortifiber com; Bruce Kranz:
editor@sierrasun.com; opinion@sacbee.com; dericr@goldcountrymedia.com;
susanb@@goldcountrymedia.com

Subject: Kings Beach Community is NOT Divided

As you continue your consideration of the fate of Kings Beach and your opportunity to ‘do the right
thing’ for the community by voting FOR the Three Lane Hybrid eption, | implore you to NOT be swayed
by those among you who try and say the community of Kings Beach is divided. We are NOT divided,
we are ahout as united as any community could ever in our support of the Three Lane Hybrid proposal
by Placer County which was approved unanimously by their planning commission and by the TRPA
Advisory Planning Committee.

The politicians among you will surely be able to confirm that, if they personally got 51% of all votes in
an election, they would state that clearly they had the majority and that the community was with
them: | certainly don't think one of thern would demand a recount. Now, if they got 80% of the votes,
they would be ecstatic, and if they got 100% - well!

The fact of the matter is:
« B0% of residents at each meeting considering the Kings Beach Downtown core over the past
many years have heen in favor of the Three Lane Hyhrid proposal

s B0% of all property owners along the Kings Beach commercial core have voted in faver of the
Three Lane Hybrid proposal

»  100% of the Place County Planning Commission have voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid
proposal

* 100% of the TRPA APC have voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid proposal

Pray tell me, how can anyone say the community is ‘evenly split” when you have factual numbers like
this before you?

If we add to this the support — by 80% again, | remind you:
*  The Sierra Business Councif has voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid proposal
Then let's add the fact that:
¢ The League to Save Lake Tahoe has voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid proposal
»  The Tahoe Chapter of The Sierra Club has voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid proposal
+ The North Lake Tahoe Business Association has voted in favor of the Three Lane Hybrid

AR



proposal
¢ The majority of business owners in the Kings Beach downtown core have voted in favor of the

Three Lane Hybrid proposal

Please, piease, do not let anyone tell you that the Kings Beach community is evenly divided. On the
subject of road safety, pedestrian safety, bicycle safety, reduced pollution and enhanced esthetics to
the downtown core, this community is incredibly united together.

Please act responsibly and ethically and support the Three Lane Hybrid proposal.
Peter Morris

Kings Beach Resident
530.546.7759



From: Carol Savary [csavary@charter. net)
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2008 3:19 PM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Kings Beach Commercial Core impravement Froject

Greetings Placer County Board of Supervisors. | am a resident of Kings Beach, CA, and | wanted to voice my
support for the recommended 3-lane road configuration as proposed by Placer County Department of Public
Works {PC-DPW). The Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project has been under consideration and
pfanning for over 10 years now, and we have finally reached a point where we have nearly unanimous support fof
PC-DPW's recommendation for a 3-lane solution lo meet the following geals of the project:

1. Pedestrian and hicycle safety and mobility
2. Enhanced water quality in Lake Tahoe
3. Enhanced aesthetic of the downtown area

Near unanimous support for this recommendation includes and is evidenced in public record:

1. Unanimous support from the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (as voted June 11, 2008)

2. Unanimous support from the Placer County Planning Commission {as voied June 18,2008)

3. Cal Trans acceptance of the recommendation

4. The project’'s Value Engineering Study Report as authored by staff from Placer County Department of
FPublic Works, CalTrans and Dokken Engineering

3. Aconsisten! expression of 2/3 - 3/4 support from the commumty over the past severaf years as evidenced

in the following forums where public record exists {TRPA Pathways 2007 Place Based Workshop senes

held in 2006, the public comment period for the EIR/EIS review in the spring of 2007 where a series of

wiorkshops were facilitated by the Sierra Business Council that over 700 people attended, a local Sierra

Sun newspaper poll {waww. sierrasun.com — the poll results appear at the bottorn of the page), and the

public cormment record for all of the Placer County Beard of Supervisor and TRFA Governing Board

meetings where the project has been agendized for the last year.

North Tahoe Business Association

The North Tahce Main Street program (NTBA s a national Main Street affiliate) Design Commities

The Morth Tahoe Main Street program (NTBA is a national Main Street affiliate} Economic Restrucluring

Cemimittes

9. North Lake Tahoe Resort Association

10. The League to Save the Lake

11. The Tahoe Chapter of the Sierrza Club

12, The Mountain Area Preservation Foundation

13. The Kings Beach {now North Tahoe) Family Resouwces Center

14, All of the Kings Beach TRPA Community Enhancernent Program developer applicants (there are 3 that are
participating in this program (hitp:/iwww trpa org/documents/press_room/EDITORIAL%20CEP_9-25-
07.pdf )

Ga =)

[ was extremely disappointed and surprised by the TRPA Governing Board's recent vate on June 25" to reject
that 3 lane recommendation. [t is highly unusual in our area to find developers, environmentalists and the
majority of a community on the same side of any project, and that is exactly what we have today. While the
cancerns of the gissenting board members centered around potential public safety issues in the back streets of
Kings Beach based on traffic projections 156-20 years into the future, | would hope that the TRPA Governing
Board reconsider its vote at its July 23™ meeting and requastirequire that a mitigation plan be ncluded as part of
the recommendation. While PC-DPWYW had indicated that this plan would be developed and implemented
alongside the project, the governing board should reconsider their vate with the caveat that this plan be included

A



as part of tha recommendation they would vote on, as opposed to flatly rejecting it cutright. | also hope that you
support this recommendation that has been put forth by your staff and endorsed unanimeusly by your Planning
Cormmission.

As someone who lives, works and volunteers in Kings Beach, | would like to share with you a video of gar
pedestrian safety issves and one of the imponant reasons why the majority of our community suppods lane
reduction in our downtown area. We cannot continug as a community with a 4-lane highway running through the
center of our town where anyong whe wants to go to the lake itself, must cross this highway, | respectfully
request that you take 7 minutes and 3 seconds of your time to withness what we experience on our roadways ~
hoth as pedestrians and as drivers. You have probably experienced il yourself when meeting at our North Tahoe
Conference Center. Our pedestrian accident numbers are 3-4 times whal the state average is for our traffic
conditions, and we are desparately trying to correct that with this project recommendation.

hpffwww youiube. comiwatchv=0f0WqBGY A6 A& I1t=6

| greatly appreciate your time and censideration, as this is a critical decision on which the survival of our
community and our local economy depends. | would also greatly appreciate meeting with each of you to discuss
my concerns, | have included my cell phone below if yau have the time and inclination o mest on this topic — I'd
he happy 1o drive to Auburn to do so.

Thank you,
Caral

Cargl Savary

{cely 530.412 3312
ffax) 530.546.3835
csavary@charer, net

Alb



From: Karla Osorne [karla@eetechinc.com)]
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 3:15 PM

To:  Jim Hoimes; Kirk Uhler; Bruce Kranz, Piacer County Board of Supervisors;
mikehweher@sbcgiobal.net; Hleslie@owo.com, shelly@lristatecommercial.com; abiaggi@denr.nv.gov,
foxglove@etahoe com; donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; james-gatloway@sbeglobal.net,
rossmiller@sos.ny.gav, norma.santiago@edcgov.us, smerrill@benchmark. comy,
mcdermid@charter . net, JeromeW@innercite.com, syount@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa. org

Thank you in advance for considering my email and opinion, On many occcasions throughout the year, our family
drives from Reno o Kings Beach to enjoy the beautiful iake and great restaurants. So when we read in the Reno
Gazette that a plan to reduce traffic with the change to 3 lanes and wider sidewalks was no longer being
considered, we were very disappointed. There are so few places left that consider the safety and pleasure of
people over fast movement and we hoped that Kings Beach would make the right decision. We love your town
and hope that you will reconsider this decision. More families will come and spend maney in Kings Beach if they
can safely walk their children down the sireets to enjoy the restaurants and shops. We were there this past
Monday and based on the fast moving traffic chose not to walk down the street out of fear for our 17 month old
daughter. This cut our stay short which was disappeinting to us and the stores we wolld have visited.

| am happy to speak directly with anycne who has follow up questions or would like to know mare about my
thoughts on this matter. Thanks again and have an enjoyable day!

Karla, Chad, and Sophia Osormo

Karla Osorno

karlaid@ieeteching. com
PH775-284-1iH

CF 775-848-1008

FX 7753233333

Responsiveness. Reliahilin:g Results!




From:  Kristi Flynn [gkflynn@sbegiobal.ned]
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 2:58 Pl
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Kings Beach "Main Street”’

Dear Members,

I am a homeowner in Kings Beach. | have lived in Kings Beach for 13 years. | am extremely upset that
you have chosen 10 not listen to the concemns of homgeowners and retail shop owners, We live here and
see everyday what goes on. [ can't count how many {imes 1 have witnessed people trying to cross the
strect and almost getting run down, [ always slow down when [ come to a cross walk to make sure no
one is trying 1o get across and 9 times out of 10 the car behind me wiil henk their horn and biast around
me (not realizing someone could be walking across). I[ there was one lane and cars stopped there
would be no way Tor other cars (o blast around them, therefore making it much safer for evervone.

As far as traffice is concerned, there are only a couple months of heavy traffic and I think I can speak for
tons of Kings Beach residents that we would rather sit i traffic for a litibe while then have to witness
someone else getting hit by a car on our sireets.

| hope when you meet on Tuly 23rd you will reconsider your vote. Try thinking about one of your loved
ones walking through owr town and mavbe that will help change vour mind.

Sincerelv,

Kristi Flynn

274 Chipmunk St.
Kings Beach

AT
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From: Adam Morris [amfmorris@hotmal. cnm] el eyl
Sent:  Wednesday, July (9, 2008 1:37 PM

Ta: Pacer County Board of Supervisors: mike.chrisman@dot.ca.gov, daren.blutani@gov.ca.gay,
karan scarborough @resources.ca.gov, will_kempton{@dot.ca gov; lisa. page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabeth ashford@gov ca.gov; rebecca_mowry@dot.ca gov, jody_jones@dot.ca.gov,
robert olmstead@sen.ca.gov; regina evans@gov.ca.gov; darren bouton@gov ca gov,
mike chrisman@resources.ca. gov, sandy.cooney@@resources.ca gov, ressmiller@sos. nv.gov,
james-galloway @sbeglobat net, smerrill@benchmark.com; norma santiago@edcgov.us;
foxglove@etahoe com; sycunt@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa.crg; Heslie@owo com;
mikehweber@sbeglobal nel; donrarvthe@todaysrealty com; abiaggi@denr.nv. gov;
shelly@tristatecommercial.com, Bruce Kranz, jeromew@innercite. com; medermid@charter.net

Subject: | am FOR three lanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor, as a regular tourist to Lake Tahoe, who
spends considerable amounts of money on hotels, food, shops and entertainment 1 want you to know
that i and FOR the Three Lane Hyhrid eption for the redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial Core.

It has come to my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid
option, the TRPA Board acted arbitrarily and without regard for the outcome of the years of efforts and
millions of dollars that government, industry, commerce and the genera! population of Kings Beach
have invested in determining the safest, most appropriate ocutcome for their town.

| understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of the vast majority of Kings
Beach residents, the TRPA's own Advisory Planning Commission, the Placer County Planning
Commission, The Sierra Business Council, The League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tzhoe Chapter of the
Sierra Club, 80% of the property owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, the majority of the
business owners along the Kings Beach commercial care, and even against the acceptance of CalTrans!

As a tourist, | have the luxury of choosing where | visit and where | do not. Itis clear that Kings Beach,
int its current state, with effectively a ‘Freeway’ running through the middle of town, is not a piace |
would prefer to visit.

The knowledge though, that Kings Beach was about to become pedestrian friendly, with significant
safety increases through three lanes and roundabouts, had caused me to be hopeful that | could once
again visit the town — especially with its incredible public beach that exists nowhere else on the lake,
Being able to drive TO town and 5TAY there brings a whole new opportunity for me. As it exists today
thaugh, like the vast majority of other tourists | see, all | want to do is get through Kings Beach as
quickly as possible.

| hope that you can understand the importance of the three lane option to the future of Kings Beach
and that you can reverse your decision before it is too late.

Thank you,
Adam Morris,

United Kingdom

ALk



From: Schoenweiler, Julie [JSchoenweiler@activision.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, July 09, 2008 1.22 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors; mike, chrisman@@dot ca gaov: daren.bluton@gaov.ca. gov:
karen. scarborough@resources ca.gov; will_kempton@dot. ca.gov, lisa page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabeth ashfordi@gov.ca.gov; rebecca_mowry@dat ca gov, jody_jones@dot.ca gov;
rebert olmstead@sen. ca gov, regina.evans@gov.ca.gov, darren. bouton@ygov.ca.gov,
mike chrisman@resources.ca.gov; sandy cooney@resources. ca. gov, rossmiller@sos. nv.gov;
james-galloway@sbeglobal net; smerrilli@benchmark.com; norma.santiago@edcgov.us,
foxglove{@etahos com; syount@fortifiber.com. jsinglaub@irpa org; tleslie@ows.com,
mikehweber@sbeglobal net, donnaruthe@todaysrealty. com; abizggi@donrnv.gov,
shelly@tristatecornmercial. com; Bruce Kranz, jeromew@innercite.com; mocdermid@charter net

Subject: | am FOR three lanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor, as a regular tourist to Lake Tahoe, who spends
censiderable amounts of money on hotels, food, shops and entertainment ] want you to know thal Tand FOR the
‘Three Lane Hybrid option for the redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial Core. '

Il has come to my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid option, the
TRPA Board acted arbitrarily and without regard for the oulcome of the years of efforls and millions of dollars
that governmenl, industry, commerce and the general population of l(i.ngst Beach have invested in determining
the safest, most appropriate outcome for their town,

T understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of the vast majority of Kings Beach
residents, the TRI'A’'s own Advisory Planning Commission, the Placer County Planning Commission, The Sierra
Business Council, The TLeague to Save Lake Tahog, the Tahoe Chapter of the Sierra Club, B0% of the property
owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, the majority of the business owners along the Kings Beach
commercial core, and even against the acceptance of CalTrans! '

As a toutist, [ have the [uxury of choosing where 1 visit and where I do not. ILis clear that Kings Beach, in its
cirrent stale, with effeclively a ‘Freeway” running through the middle of town, is not a place [ would prefer to
visit,

The knowledge though, that Kings Beach was aboul to become pedestrian friendly, with significant safety
mmcreases through three lanes and roundabouts, had caused me to be hopeful that T could once again visit the
town - especially with its incredible public beach that extsts nowhere else on the lake. Being able to drive TO
town and STAY there brings a whole new opportunity for me. As it exists today though, like the vast majority of
ather tourists I see, all 1 want to do is get through Kings Beach as quickly as possible.

I hope that you can understand the importance of the threc lane option to the future of Kings Beach and that you
can reverse your decision before it is too late,

Thank vou.

Julie Schoenwetler

Activision — Senior Recruiter

Shaba Games . RedOctane . Toys for Bob . Underground Development
0: 415.281.4518 '

o 415.298.4670

e: jschoenwelilen@activision.com

W www . activision.com

Great Games Start with Great Feople!
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From: Brian Peters [brianjpeters@hotmail com)
Sent: Wednesday, July 04, 2008 113 FM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors, mike chrisman@dot.ca gav, daren bluton@gov.ca.gov,
karen.scarbaroughi@resources. ca.gov, will_kempton@dot ca.gov, lisa.page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabeth ashford@qov.ca.gov, rebecca_mowry@dot.ca.gov; jedy_jones@dot.ca.gov;
robert olmstead @sen.ca.gov, regina evans@gov.ca.gov, darren. bouton@gov.ca.gov,
mike. chrisman@resources.ca.gov, sandy.caoney@resources.ca. gov, rossmiller@sos.nv.gov;
james-galioway@sbeglobal.net; smerrill@benchmark.com; norma. santiago@edcgov us,
foxglove@etahoe com; syount@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa.org; tleslie@cwo.com,
mikehweber@sbeglobal.net; donnaruthe @lodaysrealty com, ablaggi@denr. nv gov,
shelly@tristatecommercial.com; Bruce Kranz; jeromewinnercite. cont, medermid @charter net

Subject: | am FOR thrae lanes in Kings Beach

Dear TRPA Board Member and Placer County Supervisor,

As a regular tourist to Lake Tahoe, who spends considerable amounts of money on hotels, food, shops
and entertainment | want you to know that | and FOR the Three Lane Hybrid option for the
redevelopment of Kings Beach Commercial Core.

It has come to my attention that in recently voting against the recommended Three Lane Hybrid
aption, the TRPA Board acted arbitrarily and without regard for the outcome of the years of efforts and
millions of dollars that government, industry, commerce and the general population of Kings Beach
have invested in determining the safest, most appropriate outcome for their town.

| understand that TRPA voted against the wishes and recommendations of the vast majority of Kings
Beach residents, the TRPA's own Advisory Planning Commission, the Placer County Flanning
Commission, The Sierra Business Council, The League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahoe Chapter of the
Sierra Club, 80% of the property owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, the majority of the
business owners along the Kings Beach commercial core, and even against the acceptance of CaiTrans!

As 2 tourist, | have the luxury of choosing where ! visit and where | do not. Itis clear that Kings Beach,
in its current state, with effectively a ‘Freeway’ running through the middle of town, is not a place |
would prefer to visit.

The knowledge though, that Kings Beach was about to hecome pedestrian friendly, with significant
safety increases through three lanes and roundabouts, had caused me to he hopeful that | could once
again visit the town — especially with its incredible public beach that exists nowhere else on the lake.
Being able to drive TO town and STAY there brings a whole new opportunity for me. As it exists today
though, like the vast majority of other tourists | see, all | want to do is get through Kings Beach as
quickly as possible.

I hope that you can understand the importance of the three lana option to the future of Kings Beach
and that you can reverse your decision before it is too |ate.

Thank you.
Brian Peters, Seattie WA
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From: Theresa Duggan [theresaduggan@sbeglobal.net)
Sent;  Wednesday, July 08, 2008 12:23 PM

To: Dan.Dunmoyer@GCV.CA GOV, Elizabeth Ashford@GOV.CA GOV, will_kempton@det.ca gov,;
Jody Jones' 'Rebecca Mowry', DBonner@hbth ca gov; Marjornie. Berte@bth ca gov

Cg: JeromeW@innercite. com, mara j@att net, smerrill@benchmark. cont,
sheliy@tristatecommercial corm; medermid@charter.net, 'John Singlaub’; Julie Regan’
tleslie @cwo.com; 'Mike Weber’; donnaruthe@todaysrealty.com; sosexec@sos.nv.goy; Placer
County Board of Supervisors

Subject: SIERRA BUSINESS COUNCIL WEIGHS IN on KBCCIP!!
My Turn: Recorwidering Kings Beach’s future

By Steve Frisch
Email Print Comment

Recommend (1)

Two weeks ago the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Board of Governors made an extremely bad
decision that could change the future of [.ake Tahoe.

The TRPA hoard voted 7-6 10 reject the proposed three--lane redesign of Kings Beach’s *Main Street,”
State Highway 28.

The rejection of the three-lane alternative was an ill-conceived decision led by Placer Couniy Supervisor
Bruce Kranz and California gubernatorial appointec Tim Lesiie. The decision does not respect the will
of the people and does not contribute 10 meeting the future needs of Lake Tahoe and its residents.

This decision should be reconsidered and reversed by the TRPA Board for the good of the region and
the ¢ttizens of Kings Beach.

The proposed pedestrian-friendly, threc-lane alternative was the product of 11 years of public process. It
was preferred by thousands of Tahoe residents and recommended by numerous public agencies, the vast
majority of street-front businesses, the Placer County Planning Commission and TRPA's own Advisory
Planning Cormmission,

The three-lane alternative provides for plenty of en-streetl parking, reduced pollution running infe the
lake, safer pedestrian crossings where there have been numerous fatalities and critical injuries, and
reduced greenhouse gas crmissions.

Instead, the TRPA Governing Boatd rejected the recommendation of the Placer County Department of
Public Works and appears headed toward a five-lane alternative that will mean more stoplights, smog
and danger for pedestrians, bicyclists and recreational users for another generation.

Sierra Business Council conducted an extensive ¢ffort to engage the public in this process. The process
was fair, inclusive and informative. The process included more than 70 stakeholder interviews with
commiunity members, local business people, and federal and suate agencies. Four workshops were
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conducted as part of this process, attended by more than 700 people.

The result of our cutreach effort was consistent with every other effort conducted over the last scveral
years. The overwhelming super-majority of the public, businesses and the potential investors in the
community, when exposed to the information and the rational choices to be made, prefer the three-lane
alternative.

We are calling on the TRPA Board of Governors 10 step back, take a breath and find a solution.

Ome concern identifled at the TRPA board meeting and a major reason some TRPA board members
voted no on the three-lane alternative was the potential for traftic impacting the backstrects of the Kings
Beach neighborhood. This potential impact can casily be mitigated with an appropriate traffic-calming
plan.

The comuunity of Kings Beach deserves a real “Main Street.™ 1t is not 1oo Jale to reverse this decision
and adopt the three-ianc alternative. A motiop to rehear the decision will be considered by the TR’ A
Governing Board on July 23, {1 is not teo laie for Bruce Kranz, Tim Leslie and the other Covermng
Board members to do the right thing and create the solution.

It takes real leaders to step up and heal the community. That is what the TRPA board should do. We
know they can be real leaders who respond to the needs of the communities they represent. Roll up vour
sleeves and come up with the creative solution.

<i>Steve Frisch is president of the Sicrra Business Council, a vegional, noni-profit, business membership
organization that secks to foster community vitality, environmental quality, economic prosperity and
social fairness in the Sierra Nevada. </fi»

Theresa May Duggan

PO Box 290

Tahoe Vista, CA 96148
530-546-7903 land line office

530-386-0479 cell
theresaduggan@sbcglobal.net
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From: Jennifer Macaulay [jJdmacaulay@gmai com]
Sent:  Wednesday, July 08, 2008 12:05 PM

To: Jim Hotrmes; Kirk Uhler; Bruce Kranz, Placer County Board of Supervisors;
miketweber@sbeglobal net: tieslie@cowo.com; sheliy@instatecommercial.com;
abiaggi@dcnr.nv.gov; foxglave@etahoe.com; donnaruthe @todaysreatty cony, james-
galloway@sbeglobal.net; rossmiller@ses.nv.gov, norma.santiago@edegov.us;
smerrili@benchroark com; medermid @charter net, JeromeW@innarcite com;
syourd@fortifiber. com: jsinglaub@trpa.org

Subject: KB Highway

1 am a frequest visitor 1o Kings Beach. 1 have family who live in Kings Beach and friends who live full
ot patt time throughout the Tahoe area, all of whom, including myself, are in favor of the 3-lane hybrid
pedestrian-{nendly, environment-friendly, business/economy-friendly option for the KB highway that
was rccently snuffed out by the TRPA Governing Board.

We are all shocked by this decision to kill a plan supported by the majority of Kings Beach residents and
organizations such as: The League to Save Lake Tahoe, The Tahoe Chapter of The Sierra Club, The
Pilacer County Planning Commission, The North Tahoc Business Association, The Mountain Arca
Preservation, The Nerth Tahoe Family Resource Center, and the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association.

We urge the Board to reconsider their decision. We wanl a safer Kings Beach. A Kings Beach where

we don't have 1o put our lives in penit to cross the streef. Sounds dramatic, but it's frue. Traffic necds to .

SLOW DOWN. Pedestrians need o be able to cross the street. Although Kings Beach is a beautiful
place, 11 18 also a neglected, ofien overlooked community. It could be a great cormmunity with the 3-lane
hvbrid option, a place where people want 10 spend their time and their money.

Pleasc reconsider vour decision.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Macaulay
conceined visitor
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From: Jody Jones [jody_jonesi@dot ca.gav)

Sent; Mednesday, July 09 2008 10:20 AM

To: : Mike Lefrancois

Cc: abizggi@dcnr.nv.gov: Placer County Board of Supenvisors, Dan. Dunmoyer@GOV CA.GOV,
Darren Bautong@ GOV .CA GOV, DBonner@bth.ca.gov donnaruthe@itodaysreaity com,
Elizabeth Ashford@GOV. CA GOV, foxglove@etahoe.com, james-galloway@sbeglobal nel,
JerameW@innescite com; jsinglaub@rpa org. karen scarbarough@resourses. ca gov,
Lisa Page@GOV.CAGOV; Maijorie Berla@btn.ca gov, medermid@charter net,
mikehweber@sbeglobal net; mike chrisman@resources.ca gov, norma santiago@edegov.us,
Rebecca_mowryi@dol ca gov, Regina Evans@GOV CA GOV,
Robert. Olmstead @SEN.CA. GOV, rossmiller@sos nv.gov; shelly@tristatecommercial com:;
smerrill@benchmark com; syount@fortiiiber.com; Ueslie@owo.com;
will_kempton@dot ca gov

Hubject: Re Kings Beach Video
Mr. Lefrescols,
Trhans you bor vour e-mail and Loformacicn regarding whoe 3 lane allernalive.

I'd Lixe te clarify for you Calftrans rpozltion on Lhis iszue.  We advised the Plaver County
Board of Suowerviscrs l&ut Ocviobor thao Lhe decizion regarding o preforoed aliornalive was
The DBoard s, We alse advised that based on the traffic operaticns stodins {or the orsjecc
Calirvany kel ieves Lhat the $-lane alternativé is the superlor aliernacive. There are
slgnibicent wraffic dmpacty asscoiated with the I-lane roundabout alternative, inciuding
sovare congeslion during peax pertoas and signiticantly increased "ot througs" trafilc in
L adnansnt nevgaporhoods, Howewver, L1 the Coanty Boata of Rupertisors choosss the G-
larie altsrnative trans will agoonl Lhe alvternative and work with Lhe County oo
imptensnt g el . 1t dsowy understanding thet the Oounty Roard of Suporviscrs
intends to hes project at thodir rmaxt mesting on July 20, 2203,

Jody Jonoy
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From: Mike Lefrancois [mike lefrancois@gmail. com]
Sent: Wednesday. July 09, 2008 10:13 AM

To: will_kempton@dot.ca.gov, jody_jones@dot ca gov, Rebecca_mowry@dot.ca gov,
shelly@tristatecommercial com; abiaggi@denr.nv.gov, foxglove@etahoe com,
donnaruthe@@todaysrealty com, lames-galloway@shcglohal net; rossmiller@sos.ny gov,;
norma.santiago@edegov. us, smerril@benchmark com, tlesiie@cowo.com, medermid@charter. net;
mikehweber@sbeglobal.net; JeromeW@innercite com; syount@fortifiber com: jsinglaub@trpa.org

Cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors: Robert. Oimstead@SEN.CA GOV,
Elizabeth Ashford @GOV CA GOV, DBonner@bth_ca.gov, Dan. Dunmoyer@GOV.CA GOV,
Darren. Boulon@GOV.CA GOV, Lisa Page@GOV.CA GOV, Marjorie.Berte{@bth.ca. gov,
karen.scarborough @rasources ca. gov, mike chrisman{@resources. ca. gov,
Regina Evans@GOV.CA GOV

Subject: Kings BEeach Video
Deseision makers,

Our community is very concerned aboul the existing 4-lane configuration and the potential addition ol a
FIFTH lane at intersections [or torming. This incredible video taken this past July 4th weckend
lustrates the current dangers of only 4-lanes posed to pedestrians - [ ask that you take the time o
watch. Please walch all 7 minutes, or at least a few.

hup:fwww youtube com/watehv=0fOWqBG Y AGA

You should all be aware of the danger posed by the blind spots of 4-lane erosswalks when only some
vehicles stop and the others do not yvield. Keep an ¢ve on the video for numerous examples including an
instance at Bear Streel where a vehicle stops in the right-hand lane for a pedestrian and cars continle to
pass on the shoulder outside the travel lanes. Evidently we will not be controlling vehicles with signs
and paint on the road alone.

In short the video illustrates typical driver characteristics, the lack of crosswalks, excess pedestrian
crossing distances, 4-lane dangers, and the danger posed by marked crosswalks. Excess speed and
skidmarks are unfortunately commonplace as well. The a 5-lane proposal surely will not solve all these
issucs and dangers will remain. Please support the community vision for ""3-lane hybrid"” which
was developed In part due to the present need for greater pedestrian saftey on the main street.

Michael Lefrancois
8683 Dolly Varden Ave.
P.O. Box 1266

Kings Beach, CA
330-546-7393
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From: Beckie Pergll [bperel@starstream net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 05, 2008 5.27 AM
To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: | amin support of the Winery Ordinance

Attachments: ima.geﬂm.jpg

As a local farmer in Loomis | am i support of Placer County Winary Ordinance,

Beckie Perefl

Director Placer County Association of Realtors 2007-2008
VP of Membership Women's Council of Realtors 2007
$16-768-0735 Mobile

916-644-6524 eFax

e-mail: bperell@interorealestate. com

http:/ /agent.interorealestate.com/BeckiePerell
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E-mail sent to me on July 2, 2008
Pat Evang [patevans9922(gsbeglobal .net|

To: Bruce Kranz: carriesbé{gusamedia.tv; Leslic Chamberlain;
Dan.DunmoyergpGOV.CA GOV Chuck Morgan; will_kemptongdot.ca.gov,
jody_jones@dot.ca.gov, Rebecca_mowrydot.ca.gov:

Flizabeth. Ashford@GOV.CA.GOV, DBonner@bth.ca.gov;
Darren.Bouton@GOV.CA. GOV Lisa.PageiGOV.CA.GOV,
Marjorie.Bertegbth.ca.gov: ksren scarboroughi@resources.ca. gov;
mike.chrisman({@iesources ca.gov

I am a business owner and have lived in Kings Beach and Tahoe Vista and drive
through Kings Beach almost daily and usually several times. I am AGAINST the
3 lane option and completely agree with the recent decision to be open to the 4
lanes. I don't care for more street lights, however they are better than round-
abouts.

Many of the photos taken on the YouTube showed people crossing illegally and
not at crosswalks.

If they cross illegally with roundabouts or not at a street light, the same resulf
will occur. Also, are we basing & huge change on the busiest 4 day weekend of
the year? [f we had street lights these pictures would be irrelevant as the cars
would be stopped at the light for the people to cross.

1 did not see any filming of peopie being in danger crossing at Coon street with
the traffic light and ¢rosswalk.

I was on a view deck for the 3rd of July fireworks. Afterwards, the 4 lanes were
packed with cars and then one of the West bound lanes cleared up first,
thankfuily, as the sherrifs, fire truck and emergency vehicles had to get around.
If there were 3 lanes, one in each direction, the traffic would have been backed
up even longer and I could not imagine how the Emergency vehicles would have
gotten through.

Why was there not any filming of this scene that night? It clearly showed how
negative a 3 lane situation would have been.

The group for the 3 lanes make it sound like it'is the huge majority. They are
more vocal. The majority of people on the deck that night and many of the
- busingss owners in Kings Beach are for 4 lanes.

It really depends on who you talk to as I would say that the majority of people
here are for 4 lanes.
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We do see how 3 lanes has harmed Tahoe City and its’ businesses. We want our
businesses in KB to succeed.

We do need an improved Kings Beach and I am iooking forward to this moving
forward soon. 1 hope that your majority vote for 4 lanes continues the same and
a 4 lane plan gets passed through quickly.

Thank you all for your time and consideration,

Pat Evans

Resident of Kings Beach and Tahge Vista and business owner since 1996
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E-maii sant on July 9, 2008

Thank vou for opposing 3 lanes in Kings Beach

clef@itol com [clei@ltol.com|

To: Bruce Kranz

Dear Mr Kranz,

Thank you sa very much for opposing the 3 lane Highway project in KB, CA.

We are for the 4 lanes and belileve it will save aur businesses. Three
lanes would be 2 total disaster for the Noth Share.

We are busingss owners in KB and we need a tough stance againgt the 3-lana
propesal. Stand firm and don't let slander or pressure cause you to
change your position. Thank you and it was an honor 1o vote for you,

Sincerely,

Pastor Marty Chamberlain
hrist Life Shurch

Kings Beach, CA
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From: Dana Ash [sierralover@gmail. com)
Sent:  Tuesday, July 08, 2008 8:21 PM
Subject: 7 minutes that could save someone’s life

Tao the Placer County Board of Supervisors.

Picase watch part or all of this 7 minute video clip to help vou understand
onc of the many reasons why we need a "road diet”.

The familics of Kings Beach need your help..........

http:Awww youtube comwatch?y=QOWaBG Y AGA

Sincerely,
Dana Ash
Registered Voter, Kings Beach Mother and Resident
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From: Marshall, Richard {Rick) [RickMarshall@fairisaac.com]
Sent;  Tuesday, July 08, 2008 6:52 PM

To: emiio@ntfrc.org; Greyson Howard, Dana Ash; ¢csavary@charter.net Theresa Duggan: Jim
Gardiner, Bernard Ash; Rick: shobergs@sbcglobal net, oris hennessey, Kelley Ogilvy;
emilio@ntirc.org; Info@kesptahoeblue. org, Wyatt Cgilvy, csavary@charter net;
alexmourelatos@msn.com, foxglove@etahoe.com; abiaggi@dcnr.ny.gov,;
shelly@iristatecommercial. com; donnaruthe@todaysrealty. com; james-galloway@sheglobal net;
rossmiller@sos.nv.gov, norma santiago@edegov.us, smerrilli@benchmark com;
mcdermid@charter.net; JeromeW@innercite.com; syount@fartifiber. com, jsinglaub@trpa.org; Ken

e - ... Grehm; Peter Kraatz; tleslie@cown com; Heslie@owo.com: mikehweber@sbeglobal net; Hardy, — .- ...

© Janice, Ernie@dambach.org; Flacer County Planning, info@mapf.org, cheri@ntbamainstreet.org;
davepolivy@tahoemountzinsports.com; jdelong@rgj.com; editor@sierrasun_com,
carinski@charter. net; rick@redwoodinternet.com; witson_g1@hotmail.com;
hbushway@yahoo .com, home@atcivil. com, shoberg=@shcglobal net; atkelley@earthiink, net;
crishennessey@yahoo.com; kmchugh@ttusd. org; imoller@chaseinternational. com;
mheredia@itusd org, patsalome@sbeglobal net; reinadecali@hotmail com: sarah@kbfre.com;
walking_with_christ@hotmail cam, gladys marshail; shelly@tristatecommercial com;
abiaggi@dcnr nv.gov, foxglove@etahoe com, donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; james-
galloway@sbeglobal.net; rossmiller@saos nv.gov, norma santiago@edegov. us;
smerrill@benchmark com; tieslre@owo.com; medermid@charter net. mikehweber@sbegiobal net;
JeromeW@innercite com; syount@forifiber. com; jsinglaub@trpa.org; rick@redwoodinternet.com;
Placer County Board of Supervisors

Ce: rick @redwoodinternet.com
Subject: 7 Minutes Could Save A Life

If someone told you that you could save someone’s life by giving 7:03 minutes of your
day - would you do it?

http:/fwww youtube.com/watch?v=QfOWIBGY A6 A& fmt=6

| urge you to watch Rick Papaleo’s video (above) that was filmed in Kings Beach just 4
days ago.

And as you do, please remember that in addition to the near fatality witnessed in this

video, yet ANOTHER bicyclist was hit by a car on Highway 28 this July 3™, {This
occurred in front of the Kings Beach Chevron station on Hwy 28.)
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From; Peter Moriis {pwmarris@hotmail .com)
Sent:  Tuesday, July 08, 2208 1.58 PM
Ta: medermic @charier net

Cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors, mike chrisman@dot.ca.gov, daren biuten@gov.ca.gov,
karen.scarboroughiiresources ca.gov, will_kempton@dol.ca.gov; lisa page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabeth_ashford@gov.ca. gov; rebecca_mowry@dot ca.gov, jody_jones@dot.ca goy;
robent olmstead@sen ca.goy, regina evans@gov.ca.gov; darren.bouton@gov.ca.gov,
mike_chrisman@resourges.ca.gov. sandy.cooney@resources. ca.gov; rossmiller@sos.nv.gov,

__james-galloway@sbeglobal net; smevrill@benchmark.com; norma.santiago@edegov.us,
foxglove@etahoe.com: syount@fortifiber.com; jsinglaub@trpa org; fiesie@cwo.con,
mikehweber@@sbeglobal net; donnaruthe@todaysrealty. com, abiaggi@denr.nv.gov;
shelly@tristatecommercial.com; Bruce Kranz, jeromew@innercite.cum

Subject: Kings Beach Three Lanes Information

Dear Nancy McDirmid, as a TRPA board member, | believe you have expressed primarily four concerns
regarding the three lane option for Kings Beach: pedestrian safety at roundabouts; bus wait times;
additional traffic on snow-narrowed roads in the grid during winter; and the general condition of the grid
streets.

As | have heard similar concerns ratsed by other memberé of the TRPA hoard who voted 'no’, t would like 1o
speak to these concerns with you and with all other TRPA Board members, Placer County Supervisors and
all other persons interested in the future of Kings Beach.

| believe overriding most everything for you and your colleagues is the fact that there was not sufficient
discussion or information provided regarding both the safety benefits in the three lane option {including
roundabouts) as well as the specific and real traffic volumes and speed mitigation measures that would be
deployed in the grid long before any additional traffic actually came to pass.

| believe that if you were able to invest the time to understand these factors, your decisions regarding the
three-lane option would be entirely different. You would see it for what it truly is: a wonderful, safe, less
envirenmentaily harmful and incredibly more beautifying enhancement to our town that is so in need of
this project.

Fwould like to discuss the specific concerns with you:
Pedestrian Safety at Roundabouts
{ would contend that the scientists are right: roundabouts are safer than stop lights.

Roundabouts are, to quote from the extensive study undertaken by Placer County themselves {my
emphasis): “... very pedestrian friendly. The splitter isfonds provide a space for pedestrions in the
middle of each crossing. Therefore, pedestrians only need to cross ene direction of traffic ot a time,
The pedestrian crosswalks are set at least one full car fength back from the yieid line. That way,
pedestrians do not have to cross in front of drivers that are leoking for their gag in traffic.
Experience has shown that the stopped vehicle one car Iengrh back from the vield fine is more aware
of pedestrians.”

Roundabouts actually do considerably slow traffic absolutely, which is what we all want in Kings
Beach — and probably everywhere in fact. Yet they do so while simultaneously allowing more traffic
to flow through. How can this-apparent oxymoron be true? Because the traffic rarely actualty has
to stop!
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There typically will be no traffic already an the roundabout entering or leaving the side streets
when the new vehicle enters the one-way ¢ircle to continue alone SR 28 — even in the most dire of
traffic volume estimates this remains the case. Meanwhile, if there /s any pedestrian traffic to crass,
it is the not the car entering the circle that has to momentarily stop for the brief seconds that a
pedestrian needs to walk across just one car’s width to the center refuge, it is the second car that
hafts. Thus, that second car is not foaking for his spot in the circle; he is looking at the pedestrian

~ waiting to cross.

Roundabouts also actually reduce the absclute number of potential vehicle-pedestrian impact
points if, god-forbid, either pedestrian or driver is careless. How is this so7? With four lanes plus a
turn lane intersecting with a two lane road (Highway 28 and Coon Street, for example), the total
number of potential impact points is 18. With the three lane option, that number is reduced to just

8=-that is not-good news-in itself; please-aiso consider the impact speed—In the four-lane option,

the reason for the impact {without apportioning blame] is essentially that the driver has not
stopped. We know that the typical speed on highway 28 can be as much as 40 miles per hour. A
pedestrian hit by a vehicle at that speed is in major trouble, in fact, there is an 83% chance they will
die. in a roundabout configuration, the maximum speed for a vehicle to physically even navigate
the circle is 15 mile per hour, Stretching that to even 20 miles per hour, a pedestrian struck by a
vehicle at that speed has and 85% chance they will actuaily five 1o tell the tale.

I'would also like to quote this study from “A Review of Roundabout Safety Performance in the
United States” by Aimee Flannery, Ph.D., and Lily Elefteriadou, Ph.D. Both are members of The
Pennsylvania State University and of the Pennsylvania Transportation Institute. They are also
members of the Institute of Transportation Engineers. It shows that rcundabouts at 4-way
intersection are twice as safe as signalized intersections {my emphasis):

“..The study found that for 3 legged intersections, roundabouts had an occident rate of 0.03
while signalized intersections were found to hove an accident rate of 0.05. SimHar findings
were afso made for 4 legged intersections, in which the roundohout gccident rate waos 0.05
and the accident rate for signalized intersections was 0.10. Of the infury accidents for these
same sights, only 1 pedestrian and 6 bicyclist accidents were reported for roundabouts.
Comparing this to 20 percent of the injury accidents at signalized intersections involving
pedestrians, the positive effects of roundabouts on pedestrian safety can be seen...”

Also in their repart;

“..A study was conducted in London, England on the safety performance of 38 roundobouts.
A befare and after study was conducted at the sites, in which the avergge study period was
19 months and with afl study sites operating for more than 5 months. The authors reported
a decrease in totol accidents of 31% that was statistically significant ot the 95% confidence
fevel. Pedestrian accidents were afse reported to have reduced by 46%. Fatal ond serious

injury cccidents were ofso found to be reduced by 69% from 17% of alf accidents in the
before period to only 10% in the after period...”

Note, the full study can be found at www.ite crgfiraffic/doruments/CCAS9A33 pdf

itis also the case that roundabouts actually consume less energy than stop lights: there being no

" stop lights required, no electricity is used and no maintenance is required — ever!

In addition, for the vast majority of the next 20 years — or tonger, depending when the theoretical
build-cut in the region actually comes 1o pass — there will he almost no idfing and wasted fuel, with
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a resultant reduction in chemical output from those vehicles otherwise stopped at lights for 24
hours x 7 days x 356 days x 20 years. That will represent a huge reduction in the tonnage of junk’
we would otherwise be putting into Lake Tahoe — the very thing we are trying to keep clean.

urge you to determine that rcundabouts — especially single-lane roundabouts as has been
proposed — are significantly safer than five lanes of light-controlled intersections an¢! cross-wa'ks

Bus Wait Times

| believe the idea that busses will wait for 30 minutes is ill-founded and not based on scientific
analysis. At the TRPA presentation in June, in answer to a direct guestion, the presenter stated
that, by his estirnate, if the theoretical build out really did come to pass, the worst-case situation on

the very worst day might stow traffic by perhaps 8 minutes town compared to today. Thatisafar

cry from 30 minutes.

in fact, for the vast majority of the next 20 years, transit wait times will not be effected. It is only
when - and if ~ the theoretical build-out occurs and even then, only absent any other traffic
mitigation measures that 20 years of environmental and technological progress may bring us, that
we would see just some days when transit times are impacted.

Somehow the proportions of these issues seem to have become distorted. While it is important to
understang the ‘worst-case’ scenario for sach decision, it is rarely the case that ‘that final scenario’
comes to pass in any circumsiance. {tis even more rare that every decision has to focus on that
worst case as if it is guaranteed 100% to happen to the exclusion of all other scenarios. Were that
the case, surely every building in Tahoe waould have to be built to withstand a 10.0 carthquake,
because it will surely occur one day as it did in millennium past.

Finally, please consider that it is the goal of almost all organizations focusing on Tahoe to get people
out of their cars in the Tahoe basin and gnto transit. With everyong working to that goal, we can
actually fili those empty busses we see every day now, and we wiil rermove considerzble numbers of
vehicles from the road and thus actually reduce overall traffic volumes. In this manner, we will then
actually reduce wait times for busses on those few busy days, and we will reduce air, ground and
water pollution every day. That is a prime goal for the project anyway, isit not?

So1implore you to revisit the gctual impact that transitis likely to actuolfy experience and not focus
only on the theoretical ‘one day 20 year from now’ situation. If you do revisit it, | believe you will
be comfortable that the three lane option is right for us today and wift remain right for us in the
future.

Additional Traffic on Snow-Narrowed Roads

I am very concerned that this red-herring has taken a life of its own. Bought up by the small but
very vocal four-lane advocacy group, you were provided photographs of some grid streets with high
snow banks and told to wonder how “n-thousand more cors could possibly trave! down those
streetls..?

The fact of the matter is that they would not have to and we certainly are not talking about the
imagined scare of “tens of thousands of cars” as has been portrayed by some. The additional traffic
and while it is not what we would desire, it is but a couple of thousand additional cars on just o
couple of streets for a few hours on a few occasions. tis certainly though, not a winter issue at all.
Thus, there would be no additional traffic on those streets when the snow is on the ground.

It should be noted to the positive however, that those same streets that would carry no more traffic
in winter, would stili benefit in winter, as in every season, from the very traffic calming measure
that would have been implemented as part of the three-lane aption.
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Therefore | urge you strike this issue form your issues list,
General Condition of the Grid Streets

Of rightful concern to everyone is the current condition and safety of the grid streets - especially
those that might carry more traffic if the theoretical build-out ever occurs in the future.

| helieve that it is this area abhove all others that was misunderstood, was perhaps less-well
represented at the meeting, and has become the ingppropriate hook upon which you felt you
needed to cast your vote against the wishes of the population. 1 urge you to revisit this really
important aspect of the project and understand how it is not the problem you fear it is.

would be addressed with traffic calming measures af the very start of the project. These measures
actually represent a whole host of tools’ that Pacer County has stated they would deploy.
Furthermore, they actually already plan to work with the residents themselves 1o determine the
best mix of tools to achieve the right results.

It should be noted that, without the three lane aption, these streets will not be addressed and
current traffic — cut-through and focal — will be free to continue to increase its threat to residents
who live there.

There is actually a majority of residents in the grid that have stated they would gfadiy accept the
risk of additional traffic 20 years for now, for the surety of safer back streets for everyone today, for
a considerably safer Highway 28 today, and for a considerably better town today.

Again,  urge yau to revisit this issue
My Comments Regarding the Vacal Minerity Trying to Thwart the Qpen Procass

This is a highly charged situation as we ail know, and | have tried to maintain a factual, weli-
reasoned argument, | know that, at the TRPA meeting In June you saw a reasonably targe and noisy
contingent turn ¢ut for four lanes. It would be terribly wrong if you took that one last-ditch effort
by the vocal minority as an indication of the view of the majority of bona fide Kings Beach
residents. Itis my firm belief that casual laborers were picked up in Kings Beach and paid for their
time to attend that meeting and stand in the back of the room {you will have noted that no women
ware among them as ne women wait in the casual labor pool). 1 can personally testify that | saw
many of these men sitting out on the balcony outside, filling out multiple ‘request to speak’ forms
under the direction of leaders of that minority. | do hold that most of those men had no real grasp
of what was occurring.

For the rest of the past several years that this process has been going on, citizens in their hundreds
have turned out at meeting after meeting to review options in detail, to consider the safety,
environmental, esthetic, and commercial aspects of every option. Having studied the facts; the vast
majority have always and overwhelmingly supported the three lane option.

As | commented in a pricr communication, our town was on life-support. The vote 'against three lanes
pulled out the ventilator. | urge you with passion, with facts and with reason, please plug the ventilator

back in on July 23
Thartk you

Peter Morris
Kings Beach Resident
530.5646.7755
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Sierra Sun — July 8. 2008

My Turn: Protecting a neighborhood's sanctity
BY BY JERRY DINZES ,

On behalf of so many in the community: Thank You Supervisor Bruce Kranz and the six other
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board members who agreed that the three-lang alternative
had too many negative consequences. |t wolld be the epitome of poor planning to burden &
residential community with through traffic intended for State Route 28, yet thousands of
vehicles were nearly diverted into the highly pedestrianized Kings Beach neighborhood, which
is adiacent to the commercial corridor (SR 28],

Proponents of the lane reduction have accused me of fear mongering for bringing this issue to
the tabie, but this is, in my mingd, the most important issue at stake. My neighborhood doesn't
want — and daessn't deserve — this burden, which the county traffic consultant claims will
aecur on around 100 days of the surmmer.

‘Those who have raised families aleng our residential roadways, and those who have bought into
hearty martgages, thank you for protecting their neighborhood’s sanctity. Thank vou for not
being fooled at the Sierra Businesses Council's claim that the majority of Kings Beach wanted
the hiybrid alternative, |

The 5BC"s claim is unjust and non-representative of the community. After inviting citizens from
across the Truckee and North Shore region to an SBC workshop, the councit was able to get
approximately 141 citizens to show a preference towards the lane reduction. In 2000, the U.5.
consensus reveals that Kings Beach had a poputation of 4,037. To claim a majority would
require 2019 Kings Beach residents, and not a 141 from Truckee-Tahoe at large.

However, the 5BC seemed not as cancerned with due process, as they were with advocating a
particular position. This is apparent in their decision to place an avid. “three-laner” in charge
as one of the program directors running the workshops and compiling for informational

handouts.

Jerry Dinzes is a Kings Beach resident.
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From: Megan Chillermi [megan@chillemi com]
Sent;:  Monday, July 07, 2008 3:05 PM
To: timlesfietimleslie@gmail.com

Cc: Flacer County Board of Supervisors; Mike chrisman@dot.ca.gov,; daren bluton@gov.ca.gov,
Karen.scarborough@resources.ca.gov, will_kempton@dot.ca.gov, lisa. page@gov.ca.gov,
elizabsth. ashfordi@gov ca gov; Rebecca_Mowry@dot.ca gov, Jody_jones@dot.ca.gov

Subject: Walk in my moccasing, Tim., through a Better Kings Beach

An open letter to Tim Leglie --- | think you've got it wrong, Tim, about the three-lane hybrid
alternative. First-off, three lanes have been discussed in our community for over 11 years, and
the overwheilming consensus congistently has been for three lanes and roundabouts. It's
ahout lake clarity and pedestrian safety, not for moving cars in the shortest amount of time
possible between point A and point B. Secondarily, for those of us who live year-round in the
Kings Beach grid, having a reinvigorated community is a much better tradeoff for a manth of
heavier fraffic. You want traffic, move to the Bay Area or Southern California. | spent 36 years
on LA freeways, 've lived traffic. Why must we use the tired old paradigm of planning for
more cars, and traffic? Where's the long-term mission or vision, here? With the gas prices,
transportation will have to change. Twenty or thirty years into the future, when we're all
memories, they probably be bussing or shuttling people to a clesed Tahoe basin in a last-ditch
effart to save the lake and environment.

-Placer County says they've consider traffic-calming, and | believe their planning foltks and our
Kings Beach "fish and animal” sireet fulliime residents can find solutions — where's the
imagination? Why not put some one-way streets in the grid, with other traffic calming
methods? I'm coming to the conclusion that there is something between the lines for
maintaining a freeway thraugh our town. Our community core is unsafe, deteriorated, and
becoming the North Shore dumping ground. We've got a golden opportunity, the community
wants a change, and it's not a five-lane freeway to sound the finai death kneli for Kings Beach.
We can work together to find the backstreet solutions. Dump the old paradigm, Tim, and
support a new vision for the Tahoe Basin, and a new vision for the KINGS BEACH VILLAGE.

Megan and Jack Chillem
8818 Cutthroat Avenue
Kings Beach, CA 86143~

" Property owners on the North Shore for 39 years, owned property in Kings Beach for 27 years. Now full-time
residents. Megan is the Tahoe representative County's District Five Citizen Benefit Fund Committee, member of
the North Tahoe/Truckee Disasler Acfion Team for the American Red Cross, and works in Incline Viffage NV. She
is g fifth-generation California. Jack is g refired Advertising execulive, and is aclive in community affairs. Megan
and Jack weré married in St Francis of ASsisi Church in fncline Village, NV, on August 17, 1968

No virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG.
Yerston: 7.5.524 / Vinus Database: 270 4571533 - Release Date: 7/3/2008 7:19 PM

A8



From: Edwin & Regina Straver [straver@charter.nef]
Seni:  Monday, July 07, 2008 1225 FM
To: medermid@charter net: shely@tristatecommercial.com

Cc: Elizabeth. Ashford@GOV.CA GOV, karen.scarborough@resources.ca.gov.
Darren Bouton@GOV.CA.GOV, Jody_jones@dot.ca gov, sandy cooney@resources ca.gov,
Lisa. Page@GOV.CA.GOV: mike. chrisman@resources.ca.gov, Rebecca_Mowry@dot.ca.gov,
Regina Evans@GCV.CA GOV, wil_kempton@dot.ca gov; ressmiller@sos.nv.gov,; james-
galloway@sbcgiobal.net; smerill@benchmark . com; syount@fertifiber.com, medermid@charter.net;
donnaruthe@todaysrealty com; jsinglaub@trpa.org, JeromeW@innercite.com,
foxglove@etahoe.com; mikehweber@sbkcglobal.net, abraggr@denr nv gov,
norma.santiago@edcaoy us, Hleslie@owo.com; shelly@tristatecommercial com, Mourelatos Alex;
Lisa Buescher, mcdermottas@charter.net, crishennessey@yahoo.com; Duggan Theresa; Chillemi
Megan; Gardiner Jim; Savary Carol, Placer County Board of Supervisors, Dan LaPlante; Dunmoyer
Dan; Ken Grehm

Subject: KBCCIP
Dear Ms. MeDermid and Ms. Aldean,

The first gentleman 1o speak at June 25th TRPA meeting exclaimed: "they say with roundabouts you
never stop moving, what does that mean, what does that mean...] don't know!” Please, let me respond
1o that poor man's confuston, and hopefully {at the same time) address ene of your concerns about
traffic flow on our back streets. 1 believe that miligating back-street traffic flow is onc of the builtin
benefits (lechnelopies) of the roundabout. Pesple that are moving (driving their car) have a strong
tendencey to keep moving in the same direction (their intended direction) if they are not
interrupted in their progress. Please think about that for a moment. If you are driving from point A
to point B, why would you drive through point C if you never had to stop on vour way {o point B. Why
would vou veer off onto a side street if you are still moving in your intended direction...and 1f
roundabouts keep you moving, then it is a simple mental deduction to assume they also serve the
purpose of mitigating traffic flow onto our back-streets. !f you can understand the

above "psychological” principle of motion, then consequently, even on high traffic volume days, when
traffic may slow considerably, less people will use the back-streets if their cars are continually moving
than if they constantly have to experience a complete stop (interruption of their progress) - which is the
function of stop Lights.

Adding more stop lights {0 the Kings Beach corridor, as called for in the five lanc altermative, will,
therefore, serve to increase back-strect raffic flow as compared with the use of roundabouts. The
advantage of the two extra travel lanes in the five lane alternative ts much negated by the fact they
abruptly bottleneck into a two jane road at the intersection of Beaver and SR28. With the five Jane
alternative Kings Beach remains part of the bulge in the traffic pipe (hose) that is State Route 28
between Naticnal Avenue and Beaver Street. If one perceives the flow of traffic as analogous to the
flow of water in a hose, then one can imagine the Kings Beach grid sitting next to this bulge in the
hose. If one is so concerned about hack-street traffic flow, then, when pressure builds up in that traffic
hose, wouldn't a rational person much rather have this Kings Beach grid sitting in another part of the
hose where there 13 no bulge. It is impossible to pick up Kings Beach and move it, but it is not
impossible to begin working on those factors that create this bulge and that would remove the
constriciions that produce it. To me, the solution to traffic flow problems from Tahoe City to Incline
Village is simple, plus 1t can accommeodalte the safety and environmental needs of its pedestrian centers
at the same time. Make all roads uniform (with added places - outside of pedestrian centers - for slow
traffic turn outs), and, in residential/commercial areas add a turn lane. Replace the traffic stoplights with -

AL



roundabouts (starting with the intersection at Fanny Bridge in Tahoe City) with their size being made
reiative to the traffic use of that intersection, and eliminate the pedestrian cross light between the
Crystal Bay/Biltmore Hotel Casinos. Sadly, the most critical part of my solution is not implemented in
the hybrid altemative, and that is a two lane roundabout at the junction of SR28 and 267.

[ arpued these points (and other points) many moons ago with Caltrans (and, for the Crystal Bay thru
Incline Village corridor, will gladly do so with NDYOT) and am putting them to you in the hope that vou
will perceive the psychology and mechanics behind them.

In 2002 when ! did argue (extensively) about the benefits (technology) of the roundabout to CalTrans, |
aot ralled eves, shaken head, and "when pigs fly". Well, since then they put in roundabouts in Truckee.
No one was more surprised than 1 when that happencd. "Well, I was right”, T thought 1o myself. Then,
In 2005 I predicted that this process (the KBCCIP process) would be hijacked from the community
(even said | would eat my hat if this process ended with a 3 lane agreement). I was right. .again. And
AGAIN, I will be right when I say we will sce roundabouts in Tahoe City and eventually Kings Beach.
Why, because 1t is the MATHEMATICS involved that will eventually compel this to happen. It just
takes time for the numbers to come in. However, when the numbers do become overwheling, even to
the most obtuse mind, [ believe NDOT and Call'rans will have to make the roundabout an integrai part
of their system for moving traffic in the Tahoe Basin. [ say this (predict it) because in my "run " with
Caltrans , 1 realized they deal with statistics, projections, graphs, logic, numbers

and "mathematics”. They ate an analylical organization and the analysis of traffic flow will force them
to take roundabouts seriously and not as just some pre(ty buropean landscape idea. Unfortunately, if
Kings Beach loses this "bhattle of the bulge”, 1t will have to wait perhaps decades betfore it secs the
necessary trinty of "numbers” (citizens), "enlightened minds” (politicians), and "money"” coalesce 1o
provide it with the road system it needs, aud should get now,

1 must confess though, I do believe this topic of back-street traffic flow is somewhat of a red herring. In
2002 1t was presented as a legitimate part, and major concern of Caltran’s (infamous, In my opinion)
PowerPoint prescntation as they presented their case apainst the 3 lane proposal. Like Caltrans before, if
the TRI’A 1s so concerned about our back-street traffic (more than the cnvironmental impact of more
asphalt), then there are passive and acuve methods that could easily be instituted to definitively allay
their fears with cither proposal. Neither do T believe Tun Leslie’s altruistic feelings tor poor children
playing in our streets to be as sincere as those feelings expressed by many who just want 1o be able to
pass a slow moving tourist when they hit the four lanes in Kings Beach. Our children in the streets do
not benefit from this cither.

[n all the 12 years 1 have lived in the Kings Beach grid, 1 have never seen undue {over burdening,
dangerous, excessive) taffic because of problems on SR28 (parking problems excluded) — and there
have been some inajor problems each vear on that road. Because I am so famibiar with how traffic flows
in this lown, and because | am familiar with the technological superiority of the roundabouts {compared
1o the stop light), T will state here and now, that with the 3 lane hybrid altermative, if Caltrans would put
an appropriaie sized roundabout at the junction of SR267 and SR28, then, T am absolutely,
unequivocally, without reservation, bet my hife on it, convinged that the Kings Beach grid would see
very, very little, IF ANY, back street traffic flow from SR28 due to holiday or high season tourist
trafhic.

There 1s so much infermation to be addressed in this matier, explained, fleshed out and understood and
an ¢c-mail 15 an inadequate medium to use for such an endeavor. What is presented can only be cursory
i nature. Bul, ] attended all three presentations by the Placer County Dept. of Public Works on the

KB CCIP, and, unlike the robust presentations to the Planning Conunission and APC, the presentation to
the TRPA scemed a tad anemic. This could possibly explain why some members of the board seemed



disinterested, frequently absented themselves, and was reported to have fallen asleep (on the job). 1
know that Kings Beach is a small speck on a very large Calitornia map, but I think 1ts citizens deserve
better than that. So, I don’t mind expending energy and time [ can ill afford to participate, once again, tn
this project. '

So, here arg some {but not all} of the benefits! iechnologies automatically built inte the roundabout.

1) They stow traffic down by acting as "natural” specd bumps. When I was driving along a very
long highway through a European forest 1 came upon a roundabout. It was a roundabout in the middle
of nowhere, and there were no intersecting roads. I thought to myself, why would anyvone put a
roundabout out here. Well, as it turns out, wild pig and boar populated this forest and just as we have
signs that say "Deor Crossing”, this roundabout was their version of that sign. They used a roundabout
solely as a speed bump 10 lessen the chance of boar-car collisions. What an clficaciovs use of a
roundabout, people can ignore a sign, but they can't ignore a roundaboul, and they solve the language
problem with pcople driving (rom other countrics. Wow, cven the pigs in Europe get their own
roundabout. I am absolutely cerlain that you will agree with me that the residents in Kings Beach who
are begging {or these roundabouts are more valuable than Europe's pigs.

2} They mitigate back-strect traffic by keeping traffic moving. As [ tried to pomt out above, therc 1s
a dimension 10 trafiic flow thai 1 call the "psychology of driving”. What was not mentioned in the above
cxplanations of traffic flow is the extra dimension of pedestrian intervention in the Kings Beach
corridor.  When pedcestrians jump out and stop traflic, so that they and others with them can cross the
four lane street (as happencd to me this past June and happens all the time in our beach area) then that
person becomes a de facto stop hight._another stap of (raffic that must be added ta the stoplights already
present. Roundabouts help mitigate this action because, unlike lines on a street, they are easily spotted,
gravitated 1o, and offer 4 convenience {as well as an added safcty {actor) in crossing the street that
stoplights do not.

3) They reduce air pollution (a by-product of no idling engines and slowing traffic, also, they don't
take power from the clectric grid, nor need additional electrical/mechanical maintenance)

4) They never stop functioning and they save gas, We have all expericnced waiting at a red light
{and waiting and waiting) and no one using the green light, no one using that road. not a car in sight. [
know I have and if that were a roundabout the gas [ wasted waiting for someone to go through that
grecn light could have got me around the roundabout and a few hundred (it not thousand) fect turther
down the road. Multiply that by an untold number of vehicles in this country each day wailing at red
lights, where no one 1s using the green hght of the other road, and 1 think you will agree that 1s a lot of
pas being wasted.

5} They. allow for easy and safce lane chanpes (u-turns, right turns, left tums). This 1s such and
wmportant built in benefit/technology issue and it 1s never realiy examined because it seems so sclf-
evident. I could devote a whoele e-mall o the incredible service the roundabout performns in this category
and how this service so positively impacts the free flow of traffic,

©) They are safer for pedestrians, bicyclist and cars. As an example, you can accidentally run
(through) a red light without thinking, or even realizing 1t {and many accidents happen that way) but
you can't "run” a roundabout. Something that big, in the middle of the road, forces the driver to focus
his attention...and anything that requires drivers to focus on their driving is, in my book, a very good
thing indeed.

In this battle of the buige, T will conclude this e-mail (with a most sincere apology to Winston
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Churchill} as [ proclaim about this simple circle we cail a roundabout: Never in the history of geometry
has so litile, done so much, for so little!

Regina Straver

7712008
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Fram: Prisciila Mills [pmills7824¢)yahoo.com]

Sent:  Monday, July 07, 2008 10:28 AM

To: Jody_jones@dot ca gov; Rebecca_Mowry@dot ca gov
Ce: Flacer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: KBBCIP '

Dear Jody Jones and Rebecca Mowry,

You've probably been inundated lately with letters about the lane configuration in Kings Beach, hut here's some
more! I'm a dedicated thres-laner who believes in a vision of & better Kings Beach. The three lanes with
roundabouts proposal has generated so much excitement in cur community! 1t hag also given rise to a vocal
opposition, based | believe, on fear. it's difficult for many pecple to accept change, but no great accomplishments
have ever come about without timagination and courage.

The biggest problerns that we have in Kings Beach are the speed at which people fly through our town, and the
difficuity that pedestrians have in crossing our busy four lanes. As a local schooi teacher, | feel I'm taking twenty
iittle lives in my hands whenever | walk my class across our main drag. Three fanes with roundabouts would
solve both of these problerns, with the added benelits of enhancing our naturally beautiful setting and increasing
local business. The disadvantages of the three lanes would be increased auto trafiic during the peak times, and
increased traffic in the back streets as drivers attempl to avoid this congestion. | believe this increase in traffic on
Hwy. 28 should not be seen as a stumbling biock because traffic is already a problem during the holidays with the
four lane configuration. This simply goes with being a resort community. This fear is based on an autormobite-
oriented mindset, an attituda that we need to move away from. The benefits that the three lanes bring to the
cammunity the other 8G-80% of the year would more than offsed the inconveniences. Shouldn't we be
encouraging people to drive less and walk mare? The problem of traffic on the back streets during peak times is,
again, already in existence. This issue needs to be addressed now and is a big part of the three lane proposal

| believe this question comes down to one of philosophy. Da we want to keep what we have when we know it
doesn't work? Do we wani to continue with mediocrity and give in to our fears? Do we wan! to write off Kings
Beach's chances to redefine itsel? Or do we want to embrace a better idea, a pragressive vision of a livable,
walkable community? Other towns have acted on this vision with overwhelmingly positive results. Kings Beach
deserves no less. Let's join the new century, lgave the old thinking behind, and make Kings Beach a show place.
A town is a terrible thing to waste.

Sincerely,
Priscilla Mills
Kings Beach

{530} 546-3761
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From: Theresa Duggan [theresaduggan@sheglobal net]
Sent:  Sunday, July 0B, 20068 858 PM

To: glexmourelatos@msn.com

Cc: mara ji@att.net, "John Singlaub'’; 'Rochelle Nason'
Subject: Dana Ash in Sierra Sun!!!

Readers write: Devastated

Dana Ash

Kings Beach

Emait Print Comment

Recommend (1)

Supervisor Bruce Kranz has devastated and demoralized the community of Kings Beach.
Supervisor Kranz just voted against a proposal that has been years in the works and, up until
now, was unanimously approved. The three-lane highway alternative proposed for the 1.1 mile
stretch of State Route 28 running through the center of Kings Beach was to brmg beauty,
safety and revitalization to a much needed and neglected community.

My daughter and | feel as though our lives are threatened crossing the highway to get to the
beach or walking the shoulder to reach the supermarket. We should not have 1o feel like we
need to get in our cars to drive to the grocery store. Qur community is confused as to why
Supervisor Kranz and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Governing Board voted against
The League to Save Lake Tahoe, The Tahoe Chapter of The Sietra Club, The Placer County
Planning Commission, The Naorth Tahce Business Association, The Mountain Area
Preservation, The North Tahoe Family Resource Center, the North Lake Tahoe Resort
Asscciation, along with a majority of the residents of this town.

| have written supervisor Kranz demanding an explanation for the reasons behind his decision
to vote against the majority. He has devastated our community by taking away cur chances at
revitalization and we are confused as to why he would devastate so many ef his constituents
shortly before he is up for re-efection.

Theresa May Duggan

PO Box 290

Tahoe Vista, CA 96148
530-546-7903 land line office
530-386-0479 cell

theresaduggan@sbeglobal.net
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From: Dana Ash [sierralover@gmail com]
Sent;  Friday, July 04, 2008 1:13 PM

To: will_kempton@dot.ca gov; Regina Evans@GOV.CA GOV, Darren Bouton@GOV.CAGOV,
mike.chrisman@rescurces.ca.goy; karen scarborough@resources ca.gav,
sandy.cooney@rescurces ca gov Lisa Page@GOV.CA GOV, Elizabeth Ashford@GGV . CA.GOV,
rebecca_mowry@dot.ca.gov, Dan. Dunmoyer@gov ca.qov; Placer County Board of Supervisors,
Robert. Olmstead @SEN.CA GOV

Subject: Kings Beach Needs You

July 3, 2008

Dear Sirs and Madams;-

Thank you for taking one minute 1o read this email. T am writing to you from Kings Beach- a small
Cormumunity eof the North Shore of Lake Tahoe.

Last week the TRPA made yet another decision that defies logie. The proposal was a plan to reduce our
current 4-lane highway down 10 3 lanes with sidewalks, bike paths, and roundabouts. Years of work and
time by voluntecrs and organizations were put into the development of this plan, not to mention almost
35 million dollars so far. It was proven Lo he the most covivonmentally fricndly, safest alternative for
our community that is in much need of change and revitalization. Many people have been killed and
maimed crossing our highway fo get to the beach. The Kings Beach community is confused as to why
Placer County Supenvisor Kranz, Tim Leslie, and Mayor Mike Weber voted against unanimous support
from The Leaguc to Save Lake Tahoe, The Tahoe Chapter of The Sietra Club, The Placer County
Planning Comumission, The North Tahoe Business Association, The Mountain Area Preservation, The
North Tahoe Family Resource Center, the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association, along with many other
public and private entities and a majority of the residents of the town.

The vote was unwarranted, undemocratic, and the community is up in arms, many gomg so far as 1o call
it a political scandal.  Our county supervisor, Bruce Kranz and Tim Leslie cannot seem to give our
comtminity a reascnable explanation for killing a plan that was to bring improved Jake clarity

and restore peace and safety to this wwa.

The "nays" claim that they are concerned about the traffic on the back streets of Kings Beach and I'm
hoping there is something we can do to convince them that this traffic problem will be mitigated. After
all, most of the families | know in my neighborhooed, ourselves included, are not concerned about the
threat of increased iraffic on the back streets a few days a year if it makes the highway/downtown safer
year round. We know this can be mitigated by adding measures later as needed.

[ am reaching out to you in hopes that there 1s something you can do to help encourage an appeal.. The

TRPA will "consider” an appeal ca July 23rd upon the request of Steve Merrill. Anything you can do
to help our community is greatly, deeply appreciated.
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Warm Repards,
Dana Ash

Registered Voter and Kings Beach Resident

Placer County, CA

A%



From-: Jim Gardiner {jim5 166y @yahoo.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 10:42 PM

To: Rocky Rockholm, Robert Weygandt; Jim Holmes; Kirk Uhier; Bruce Kranz; Placer County Board of
Supervisors

Subject: Editorial in the Tahoe Ticker

https:/Awww. tahoeticker.com/index.php?p!d=5&conid=258

3 T

ol 30w, v Anlien Midgen

Commentary: Broken!

By Andrew Pridgen -

That Wednesday's TRPA governing board decision to flush years and literally thousands of hours of
staff time, community volunteer time, research time and — Lord only knows how many reams of paper
down the proverbial drain 1sn't the biggest tragedy.

...The {act that construction will never begin on roundabouts, helping create a livable, walkable, viable
pedestrnian-friendly Kings Beach {the kind of town that could put North Lake Tahoe back on the map
with the Park Citys, Aspens, Tellurides and Vails), 1sn't even the blecakest cutcome.

...That a small-but-effective lobby, led by a local restauranteur who'd have you believe that his every
raouve, down to the bland 38 sugar-drinks he pours, is driven by the safety of the children, isn't even the
Worst outcome,

No, the saddest part of all is the byproduct of Wednesday's melidown... and that is, the system is broken.

It's been said before the TRPA governing board is no longer effective, no longer has its collective finger
on the pulse of the basin, no longer can make decisions.

But Wednesday revealed more than that.
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You see, even in the not-too-distant past those from political opposite sides of the spectrum on the
governing hoard could literally sit shoulder-to-shoulder and whisper in one another's ear and, in the end,
try to at least come up with 2 compromise.

Wednesday, there was none of that.
And it ook the newest board member, Tahoe City's Tim Leslie, to act as the proverbial straw.
Maybe in the future - Leslie will be nothing more than an Oswald. After all, he didn't know.

How could he? How could Leslic know? After all he can't even get the name of the community in
question right (he said "King Beach” five times in a row — I counted).

Time and again Wednesday, tiree-month-goverming-hoard-veteran Leslie slopped the mecting 1o get
"caught up" on the agenda, or started comment on an agenda item that was net up for discussion {which
ok some dolng considering only two items were discussed Wednesday).

..And none of this 1s really (ata, or that telling cven, [ mean, there's a learning curve and Leslie's there
for 2 reason (besides being Bruce Kranz's friend and a fan of Reagan)--- nght'

Well, he seemed to think so.

Where {_eslic messed up was in his make-up portion of the evening, Mavbe it was the small mistakes,
maybe it was the adrenaline. But, as soon board comments were finally put to rest, it was Leslic who
cauldn't resist speaking --- one more time,

And out of his mouth shot three minutes of the kind of svap-box hreaking, vittiohe, self-aggrandizing
spew that would make Dick Cheney put his hunting rifle down and start shopping for hybrids. Leslie’s
fire-and-brimsione {m being asked to rake the lives of children with roundabouts speak is the stuff that
entire mockumentaries are made of.

Because Tum, 1n case nobody spelled it out for you Wednesday evening, it's not about the roundabouts,
It's not about traffic studies. 1t's not about the EIS or the EIR,

It's about progress and taking chances and putting voursel{ out there. It's about enacting change, and not
change lor change's sake, but change based on science and facis and rours spent debating your neighbor
and "look how well this worked in this mountain town and this mountain town and this mounltain town"
— 1t's about taking what we've learned as a collective over the past seven years — that the world is now
built in shades of gray and sometimes you just gotta lpok around and view it through the eyes of
someone else to get a glimpse.

I's the young mother speaking to you while carrying her toddler. The same mother who spent evenings
away from her husband to plan a better community for her daugher... Or the young father who runs a
local nonprofit whose heart skips a beat whenever it comes time to cross a four-lane highway's
crosswalk. Can't you look at them and know they're not in it for fiscal gain, not there stumbling oves
words someone else wrole for them - - but there, yep actualiy present, because they are the community,
they are vour constituant, and they put in the time and the energy. As they wake today, they have to live
with the irony that it's their resolve which led to Wednesday's dectsion falling it your lap in the first
place...
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..and...
..{71ess 20 years in the assembiy didn't teach you much about politickin’ did i1?

Sa Tim, someone’s got to take the Tall here. You're the one who, just seconds before vour final tirade,
admitted that that cenain restauranteur recently bent your car — good move.

At least vou're, um, hanest.

For now, stand tall. And know vou got the change (or lack thereof) you wanted. And those children six
decades vour junior who play on Coon Street you care so deeply ahout — are safe from the threat of
roundabouts for good.

And know you'll be remembered for vour decision; yours was the swing votc after all.

Know you'l] be remembered as the one who finally broke not just the system, but the people.
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From: Jim Gardiner [im5168y@yahoo.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 10:10 PM

To: rockholm@placer.ca gov, Robert Weygandt, Jim Holmes; Kirk Uhler; Bruce Kranz, Placer County
Board of Supervisors

Subject; Sierra Sun Editorial

Wednesday's vote by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board reminded Tahoe Basin residents of
the enormous downsides of being governed by an unaccountable agency governed by un-clected board
members.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agen{,} has been wandering toward this crisis for years. But so many
times in the past when the agency ’s decisions were criticized, at lcast the rationale of the board was
clear: to uphold the agencey’s mission of protecting }.ake Tahoe.

Last Wednesday 's vote to overturn the recommendations of two advisory committees and, more
importantly, the opinion of hundreds of local residents on the Kings Beach Commercial Core project
was a signal that the agency’s board has veered dangerously off coorse.

The agency cffectively told the residents ol Kings Beach thal the board knew better than they did. And
looking at the pros and cons behind each alternative, the decision was made with no clear-cut
environmental benefits atlached to it

In eftect, the decision showed that no matler the public will, the thousands of hours of public comument
or the planning process, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board {composed of un-elected
representatives from places as far away as Las Vegas, Carson City, Reno, Carmichael, Placerville and
San Francisco) can decide whatever it wants.

The sentiment that the public process means iittle to nothing, something that 15 being cxpressed by
supporters of the threc-lane alternative, is something that the agency must now deal with.

Hoew will community leaders rally public involvement in future projects now that residents know their
ctfort can be disregarded by a vote at the Tahoe Regional Planming Agency board.

It's a unique political paradigm, neither representative nor democratic, that 1$ now, more than ever,
blatantly apparent to anyone who took notice of the Kings Beach Commereial Core project.

Perhaps Tim Leshie, a recent appointment to the Tahoe Regional Flanning Agency board, said it bestin a
2005 guest column in the Sierra Sun where he lambasted the agency as a California assembiyman.

It boils down 1o accountability and responsibibiy of government to the people versus the arbitrary
abuse of power. When we ignore the establishment of checks and balances, arrogant and abusive
govemnment is sure to follow,. Honest ¢riticism is stifled because of the fear of retribution. It is the stuff
that dictators are made of, and 1t fully viclates our American svstem of government.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency is a prime example of this type of abusive government,” said
Leslie.
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“TRPA is a bi-state agency with a massive blanket ol unaccountable burcaucracy lavered over the top of
otherwise elected and accountable units of government, with the objective of ‘protecting” Lake Tahoe,”
Leslie continued.

On Wednesday, Leslie voled to scuttle the three-lane plan that was endorsed by area residents, the Placer
County Planning Commission and the TRPA’s Advisory Planning Commission,

In doing so he became part of the problem he railed so vociferously against, and showed the flaws in the
decision-making process i the Tahoe Basin that could cause many local residents to lose faith in their
local government.

[f Tahoc residents truly desire democracy, accountability and representation in their government, the
Tahoc Regional Planning Agency decision-making process must be examined.

History of the project
Click here 1o sce a list of arcluyed stories ahout the Kings Beach Cominercial Core Improvement
Project.
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From: cris hennessey [crishennessey@yahoo.com)

Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 8:58 PM

To: [-;'Iacer County Board of Supervisors, teslie@ewe.com
Subject; HWY 25 corridor

To whom it may concemn:

As Kings Beach grid residents, volunteers, and parents, we are strong supporters of the 3 lane, hybrid
alternative.

Though we know traffic is not the only reason for choosing the 3 lane alternative, the picture on the
front page of the Sierra Sun (7-1-08), is evidence that traffic 1s indeed a strong pomnt. Right along side
the negative environmental impacts of the § lane allemative.

When people argue that roundabouts and three lanes are a bad choiee, and they won’t work, [ always
share that what we have now — 4 lanes and crosswalks — don’t work. Even with the four lane freeway
conditions we currently endure, we have traffic back up during the summer months from Crystal Bay
down 10 Fox S1, and sometimes further. This is a compromise Kings Beach residents make for living in
this beautiful town. And if we have back up with roundabouts, then at lcast we’ll have a corridor that
showceases our redeveloped beach town, is pleasing esthetically and guards stewardship of our
environmeni.

We urge you to reconsider your vote of 6-235-08
Joe, Cris and Ella Hennessey
530-546-5722

P.O. Box 730
Kings Beach, Ca. 96143
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S e RECEIVED-

From: Rick Papaieo [rick@redwoodinternat comy : JUL 0 2 ZUDB
Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 3.50 PM '
Ta: Placer County Board of Supervisors EIOAH%LOE?EL-JFEEEESORS

Subject; Fwd: One Last Chance for Kings Beach & the Clarity of Lake Tahoe?

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rick Papaleo <rick@redwoodinternet com:>
Date: July 2, 2008 11:30:02 AM PDT

Subject: Re: One Last Chance for Kings Beach & the Clarity of L ake Tahoe?

Dear Nancy McDermid, Shelly Aldean and the TRPA board,

I appreciate your willingness to consider and discuss the decision that was made at the last TRPA board
meeting. I can understand why you found concern with the “cut-through” issue. My concem is that
there was not adeguate understanding of Placer’s plan to address the issue, and this issue was not
considered in balance with the problems that exist with the four-lane proposal. In addition, [ feel there
was an obvious lack of understanding among some board members, and yet the beard dismissed an
alternative that had support of a vast majority of experts, organizations, TRFA

staff, Placer County staff, and community members,

Improving pedestrian safety in the mile of roadway that is used most frequently by residents and
vacationers is a major benefit and accomplishment of the proposed three-lane alternative. The existing
highway and the proposed four-lane altcrmative present SERIOUS SAFETY PROBLEMS that
AFFECT THIS COMMUNITY EVERY [HOUR OF EVERY DAY throughout the

vear. Kings Beach residents and visitors have a very real, very NEGATIVE IMPACT CAUSED
DIRECTLY BY THE FOUR-LANE CONFIGURATION. This impact can be observed on a daily
basis, and is clearly demonstrated by the fatalities and injuries that are occurring in crosswalks on an
ongoing basis. The four-lane proposal can do little to address the problem because the four-lane
confipuration I8 the probilcm.

What really disappoints me 15 that a group of supporters of the highway managed to hang stgns
throughout town, hold a ‘rally’, and bus people off the strects to place the emphasis on an Issue wath
salety in the back streets that might occur during several afternoons a year, while distracting from the
very REAL, very EVIDENT, and very SIGNIFICANT NEGATIVE IMPACTS to SAFETY in the
commercial core CAUSED BY A FOUR-LANE HIGHWAY that divides neighborhoods from :
businesses and beaches. This group has been against this project from the beginning and has grasped al
every 1ssue they can imagine to discredit a process that has continucd month after month, vear after
year, until the June TRPA meeting. This group is motivated by a desire to keep the highway; their
primary concern 1s not safety, and it is sad to me that in the name of safety, the alternative that is vastly
superior regarding pedcstrian safety was dismissed.

[t bothered me when Bruce Kranz suggested that there were no negative impacts from the four-lane
proposal. 1 think that is because we are STARTING with a four-lane highway, and it is a
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NIGHTMARE. We have bad people DIE in the crosswalk within a few hundred fect of my
neighborhood. 1 have personally seen two people be hit by cars in Kings Beach crosswalks. | am aware
of other fatalities occurring in Kings Beach crosswalks in recent years that can be directly blamed on
the four-lanc configuration. We have a frecway that stands belween a community and a beach. Why
would we build a solution around this problem? How can this be said to be in balance with the needs of
4 smail community on a scenic lake that is seasonally visited by people seeking a caim, peaceful
destination”? How can it be said that the year raund benefits to safety, scenery, and the envirenment in
the arca most widelv used by residents and visitors do not offset some tralfic issues during a smal]
fraction of the vear? Would that not set a precedent that eventually mandates a highway through all cur
towns?

[ have studied the four-lane proposal. While I find sidewalks and beautification to be beneficial, the
negative effects of a four-lane freeway are still present. For example, 1f someone wants to cross at &
stoplight, they will likely be walking long distances to reach a signal, pressing a button, crossing the
five lanes, and then doubling back to their destination. Most people will take their chances and cross
wherever they happen 10 be or cross at an unsafe crosswalk across the highway (even Cal-Trans has
admitted that crosswalks are not safe across {our Janes). {t is not practical to place sloplights
everywhere people might cross on a one-mile stretch of roadway - there will be safety problems with
this configuration, it 13 not fricndly to pedestrians, and it will continue to degrade the well being of this
10w,

The four-lane alternative is alse not attractive to me as a driver, Traffic will continue 1o pass and speed
with the aid of an extra lane, and stoplights will require traffic to stop and idle all vear long, often when
not necessary. ks 12 months of stop-and-go traffic paiterns a good design 1o accommaodate & small
percentage of peak traftic days” Do you not think some of us wiil be using back streets to avoid those
signals?

I live on a cut-through street. My neighbors and [ support the three-lane proposal because the potential
benefits to safety, the environment, and the economy far cutweigh our concemns about tratfic and cut-
through traffic. Traftic and cut-through traffic may occur during a tew hours of a few days each

vear, We travel within the commercial core EVERY DAY, all YEAR-ROUND, and we supporta
SAFE AND ATTRACTIVE ENVIRONMENT there. We can handle cut-through traffic during some
afternoons dunng summer if this occurs, but crossing four lo five lanes of traffic every day s not
something we feel comfortable with. That said, we have faith that Placer Countv’s proposal will take
steps 10 mitigate and manage the ¢ffects of cut-through. At the meeting on June 25, more effort was
needed to understand Placer’s plan and weigh the traffic 1ssue with against benefits to safety in the
commercial core and numerous other benefits 1o the environment, scenery, and economy provided by
the three-lane proposal. The four-lane proposal cannot provide these benefits as well, which is why it is
not the preferred alternative.

‘These alternatives have been discussed. analyzed, re-analyzed, compared, studied, evaluated. weighed
and balanced for years by hundreds of experts and community members. The decision to throw out a
proposal that had the support of 2/3 of the commumity 4and nearly every organization involved without
considering the negative impacts created directly by a four-lane configuration needs to be reconsidered.
A serious error in the process came into clear view at that meeting, and was docurnented by the Sierra
Sun on July 1. when the Sun stated, “TRPA’s decision-making process must be examined™.

Please, as you are an important step in a years-long process that has the support of the people, experts,

and almost every organization that has been involved with this project, reconsider vour decision in
favor of a highway over year-round benefits to safety, scenery, environment, economy, and community.
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Thank vou and best regards,

Rick Papalco
Kings Beach, CA

Subject: One Last Chance for Kings Beach & the Clarity of Lake Tahoe?
Hi Al T

Is there one last chance to overturn iast week 2 s undemocratic decision? Is there
one fast chance to let the experts dedicated to the science of lake clarity be
heard™?

Our political system is supposed to be a representative democracy, NOT a
Kangarco Court where the people(is voice is summarily dismissed. Has our
political system degenerated to the point that the only thing that matters is special
interests and their money? | hope not (1 and | am willing to fight to give uvs back
cur vaice. Will you jein me?

The Governing Board of the TRPA is copied on this email so please
respecktfully and concisely let them Know how important this is to you,

At this point [ suggest we try to schedule an appointment with any of TRPA! s
officers that will meet with us for Tuesday marming, July 1%, Is this a reasonable
suggestion? Do we still have time? '

Will any of the Board Members of the TRPA meet with us on Tuesday?
Please let us know if you will.

I believe tha Leagua to)Saue Lake Tahoe (a group dedicated 1o the protection of Lake Tahoe) si
with why they support the three-lane readway alternative over the four-lane roadway alterative:

Water Quality: Scientific research has established that roads are one of the primary
sediment lgading to the Lake which resulls in clarity loss. The smalier surface area of the thrae |
establishment of roundabouts, and expansion of landscaped areas will reduce the amounts of fi
and nuirients entering the lake by decreasing the area needed for sanding, reducing vehicle spe
increasing infitration capacity. The Kings Beach Commercial Core is located in close proximity |
edge which makes the management of sediments extremnely imperative for this community. In fe
needs to be gaing further to maximize the reduction in fine sediments by incorporating the use ¢
semi-pervious matenals for the sidewalks.

Air Quality: Roundabouts, bike lanes, and increased side walk areas will improve air
reducing dependence on the automobite, as well as produce a walkable and bikeable communit
farmilies and children. ’

Scenic Beauty: The design wili achieve a higher degree of compliance with the sceni
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Construction Schedule: Only one construction season will be required in contrast to
for the four jane plan. This will mirimize environmental and traffic impacts.

Please join the overwhelming majority of residents and visitors in rmaking this community a pede:
and environmentally friendly neighborhood.

i also believe that this letier {drafted by Carina and Tee) captures some critical
points.

Aher a grueling meeting and public hearing that took ail day and part of the
evening, TRPADSs decision to throw out the possibilily the three lane aption for
Kings Beach flies in the face of logic, progress and the general good of the
busingsses and residenis of Kings Beach. | urge TRPA to reconsider this issue
immediately and for the following reasons:

1. The residents of Kings Beach have worked on this issue for years and
expressed a clear preference for 3 lanes. Does democracy matter anymora?

2. The Main Street propetty owners in Kings Beach have been polled and a
decisive majority support 3 lanes.

3. Placer County suppors 3 lanes, noting that statistically roundabouts with
narrow crossings are safer than traffic lights with multi-lane crossings.

4. Inan unusual example of agency unity, even Caltrans accepls 3 lanes.

5. Law enforcement agancies have stated that the 3 lane aption makes trafiic
easier to enforce.

6. Both options will increase cut-through traffic into the grid during part of the
year. The 3 lane option includes traffic calming mitigation for the grid
neighborhood, The 4 lane option does not.

7. The Kings Beach residents who were organized, bussed, and (some) PAID to
stand up against the 3 lane option did not attend previcus informaticnal meetings
and were not told by their organizers the following information about the 4 lane
option: it is statistically more dangerods than the 3 lane option and it does not
include traffic caiming mitigation for the grid neighborhood. Three times the
number of accidents occurs in our 1.1 mile than elsewhere on California roads.

8 Pedestrians actually cross at multiple points of the highway. Both plans add
two more official crossing points on the 1 mile streich of highway, The 3 lane
option slows traffic to make crossing less dangerous along the entire project area.
The 4 lane oplion with timed lights {you need al least 3-4 lights before you can
employ a timing strategy) actually increases the danger of crossing the street in all
but the 2 new crossing areas.

8. Tha majority of serious and fatal pedestrian accidents have occurred when
one car steps to allow a pedestrian to cross and the car in the next lane speeds by
in the same direction, failing to see the pedestrian, If Kings Beach bad 1 lang in
each direction instead of 2 these deaths would not have occurred. )

10. The 4 lane option creates & freeway widlh barrier that cuts the community in
half and disconnects the businesses from each other, a classic example of social
injustice.

11, The combination of a wider roadway and speeding cars {when the light is
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green) will squelch outdoor business and sidewalk activity,

12. The 3 lane oplion includes a center turn |ane which will make it easier for
motorisis 1o visit busingss on the other side of the street. The roundabouts allow a
Tifree” and safe left turn to change direction.

13. The 4 lane option significantly increases the amount of paving and sediment
paliution into the lake. The 3 tane option decreases paving and lake pollution,
which makes 3 lanes the choice that is consistent with TRPA. !s mission. The 3
lane option earms an extra threshold point; the points are very hard to come by,

14. The TRPA did not consider the negative points of the 4 lane option before
dismissing the 3 lana option. '

15 Many of the TRPA members did not appear to be familiar with the
existing Kings Beach problems or the specifics of the plans to fix the problems,
and they voted without this knowledge. Uninformed volers will be fatal to future
planning at Lake Tahoa,

16. Two members of the TRPA cowed the others into making this decision late in
the evening without much chance for the other members to understand the issue
of contribute to the decision. | wrge your reconsideration of the KBECCIP Hybrid.

The overwhelming number of residents, agency employees and even middle
school students who have spent the time to learn about the issues and specifics of
the options support 3 lanes. Pleasa familianze yourselves with the issues

and the plans and consider the many years of hard work by the {ocal agencies and
hundreds of concermed residents of Kings Beach thatl culminated in the support of
the 3 lane optior.

On a closing note | want to remind everyone that roundabouts have been proven
to work througheut California. In fact, Santa Barbara is switching to roundabouts
wherever possible to help ease its traffic problems. Let|s get the facts straight, let
the scientists and experts on lake clarily be heard and Ly to take back our
demacracy.

The future of our town - as well as our nation - depends on it!

With kind regards,

Rick Marshall

This ermall and any Fi1les treansmitted With it are confidential,
UEOnYietary

anrd intended zolely for the individueal or entity to whoo they are
sddressed.

T wou have recerived Lhlszs emall in crror please deletre it
inmediately.
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Ann Holman

From:  Teri Sayad on behalf of Placer County Board of Supervisors

Sent:  Wednesday, July 02, 2008 10:20 AM

To: Ann Halman ‘

Subject: Save the Kings Beach Community! Dump that freeway through our town!

From: Megan Chillemi [mailto:megan@chillemi.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 1, 2008 7:08 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Save the Kings Beach Community! Dump that freeway through our town!

Gentlemen:

| attended last Wednesday's TRPA meeting, and am shocked that our own Supervisor could disregard the wishes
of the community, his own Planning commission and Department of Public Works. My husband and all
participated in all the community sessions in good faith and with great enthusiasm. Cur disappointment rates a
25 on a 10-point scale. It was Kings Beach's apportunity for revitalization. Please do what you can to reconsider
and review this absolutely appalling reversal, and give our community A CHANCE FOR & FUTURE.

Megan and Jack Chillemt
8814 Cutthroat Avenue
Kings Beach, CA 96143

F.5. | am the Supervisor's representative for North Lake Tahos on District Five's Citizen Benefit Fund Committee

Mo virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG.
Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.4.3/1529 - Release Date: 7/1/2008 7:23 PM

O
7/2/2008 2 !



E-mail sent on July 2, 2008

Meera Beser [mbescri@sbeplobal net]

You forwarded this message on 7/2/2008 09:28.

To: shelly@tostatecommercial.com; ' james-galloway@sbeglobal net;
Bruce Kranz; tleslie@cwo.com; medermidi@charter.net;
mikehweberi@sbeglobal.net

Ce:

Yo guys were graat! Thank you for recognizing the problems inherent in Alternative 4 the 3 lane
with roundabouts, Don't cave under pressure. Educate the others so that they can see the
problemns. Let’s work together to make Kings Beach a great place for everyone, without
sacrificing the community and the businesses that currently exist. You have my support.

Meera Beser

0
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Midge1234%aok.com [Midgel1234Gaol.com]
To: Bruce Kranz
Dear Supervisor Kranz,

Thank you for taking the time to study the documents and the tremendous list of pras and cons
tor the Kings Beach plan. 1 studied the preject late in the game, and although | wanted to go
along with those whe had beeh devoting time and energy to the process, | found the traffic issue
a tremendous concern. | understand that many Kings Beach residents are not concerned as the
opinion is that only a few days in peak season will cause a problem. | find the traffic on those
peak days already a problem, and have had to turn back on several cccasions to wait until the
traffic flow improves. ! cannct imagine the wait on those high peak days, and | anticipate a good
long wait throughout the summer worsening annually. It feels irresponsible to knowingly create a
situation that will negatively impact traffic flow now and in the future.

As for safety, | foresee people taking risks as they npass to skirt traffic making an unstable
situation at best. | have seen several of the letters sent to you by angry residents who have
worked hard on this plan, and | understand their disappointment. However, | am relieved that the
Hybrid plan is not a done deal. | also worry about the challenge of evacuation in case of fire as
Hwy 237 would be difficult to access. The roundabouts also create a concern as many of the
large boats will be unable to navigate the tun to the boat ramp and will have to seek alternate
ramps out of Kings Beach.

Thank you for standing for your constituents. | attended the meeting in Kings Beach last week
and felt that most of the speakers were part of a well organized group whose geal was to speak
as a vocal majority. In the crowd, there were many who opposed the plan but were reluctant to
speak against those who were obviously working fogether to present a unified front. | was one
who did not have the nerve to stand and speak. Thanks again for looking carefully at the plan
and deciding on its meriis rather than allowing your vote to be swayed by a vocal group.

Regards,

Elyse Pasha
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From: Megan Chillerni [megan@chillemi.corm}
Sent:  Tuesday, July 01, 2008 7:08 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: Save the Kings Beach Community! Dump that freeway through our town!

Gentlemen:

| attended {ast Wednesday's TRPA meeting, and am shocked that our own Supervisor could disregard the wishes
of the community, his own Planning commission and Departrment of Public Works. My husband and all
padicipated in 2!l the cornmunity sessions in good faith and with great enthusiasm. Cur disappoiniment rates
25 on a 10-paint scale. It was Kings Beach's opportunity for revitalization. Please do what you can to reconsider
and review this absolutely appalling reversal, and give our community A CHANCE FOR A FUTURE.

Megan and Jack Chillemi
BB1% Cutthroat Avenue
Kings Beach, CA 96143

P.5. 1 am the Superviser's representative for North Lake Tahoe an District Five's Citizen Benefit Fund Committee

Na virus found in this owtgoing message.
Checked by AVG.
Version: 7.5.524 7 Virus Database: 270.4.3/1529 - Release Date: 7/1/2008 7:23 PM

310



From: Mike Lefrancois [mike lefrancois@gmail.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, July 01, 2008 12:24 PM

To: shelly@triztatecommercial com; abiaggi@dcenr.nv gov; foxglove@etahoe com;
donnaruthe@todaysreaity.com; James-galloway@shceglobal net; rossmilfer@sos.nv.gov;
norma . santiago@edegov. us; smerrill@@benchmark. com; tlestie@owo. com, medermid@charter net;
mikehweber@sbcglobal.net; JeromeW@innercite com; syount@fortifiner.com; jsinglauh@trpa.org

Ce: Placer County Board of Superasors
Subject: Kings Beach - Please Reconsider

Helle Governing Board,

[ urge your supporl in reconsideration of the Kings Beach Core project, certainly the circumstances upon
which last Wednesday's decisions were made call for this. Kings Beach NELDS 3 lanes. This is an
admittedly difficulty decision for all, and a BALANCE of many 1ssucs. Kings Beach has very REAL
dangers evident TODAY whitch need consideration over the PERCEIVED fear of the FUTURE. And in
light of Mr. Leslie's letter in today's Sierra Sun again [ will point out the necd for balance on the issues.

[ counted at Icast 4 talking points on trallic, howevér none on pedestrian safcty or water qualily. He
noted that the 5-LANLE proposal would have "no degrading provisions”. There was no metion that 39% -
of the roadway will be 5-LANES WIDE! More paint on the road and lights in the sky is like pulling
lipstick on a pig, errant vehicles will speed up and blind-sight collisions will continue to occur, and
pedestrians will struggle to cross this distance. The community also looks forward to backstreel
mitigation's including resolving TODAY's speeding issues within the Grid which is independent of

any traffic volumes. Pleasc understand the TRIJE balance of benefits here and give the community its
voice, VOTE FOR 3-LANES!

Michael Lefrancols
Kings Beach, CA
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From: Renee Deinken [rshadforth@yahco.comj
Sent:  Tuesday, July 01, 2008 8:13 AM
To: jsinglaub@trpa.org

Cc: rockholm@placer.ca.gov, Robert Weygandt, Jim Holmes; Kirk Uhfer; Bruce Kranz, Flacer County
Board of Supervisors; shelly@itristatecommercial com; abiaggi@denr.nv.goy,
foxglove@etahoe com; donnaruthe@todaysreaity com, james-galloway@sbeglobal.net;
rossmiller@sos. nv.gov, norma.santiago@@edcgov.us; smermili@benchmark com; tleslie@cowo. com;
medermid@charter.net; mikehweber@sbceglobal net; JeromeW@innercite.com,
syount@fortifiber.com

Subject: Editorial in today's Sierra Sun ..
In casc you haven't seen it:
http:/fwww sierrasun.com/article/20080630/0PINION/§76651997/1020
Regards,

Renee Deinken
Kings Beach
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Our View: TRPA's decision-making process must be
examined

wednesday’s vote by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board reminded Tahoe Basin residents of the enormaous
downsides of being governed by an unaccountable agency governed by un-elected board members.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency has been wandering toward this crisis for years. But so many times in the
past when the agency’s decisions were criticized, at least the rationale of the board was ciear: to uphold the
agency’s mission of protecting Lake Tahoe.

Last Wednesday’s vote to overturn the recommendations of twa advisory committees and, more importantly, the
apinion of hundreds of local residents on the Kings Beach Commercial Core project was a signal that the agency's
board has veered dangerously off course,

The agency effectively told the residents of Kings Beach that the board knew better than they did. And looking
at the pros and cons behind each alternative, the decision was made with no clear-cut environmental benefits
attached toit, :

In effect, the decision showed that no matter the public will, the thousands of hours of public comment or the
planning process, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board (composed of un-elected representatives from
places as far away as Las Vegas, Carson City, Reno, Carmichael, Placerville and San Francisco) can decide
whatever it wants.

The sentiment that the public process means little to nothing, something that is being expressed by supporters of
the three-lang atternative, is something that the agency must now deal with.

How will community leaders rally public involvement in future projects now that residents know their effort can
be disreparded by a vote at the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board.

ft's a unique political paradigm, neither representative nor democratic, that is now, more than ever, blatantly
apparent to anyone who toak notice of the Kings Beach Commercial Core project.

Perhaps Tim Leslie, a recent appointment to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency board, said it best in a 2005
guest cotumn in the Sierra Sun where he lambasted the agency as a California assemblyman.

“It boils down to accountability and responsibility of government to the people versus the arbitrary abuse of
power. When we ignore the establishment of checks and balances, arrogant and abusive government is sure 1o
follow. Honest criticism is stifled because of the fear of retribution, It is the stuff that dictators are made of,
and it fully violates our American system of government.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency is a prime example of this type of abusive government,” said Leslie.
“TRPA is a bi-state agency with a massive blanket of unaccountable bureaucracy layered over the tap of
otherwise elected and accountable units of government, with the objoctive of ‘protecting” Lake Tahoe,” Leslie
cantinued.,

On Wednesday, Leslie voted to scuttle the three-lane plan that was endorsed by area residents, the Placer
County Planning Commission and the TRPA’s Advisory Planning Commission,

In doing so he became part of the problem he railed so vociferously against, and showed the flaws in the
decision-making process in the Tahoe Basin that could cause many local residents to lose faith in their tocat
government.
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If Tahoe residents truly desire democracy, accountability and representation in their government, the Tahge
Regional Planning Agency decision-making process must be examined.

History of the project
Click here_to see a list of archived storigs about the Kings Beach_Commercial Core Improvement F-‘rt:-jecl;L

http:/ fwww sierrasun.com/ apps/ phes.dilfarticle?AID=7 20080620 FOPINION/ BY6651997 1020/ SPORTS & template= printart

Copynght 2008 All Rights Reserved
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E-mail sent on July 1, 2008
Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project
Meera Bescr [mbeserigsbeglobal net}

To: shelly@tristatccommercial.com; donnaruthe@todaysrealty.com; janies-
galloway@sbeglobal.net: Bruce Krane; tleslief@iewo com; medermid@icharter.net;
mikehweber@sbeglobal.net; ahaggi@denr.nv.gov; foxglove(@etahoe.com:
Jerome Wiglinnercite.com: norma.santiago@edegoy.us, smerriligibenchmark.com;
rossmiller{@sos.nv.gov

Ce

Ta all the members of the TRPA Governing Board,

| want to thank you for your participation in the KBCCIP vote last week. It was a grueling and
ernotional day and | appreciate all of you for vour attentiveness and wisdom. Even those who
didn't vote “the way | wanted” have earned my respect by the insighiful gquestions and the intense
consideration you all gave to the issue at hand,

I truly hope that while Placer County Department of Public Works goes back to the drawing
hoard that you all carefully study the EIR/EIS document that was a huge part of the controversy
we all experienced that day, Most all of the community members who support the 4 lane
alternative do so because of the findings in that report. We didn't exagerate or make up stalistics
or fiaws they all exist in the document as we stated. In addition there are many more of us than
the 2 laners would have you believe and we bhave been involved in the entire process. Qur poster
is valid as are all the names listed.

One of the flaws, as t see i, is that DPW did not put 2 '3 lane, no roundabouts” alternative in the
study. | think that this aption would have been more acceptable with fewer traffic issues. (this s
because most of the problems with trafiic, highway parking and pedestrians comes with the
roundabouts) In addition the 4 |ane alternative was under studied and left off alt the traffic calming
ieas that would alsa benefit the community. 1 am hoping that the 4 lane project brought forth by
Placer County is as thoroughly vetted as their 2 lane reundabout opticn.

Additionally, in their refusal to add traffic to the purpose and needs section of the study they tned
1o defiberately avoid the problems with grdlock and push through traffic while saying that trafiic
had nothing to do with thresholds relating to lake pollution. If you read the “purpose and needs”
section of the report you will see where the authors of the study indicate a probfem regarding
traffic. Please also study the Gordan Shaw's report on traffic and note that his numbers are
conservative and realistic while at the same time showing that the traffic impacts are completely
unacceptable. This is a report requested by DPW then deliberately discredited by the same
people. lisn't the "30 days of gridlock sometime 20 years in the future” as Mr Polivy would have
you beleve, If's bad in the immediate future getting even worse as time goes by,
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Believe me when | say that we a2ll want the BMP's. sidewalks and curbs done as soon as
possible but accepting a project as flawed as the 2 lanes with roundabouts 15 not the way 1o get it
done, As we wait for DPW's report please take the time from your busy schedules to research,
on your own, the issues that we presented. | think you will see that although it might make things
pretty in a superficial fashion it is not the best managerment practices for the Lake or the
community,

Sincerely,
Meera Beser
530-546-9475

¥75-230-1086

Sl



E-mail sent on July 1, 2008

Support the four lane alternative
Eilic [tahoetiei@yahoo.com]

‘To: John Singlaub TRPA; Shelly Aldean TRPA GB; Mike Weber TRPA GB; Steven
Merrill TRPA GB: Nancy McDermid TRPA GB; Stuart Yount TRPA GB; Jerome
Waldie TRPA GB; Norma Santiago TRPA GB: Ross Miller TRPA GB; James
Galloway TRPA GB; Joanne Marchetia TRPA GB: Mara Bresnick TRPA GB
Chair; Allen Biaggi TRPA Vice Chair, Bruce Kranz

Ce: Jeff Cowen

TRPA Governing Board Members

I'm glad you're (TRPA Governing Board) not waiting the mandatory 12 month
‘period to bring back another three lanefroundabout adaptation. | think that the
residents, tourists and locals alike will embrace the four lanes, new sidewalks,
street-scape, water quality measures, and overall beaufification,

The four lane supporiers did not fire an attack at the TRPA Advisory Planning
Cammission ar the Placer County Flanning Commissicn when they made their
decisions-

We came with the same message to the Goveming Board. | still fegi the same-a
vote was taken, clearly identifying that safety in the grid and level of service

for traffic flow are the most important aspects when analyzing the issues.

The three lane alternative failed- lets just get on with a four tane improvement and
start beautifying Kings Beach.

Your decision to "recansider” will open up a wide range of debate for future
projects.

Respectfully,

Ellie Waller

Tahoe Vista Resident
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From: Peter Moris [pwmorrisi@hotmail.com]

Sent:  RMonday, June 30, 2008 953 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supernvisors

Subject; KBCCIP HYBRID PREFRERRED ALTERNATIVE

Please note this letter I sent to Governor S¢hwarzenegger regarding the Kings Beach hijack by Supervisor Kranz.
PLEASE support the right decision: suppaort the Hybrid Three Lanes with Roundabouts Alternative that your own
Clerk of the Works recommended.

Peter Morris, Kings Beach Resident
530.545.7755

Frem: pwmorris@hotmail.com

Te: governor@igovernar.ca.qov

CC: james-galloway@sboglobal.net; smerrill@benchmark.com; norma.santiago@edcgov.us;
foxglove @etahoe.com; syount@fortifiber.com; medermid@charter.net; jsinglaub@trpa.org;
tleslie@ewo.com; mikehweber@sbeglobal.net; rossmiller@sos.nv.g; donnaruthe@todaysrealty.com;
abiaggi@dcnr.nv.gov; shelly@tristatecommercial.com; bkranz@placer.ca.gov;
jeromew@innercite, comn

Subject: Governor: URGENT -- Kings Beach Needs Your Help NOW

Date: Mon, 30 Jun 2008 12:21:.30 -0700

To: Governor Schwarzenegger
CC: TRPA Board and Local Newspaper Editors

Dear Governor Schwarzenegper, | need to draw at your attention to the reckless,
unreasonable and shametess action of elected officials in this state you govern,
Wednesday June 25, 2008, saw perhaps the most devastating robbery in the history of this
fine state.

On that day, stolen from the people Kings Beach was the opportunity faor life, for safety,
for financial prosperity, for environmental improvement and for hope. On June 25, 2008,
the California representatives on the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) went against
the will of the people, the advice of the professionals, and the support of every formally
constituted group that has the interests of the Tahoe region at heart: they decided,
without due cause and certainly without due care for the people, to vote against the 3-
Lane with Roundabeuts option for the Highway 28 improvements and the overall

~ revitalization of Kings Beach.

In particular, | need to draw your attention to.the actions of Supervisor Bruce Kranz (Placer
Country, District 5), for he was the mastermind behind this robbery and the architect of
the coup against the people. What makes that fact obvious is that Supervisor Kranz had
previously and continuaily stated he ‘would keep an open mind’ about the Kings Beach
options and that he would ‘wait until the last moment to hear off the evidence and debate’
before making a decision. Then, comes June 25, 2008: the day of that evidence and “final
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debate’ and where is Supervisor Kranz? anywhere but in the meeting. Certainly he was
QUT of the meeting for large parts, laughing and joking with Tom Turner and other
supporters, deliberately ignoring the very people giving the testimony that he had
promised he would be listening to and which, according to him, was to be the most
important decider for his vete, Then, when he gid finally deign to return to the meeting,
he promptly fell asleep.

Then, after ali the testimony had been given, it was Supervisor Kranz who bullied the other
members of the TRPA board into immediately voting up or down the proposed option
without any meaningful debate and certainly with no real airing of the facts. He made
sure, by word, by tone of voice and by body language that he was not to be trifled with,
Despite the abvious hints from counsel, it was clear that this man was going to have it his
way and not consider the implications of the vote. And he did. He got his way and the
board caved and went against the will of everyone — not just the people, but all parties—
and as quickly as possible, voted down the chance to save our town.

How one could say that this man acted in a democratic manner, or upheld the true
principals of democratic process would be impossible 1o do. 1t is also impossible to believe
that Supervisor Kranz was operating under anything other than some other persanal
agenda, for had heen truly representing the people {as he was elected to do), he would
have worked with them — with us, his constituents — and supported the proposal. Yet he
did not.

Please know that the proposal before the TRPA board to finally improve and help Kings
Beach was supported by every body of merit and by almost every person who lives here,
Specifically in favor were; the unanimous support of the Placer County Planning
Commission, the unanimous support of TRPA's own Advisory Planning Commission,
Caltrans, The North Tahoe Business Association, B0% of the property owners abutting the
projected highway change, every one of the developers previously planning to invest
hundreds of millions of dollars in improvements along the projected highway change, the
League to Save Lake Tahoe, the Tahoe Chapter of the Sierra Club, the Sierra Business
Counci! and two thirds of the people of Kings 8each,

Governor Schwarzenegger, whatever powers you have over this process, | ask that you
exercise them. The peopie of Kings Beach and North Lake Tahoe deserve to understand
how the process of government can be hijacked like this, they deserve to know what logic
and process was used by Supervisar Kranz and his cohorts to justify this, the most
devastating robbery in the history of California. '

Thank you
Peter Morris, Kings Beach Resident
530.546.7759
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From: Peter Morris [pwmerris@botmail com)

Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 9:43 PM

To Pizcer County Board of Supervisors

Suhbject: KBCCIP HYBRID PREFRERRED ALTERNATIVE

Piease be aware of this email I also sent to Supervisor Kranz on the subject of his behavior at the TRPA meeting
on the future of Kings Beach

Peter Morris, Kings Beach Resident
530.546.7759

From: pwmorris@hotmail.com

To: bkranz@placer.ca.goy

Subject: tleslie@cwo.cam, faxglove@etahoe.com, abtaggi@dcnr.nv.gaov, shefly@tristatecommercial.com,
donnaruthe

Bate: Thu, 26 Jun 2008 01:51:57 -0700

Supervisor Kranz, | write to you as the apparent —and to my mind, obvious —ring-leader of
the decision to ride rough-shod over everything that the community of Kings Beach has
worked on in absolute good faith for more years than | can count. | copy the other people
on this email because sadly those are all the emaits of people f could find who | know
would be interested in your immediate response. If | could have found more, | would
certainly have included them.

Please explain to us 2ll how you incredutously arrived at a decision to totally ignore the
advice and counsel of every — every - formal, professionally constituted entity,
organization and body that had reviewed the proposed three-lane hybrid solution to Kings
Beach's ills and thrown their support behind it.

Perhaps more importantly, please explain to us the taxpayers and voters in this regien,
how 1t will ever be possible to have faith in an ‘due’ process again?

This was never to be about anly traffic —indeed it was about anything but. So it is clear
that you need to account for the fact that, absent any other explanation from you, you
appear to have hidden some other ohjective behind something that may never actually
happen: where passibly, and only possibly, 20 years from now we may see a little over 40
days per year where more cars travel along a codple of streets than we would like to see.
Not more cars traveling than those streets can take, just more than we would like to see ~
all the while being actually slowed down to a safe speed by multiple measures. Meaning
that certainly, far the next 20 years and forever, for every one of the 365 days in each and
every one of those years, you have, at a stroke and willy-nilly, excluded us from the
wonderful, safe, slower, mare beautiful, more peaceful, and definitely more vibrant
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rommercial care that the vast majority of residents and property owners have
continuously and repeatedly selected for themseives,

You have condemned our town Supervisor Kranz, it was on life-support before today, you
just pulled out the ventilatar. | firmly believe that, as an elected official, you really do need
to show how and why you were influenced by some previously undiscovered fact and
reasan that escaped every — every — other reasonabie person.,

Peter Morris
Kings Beach Resident
Phone: 530.546.7759
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From: Peter Moms [pwmorris@hotmail.com)

Sent:  Monday, June 30, 2008 S:40 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Subject: KBCCIP HYBRID FREFRERRED ALTERNATIVE

Al Supervisars, I sent this the email below to Bruce Kranz previously to ask FOR his support at the TRPA Board
meeting on the Kings Beach Improvement project. As you surely know, he railrpaded the dacision to ensure a
vote AGAINST the preferred alternative (three lanss with roundabouts},

We must not allow this to happen at your decision time on the future of Kings Beach. 1 urge you to follow the
professicnals, and vote FOR the preferred alternative (3 lanes and roaundabouts). These groups include your very
own Clerk of the Works, your very own Planning Commission, the TRPA ATC, the vast majority of Kings Beach
residents, 80% of the commercial property owners in the affected area, most business owners, the League to
Save Lake Tahoe, the Sierra Club Tahoe chapter, the Sierra Business Council and the North Lake Tahoe Business
Association among others,

Please do not be fooled by Supervisor Kranz's par excellence use of FUD (fear, uncertainty and doubt). Heisin &
minority of one when he talks his hypothetic FUD about traffic on the back streets of Kings Beach THAT FOR 20
YEARS WILL NEVER EVEN HAPPEN IF AT ALE! En the meantime, ON DAY ONE of this PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE,
the Cierk of the Works stated that traffic calming measures will be impleménted SIMULTAMEQUSLY with the
proposed project in those same back streets Supervisor Kranz so suddenly seems to care about: meaning that,
with the preferred alternative, we would actually see safety IMPROVE IMMEDIATELY in the back streets of Kings
Beach, Whereas the four lane alternative means there will be NO safe back streets in Kings Beach and 'freeway
speeds’ traffic going through town.

Also, the four lane alternative is actually five lanes: again de not be fooled by Supervisor Kranz's FUD on this one:
there really would be 5 lanes, because at every junction a turn lane would HAVE tc be implemented, thus two
lanes in each direction, plus a turn lane, that makes five lanes in my math and it is not fuzzy either. By the way,
Supervisor Kranz's little idea would actually make highway 28 in Kings Beach wider than Interstate 80!!!

So five lanes and freeway danger, or three lanes and roundabouts, the choice was so easy that EVERY SINGLE
ENTTTY that cares about Lake Tahoe voted FOR it -- even Caltrans was OK with it for goodness sake!! Only
Supervisor kranz was the Luddite in the group, preferring to tear down the loams rather than see progress that
helps everyone.

Last week, Supervisor Kranz would NOT help the people he said he was elected to serve, T sincerely fope you
have a better sense of care and compassicn for the people of Placer county, and I certainly hope you have a
better sense of the need for safety, pedestrian-friendly, cycle-safe, water quality, scenic improvements and above
alt, revitalization that Kings Beach needs.

Please: support the Hybrid Alternative for kings Beach with three lanes and roundabouts.

Peter Morris, Kings Beach Resident
530.546.7759

From: pwmorris@hotmail.com

To: bkranz@placer.ca.gov

Subject: Please vote FOR the Kings Beach hybrid three lanes and roundabouts
Date: Tue, 24 Jun 2008 22:04:16 -0700




Dear Supervisor Kranz, as a concerned constituent of yours, | implore you to
confirm the recommendations of the TRPA Advisary Pianning Commission, the
Placer County Planning Commission and the significant great majority of Kings
Beach residents in supperting the hybrid option for the improvement of Kings
Beach downtown core.

The option with three-lanes and rocundabouts is far and away the best option for cur
town. It improves pedestrian and bicycle safety, il improves water quallty and it
significantly improves the beauty of the down town core.

This is not simply about 'getting traffic through town' indeed, it should not really
even be about that, but even if that is taken into account, Cal Trans has already
gone on record that they could support this option.

We do not need OR want a freeway through our city, we want a way for people to
willingly desire to come into and out of the town, to take time to enjoy their time
here, spend their tax dellars here and overall make it a safer, more beautiful place
to ve.

Piease do not listen to the small but 'noisy’ minority about a supposed need for four
lanes, | have attended all the workshops and public sessions, at each and EVERY
one the majority of people have supported the option that has ended up before you
SUDEIVISOrS,

This is truly critical time for us in Kings Beach. It is our last chance. We need to
count on your support and | am sure we can.

Please: Vote FOR the hybrid three lanes and roundabouts
Thank you.

Peter Morris

PO Box 1282

Kings Beach, CA 96143
530.546 7730



From: Kelley Ogilvy [tahoe-lovers@hotmail. com)
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 8:26 PM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject; KECCIP- Letter From a Parent, please read

Hello. My name is Kelley Swarberg-ugilvyy oend I oam pacont, Leacher and homeewner of Kings
Beash . We, parents of Kings 3gach are hofe voday Lo show oor supnort for the chree lane
kybrid alrerrative. We are a group of parents that are sducated about the alternarives as
we hsve attended meelings, spoker with agencies as well #s reviewsd presentaillons. We xnow
Lhe facts. We RKnuw thnabt at peak seascn, maybe eight weeks oot of the year, that traffic an
+h9 side streels will be groater than wnday. We aisn wnow thant wilh rthe three anpo
alternanive, scistions for the side streens will be addressed,

We would Liko Lo goet some things stiasignt. Cur alternatives for tho Kings Beach Comneroial
Cocre Projecl are not béetween Lhree and fouwr lanes, our alternatives [or Lhe project are
betwern twe anes with a center tuza lane and fouir lanes with a center turn lans. With the
Tive lane option, at pedestrian coessings, peovle wonid be crossing five lanes of traific.
Last time we checxed five lancs way one lgne wider than interstates 80

We nave severas reascns why wo suppoert the throo fane hyborid alternative such as: the
chivirenmental itmpact and acsthetics cf the neighborbocd, but we are here today to impress
the importence ol safcty. In Placer Jounty's summary of prelerred alternatives raiticrale,
ey state vhat: Lhe narrowltg of roadway and cze of roundabonts marimizes podestrian
safety ond mobility. 1n TRPA's Kings Beach Uommunity Flan, 1T sta2zes that State Route 280
will function more as town main than azs limited acoess highway

Yo the parents of Kings HBeach choose o Live here for 158 proalmily Lo shops, beasches,
marks, schonls, llorary, post oillce, and rostavrants so owe de not have Lo e =o car
cdependent. Currently, when walkxing ot bikieg with onr families 1o Xings Beach our knuckleas
ane white from arasping the kandle bars so vight iron Lhe fear tiat we have of speeding
Lraffic and the lack of sidewalks. What we want is for traffic to silow down.

We Lhe parents ol X¥ings Bezachk feel zafe knowing that with the three fazne slternative, the
sidewsiks will be .5 foor wide and we will only he crossing one lare and orne direccion of
trachL at a time with a safety island. Ho more vehicles passing vehicles, weaving in and

out ol traffic, ne mere speeding Lhrcugh yellows and renning rods,

Cur town 1s aderakls a2nd has sc wuch opportunity ‘o cainvent 2t=elf with charasisrc. & Lown

1th Zive Jfanes 1s noct going Lo encsurage peopls to stop and walk arcund and spend money,
a town wWith threc lanes nowewer is atiracltive, environmentaliy better lor the basin and
most imporitantly sate:

Pleane listen to Flacer Coanty, pleasco listen to the Leajgue to HSave Lake TYahoee, oleaze
listern to Eilerra Business Council, please listen to your TREA APC board, ard most
importantly listen to the future of Hings Beach, and all of lus famllies who hsve Deen
with this preiect since day ore haping for safe streets in its asdighborhood.

Thank you

Kelley Swarherg Ogllwy

Kings Beach Faren: and Homeowner

Introducing Live Search cashback . 185 search Chat pays
hitp://search. live. ton/cashback/ Zapkw=Form=mMIJRAF /pub L=liKT
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Jung 27 2008

Supervisor F. C. Rockholm
Supervisor Robert Weygandt
slpervisor Jim Holmes
Supenvisor Kirk Uhier
Supervisor Bruce Kranz

175 Fulweiler Ave,

Auburn, CA 95803

RE: KINGS BEACH

Near Placer County Supervisors:

I am wiiting to express my frustration at the arrogance of the TRPA, as exemplified by their ifl-
considered split vote to cancel years of hard work 1o improve Kings Beach. f attended one of many
workshops that were held fo get community input on the various options, and came away feeling | had
made a well-informed decision on the matter of which alternative 1o supponl. {Did the TRPA members
attend any of those workshops, | wonder?) A substantial majorty of the local community, which lives
with the fraffic and congestion every day, made its wishes clearly known 10 local planners. Placer
County supervisors considered the issue carefully and made a tnarimous decision. Even the TRPA
advisory panel voled in favor. Most of us thought the matter was resolved, and it was a matter o
when, not if, it would all happen. My written comments te the TRPA were to say please lel's move
along with this quickly.

But no. The TRPA, master of choosing colers of guard rails that weaken their structural integrity,
ignerantly votes to cancei all thes hard work. Decided on by voting members that don't ive here, won't
benefit from the improvements, and clearly haven't a clue on all that led up to this when they are
guoted in the press as saying the issue is "clearly aboul half and half” among the lecals, The most
limited amount of inquiry would reveal there is nothing "half and half” about it among the tocals nor
among the supervisors who voted unanimously for it. We deserve much better than an ifl-informed
vate made by people who clearly drd not invest the time necessary to familianze themselves with the
issue and earn the right to vote on it. That is simply irresponsible.

Please, can you stop this nonsense? TRPA voling members don't appear to have any more expertise
in the subject of downtown planning than the iocal and county folks who have been working on this
issue for years now. Their own advisory panel, which should have some expertise in the matter, was
ignored. b is just not night for people with no expertise or direct involvement in the matter to deal this
setback to Kings Beach and delay much-needed improvements. The very large majority of us are
immensely frustrated by this and | can only imagine each of youis, too. Thank you for whatever you
can do to get us back on track again with some desperately needed improvements for Kings Beach

Sincerely yours,

P ) W l \.." E __.D )
f( ﬂ /Q% Rmfimg'mgt P!‘%i?ﬁ;lh _
ST0 0 R o i M e [P e
[T 15 L0 —
Kathryn E. Kelly
Kings Beach resident
FO Box 11186
Crystal Bay, NV 89402




June 25, 2008
To the TRPA Govemning Board:

We are property owners on Main Street, Kings Beach. We are writing about the Kings
Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (KBCCIP). We understand you are our public
officials charged with the responsibility to make the decision on the future of Kings Beach. We
support the Placer County Department of Public Works and the Community Preferred
Choice for three lanes with the traffic managed by roundabouts, now called the
PREFERRED HYBRID ALTERNATIVE.

Now the time has come for you, the “deciders”, to lead us forward. The decisicn made
in this process will revitalize Kings Beach and contribute to the economic well being of the entire
North Share. it will meve us forward to seek a new prosperity for our businesses, for our
residents and for our visitors,

The KBCCIP has three goals:

. Improve Water Quality
. Improve Pedestrian and Bicyclist mohility
- And Improve the Aesthetics of the Commercial Core

The realization of those goals is desperately needed in Kings Beach. In Kings Beach
we have learned that we have a significant opportunity to reduce the amount of fine sediment
pariicles that threaten Lake clarity. If we reduce the width of the road, there will be a need
for less sand in the winter months. This would then reduce the amount of sand that
enters the lake as "re-entrained fugitive dust in the immediate project vicinity.” (Drafi EIS,
pe. 3.1-23). 1t should also be noted that the reducing the speed of the vehicies through Kings
Beach {an obvious safety by-product of the three lane alternatives) will alsc reduce the amount
of the same roadway dust because “lower amount of re-entrained roadway dust are
associated with lower speeds.” (Draft EIS, pg. 3.1-23). Itis the width of the road, not the
number of vehicles that impair Lake ciarity.

For property owners, for business owners, for residents and for visitors, Lake
clarity is crucial to our success as a cammunnity.

In the short spar of 1.1 miles, our current four lane configuration with no sidewalks and
no defined bike lanes have proven fatal too many times in the past few years. In the last 10
years there have been almost 300 accidents, resuiting in 2 deaths and 122 injuries and a total
of 210 vehicles damaged. And those are just the collisions reported.

We have seen far too many people injured and kifled in Kings Beach trying to cross four
ianes of fast-moving traffic. Frequently when pedestrians use our crosswalks, one lane stops,
enly to have a vehicle in the next lane continue on, narrowly missing the pedestrian. Close calls
are frequent; and we believe the preferred alternative will greatly improve the situation.

The three lane alternatives manage our automobile traffic with roundabouts, Over the
decade long process, and in our neighboring community of Truckee, we have learned that
rouridabouts decrease the oppartunities for life threatening contact between pedestrians and
vehicles, and between competing vehiclies, making pedestrian crossing safer. We are lucky in
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Kings Beach to enjoy a relatively fevel environment and we need (o enhance the opportunity for
our residents and visitors to combine exercise and whility with safe bike lanes,

We have learned that crosswalks do not have to be located at intersections. They can
ke installed mid-block, locations where pedestrians naturaily tend to cross. The preferred
alternative will significantly improve safety for all pedestrians and become a model for a
handicapped accessible and handicapped friendly community. -

A side henefit of the preferred alternative will be noise levels that are closer to the
required environmental thresholds. Cars traveling at siower speads make less noise, making a2
friendlier neighborhood and a nicer downtown environment.

For property owners, for business owners, for residents and for visitors, public
safety must be a top priority.

The third goal of the KBCCIP is to improve the aesthetics of Kings Beach.
Your decision will help us revitalize our community. During recent community meetings on
“Liveable, Walkable Cormmunities” we learned the current trend of commercial redevelopment is
to de-emphasize the "strip center-parking in front” model creating “complete streets”. Now
visitors and residents prefer a cormmunity where one can park and walk to several destinations
all within a short distance, We only have to look to the improvements at Northstar and Squaw
Valley to see those developments have created vibrant walkable communities with ively and
sustainable economies. Kings Beach deserves the same opportunity.

Kings Beach has enticed the interest of several developers. Some of these developers
are signatories on this tetter, some are local, scme are from cther parts of Placer County and
same from farther away. But they all share a desire to see Kings Beach a showcase for Lake
Tahoe. We must honor their commitment to our community with a newly revitalized Kings
Beach. We can't afford to wait, the time is now, the future of Kings Beach hangs in the
balance.

Sales tax revenues and sales in general have declined in Kings Beach for years, and we
believe this decline can be attributed to our current 4 lane highway. Kings Beach has not kept
up with the redevelopment occurring at Squaw Valley, Northstar, Tahoe Ciy, or Truckee. All of
these townsidestinations have improved their pedestrian experiences. All have seen an
improvement in their infrastructure, business mix, business climate, and bottom lines. In other
words, Kings Beach is losing to these other communities because of the existing amenities

For property owners, for business owners, for residents and for visitors, the
community aesthetics and economic revitalization of Kings Beach is fong overdue.

Time is of the essence. This project has been ongoing for over 10 years. The County and
the other regulatory agencies have listened every step of the way and have incorporated ideas
that came from our community. Over and over again, a majority of Kings Beach residents
and businesses have expressed a clear preference for the current recommendation by
Placer County Department of Public Works (Placer DPW). Placer DPW has made their
recommendation of a 3 lane hybrid alternative after years of public comment, community
engagement, and listening. They, along with the community are the experts.
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The outreach and community input for the Kings Beach Core Improvement Project
has been unprecedented. The enclosed timeline Hlustrates the financial and hurman resource
commitments to the process, completed community planning meetings and the public outreach
meetings surrounding the project frem inception thraugh the planned certification of the EIR and

on to Project Design,

. Placer County should be commended for its commitment to the project and the
community. Many residents and husiness owners are thankful for the opportunity to have
participated.

. The Sierra Business Council Workshops of May 2007 were attended by over 600 local
residents, seasonal residents and visitors to Lake Tahoe. A clear preference for the threg
lane alternatives was the outcome and should be adopted by the partners.

. The NTBA adopted the Main Street program as a methodolegy fo revitalize the
cormmercial core. The NTBA/Main Street program facilitated many of the public meetings.
Staff, committee members and board members have attended numerous public outreach
and planning meetings,

» - Hundreds of meetings and thousands of volunteer hours have been invested in the
planning process over the last seven years.

. TRPA sponsored and managed the Placed Based Planning process that was the iargest
public outreach effort in Basin history. Consistently, Kings Beach received overwhelming
feedback confirming the need for revitalization.

The process has been open, transparent, informed, interactive and inclusive.

All stakeholders (Cal Trans, Federal Highways, Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Placer County, the TPRA, the California Tahoe Conservancy, the NTPUD, the
TNTTMA, the NLTRA, the NTBA, the NTFPD, the Kings Beach Citizens Action Committee and
dozens of interested non-governmental organizations and hundreds citizens and seascnal
residents and visitors) should be proud of the participation and cogperation of the parties to
reach a consensus on the project. The "deciders™ should be confident in the process and
confirm the results of that process with an appropriate decision.

We cannot prevent change, and we cannot afford to ignore its inevitability. We implore
you fo support the preferred alternative, as recommended by Placer County DPW, the TRPA
Advisory Pianning Commission and the Kings Beach Community

Sincerely,
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Ownaor of:
— KING BUNLDING- 8401-8445 No. Lake Bivd., Kings Beach

(Intersection of Nu. Lake Bivd., Bear Street, Brook Ave.)

——————%"  JENKINS BUILDING- 8581 No. Lake Bivd. Kings Beach. CA
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Susan F Smith
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