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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an eppropriate number of affordable units based on g 25 unit density

Five units per b;c}a ity gre befitting residential type mixed use development with a fypical
residentifajfsu idivision at four per acre. ( a 20% increase over typical conditions)
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; North Shiore reésidents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista pariners/Sandy beach project. The project
currently proposed {Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density alternatives will result in:
retention of trees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residentisl type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. ( 8 20% increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project. The project
currently proposed (Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density altematives will resuit in:
retention of trees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

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

Therefore the residents s'uppon:

25 fractionl units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion -

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. { a 20% increase over typical conditions)
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"The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development.
We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Conumunity plan requircments of a
rurat and rustic theme for this arca, Pleasc support a reduced density and coverage alternative for
thie Tahne Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

The project currently proposed (Alternative E} is not acecpiable.

A reduced density alternauve wall result in: decrease in massing, retention of trees, less land
covorage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support:

23 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pood and clubhouse

And an appropriate niimber ol affordable units hased on a 23 unit density

This density 15 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residents are for sman growth and well planned development.
We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan requirements of a
rural and rustic theme for this aiea. Please suppot a reduced density and coverage alternative for
the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project.

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

A reduced density alternatve will result in: decrease 1n massing, retention of (rees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, and reduced traffic tnips.

‘Theref{ore the residents support:

23 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhnuse

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 23 unit density

This density 15 30% plus Increase over a typical residential subdivision
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The existing citizens of Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well planned development.
We would [ike the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community pian requirements of a
rural and rustic theme for this arca. Pleasc support a reduced density and coverage alternative for
the Tahoe Vista partnerssSandy beach project,

The project currently propos~d (Alternative E} is not acceptable.

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropiiate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

233 Vst fres Clocle T<40R VS
233 Utha P Comge
ﬂ = W 253 Vst plieg o

QW%M 2323 Vst prgs or

Kﬂm Oy 233 Ysin,
0eS G
b Lot 235 Ulsh%iwﬁ Cr

] %/ 233 i Pines oo

v M 733 Vista pacs CF
ﬁﬁ 287 Agebeon A

W’/ ﬂ 227 Hsszmer Hiv

fotdia W THto 1 o 7
(3 9 ' %’M&W e Trdbe Utsjr-fﬁf”




*}d[w’@ st

" The existing citizens ofmewth-shese are for smart growth and well planned development. We would
like the agencies to Tollow the guidelines for characier set {orth in the Tahoe Vista Community plan
of a “rural and rustic theme” for thys area. Please support a reduced density and coverage alternatve
tor the Tahoe Vista pariners/Sandy beach project under appeal to the BOS.

The project currenily proposed {Alternative E) is not accepiable.

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

Thercfore the residents support:
23 fractional unity

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion
Concesston for bikes etc.

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropriate number of affordable wnits based on a 25 umt density

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

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

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropriate nutmber of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Thas density 15 30% plus increase over a typical residential subdivision
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North Shore residents are for smart growth and well planned development. Please support a reduced
density and coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista partners/Sandy beach project. The project
currently proposed {Alternative E) is not gcceptable. Reduced density alterpatives will result in:
retention of trees, less land coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.

Therefore the residents support.

25 fractional units

] managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an appropnate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units
1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion
And an appropdate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units-;}er acre density are befitting residential type mixed use development with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre. { & 20% increase over typical conditions)

\ @0/ T By S ,
29 WikDRose dr Ty

> }J"Z% CY7a A/wtmﬁz/»ﬁ{ 7
2 5D Vaades \as 238 Lol Dv TV

Hebert S Cribe o5 Estotes Do T
&35% B P S 327¢ 337 /%M’Z‘m ‘;i: (f;;
7;@/(/\\ by b o A FE72 ML v ﬁd\
7 st prhecm )

L s o

N

HOo-



Sw

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractionel units

1 managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

Five units per acre density are befitting residential type mixed use developtrent with a typical
residential subdivision at four per acre.  a 20% increase over typical conditions)
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
alternatives will result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the residents support :
o 25 fractional units
« 1 managers unit
o Spindleshanks expansion
. affordabie housing units based on five units per
acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.
~(20% increase over typ. subdivision), |
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
alternatives will result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the residents support :
e 25 fractional units
| managers unit
» Spindleshanks expansion
. affordable housing units based on five units per
acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residcntia] subdivision nonnally at four units per acre.



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

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

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

Therefore the residents support:
25 fractional unils

I managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 unit density

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

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

A reduced density aliematve will resultin: decrease 1n massing, retention of trees, less land
coverage, adequate on-site parking, reduced traftic irips and more open space.

Therefore the residents support:
235 fractional units

1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and clubhouse

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 23 unit density

This densily 15 30% plus increase over a typical restdential subdivision
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The existing citizens and residents of Tahoe Vista are for smart growth and well planned
development. We would like the agencies to follow our existing Tahoe Vista Community plan
requircments of a rural and rustic theme for this arca. Please support a reduced density and coverage
alternative for the Tahoe Vista pariners/Sandy beach project.

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

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

Therefore the residents support:

25 fractional untis

I managers unit

Spindleshanks expansion

Pool and ¢lubhouse

And an appropriate number of affordable units based on a 25 umt density

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

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

FIVE UNITS PER ACRE DENSITY AS IS BEFITTING RESIDENTIAL TYPE
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT WITH A TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISON
AT FOUR UNITS PER ACRE. {20% INCREASE OVER TYPICAL
CONDITIONS).
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TAHOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH AND WELL
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT. PLEASE SUPPORT A REDUCED DENSITY AND
COVERAGE ALTERNATIVE FOR THE TAHOE VISTA PARTNERS/SANDY
BEACH PROJECT. THE PROJECT AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED
(ALTERNATIVE E} IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. A REDUCED DENSITY
ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN RETENTION OF TREES, LESS LAND
COVERAGE, MORE ON SITE PARKING, AND REDUCED TRAFFIC TRIPS.
THEREFORE THE RESIDENTS SUPPORT:

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

FIVE UNITS PER ACRE DENSITY AS IS BEFITTING RESIDENTIAL TYPE
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT WITH A TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISON
AT FOUR UNITS PER ACRE. (20% INCREASE OVER TYPICAL
CONDITIONS).
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and well
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
{ Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
alternatives will result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the residents support :
o 25 fractional units
¢ | managers unit
Spindleshariks expansion
« Five affordable housing units based on five units per
acre density as s befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.

( 20%-increase over typ. subdivision).
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Tahoe Vista residents are for smart growth and wel!
planned development. Please support a reduced density and
coverage alternative for the Tahoe Vista Partners/Sandy
Beach project. The project as currently proposed
( Alternative E) is not acceptable. Reduced density
alternatives will result in : retention of trees, less land
coverage, more on-site parking, and reduced traffic trips.
Therefore the residents support :
o 25 fractional units
¢ 1 managers unit
Spindleshanks expansion
» Five affordable housing units based on five units per
acre density as is befitting residential type with a typ
residential subdivision normally at four units per acre.
( 20% increase over typ. subdivision).
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TAMOE VISTA RESIDENTS ARE FOR SMART GROWTH ANDG WELL PLANNED DEVELCPMENT. PLEASE SUPPORT A
REDUCED DENEITY AND COVERAGE ALTERNATIVE FOR THE TAHOE VISTA PARTHNERS/SANDY BEACH PROJECT. THE
PROJECT AS CURRENTLY FROPOSED (ALTERNATIVE E) I3 NOT ACCEPTARLE A RETMICED DENSITY ALTERMATIVE WH.L
RESULY IN RETENTION OF TREES, LESS LAND COVERAGE, MORE ON SITE PARKING, AND REDUGED TRAFFIC TRIPS,
THEREFORE THE RESIDENTS SURFDRT.

25 FRACTIONAL UNITS, T MANAGE RS UNIT, EPINDLE SHANKE EXPANSION AMD 5 AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNTTS
BASED ON :

FIVE UNITS PER ACRE DENSITY AS iS5 BEFITTING RESIDENTIAL TYPE MIXED L'SE DEVELOPMENT WITH A TYPICAL
RESIDENTIAL SUBDTVISON AT FOUR LWITS PER ACRE. (20% INCREASE OVER TYPICAL CONDITIONS).
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The following was submitted to Senator Dianne Feinstein on Thursday, August 28, 2008,

Dear Senator Feinstein,

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

You were quoted in our local paper, “the lake and surrounding basin are natural
treasures ai risk, from wildfires that threaten the alpine forest, io global warming and
pollution that threaten the lake 's famed clarity? ” 1 might add that it is also threatened by
developers and greedy landowners. 1 am sure your aides can find information floating
about the internet outlining all of the proposed projects for our quaint town of Tanoe
Vista, as well as projects throughout the North Shore. I wholeheartedly believe that the
cumulative effects of all the proposed development also puts this natural treasure at risk.

Nicole Gergans, environmental program advocate for The League to Save Lake Tahoe
has said “the TRPA has quietly been amending (ordinances) to allow for developers’
needs. .. over the mandates of (thresholds). She was referring to the “Boulder Bay” project
in Crystal Bay, NV (impacting all the Noith Shore), but her comments perfain to many of
the proposed Tahoe Vista projects, as well as projects already completed. For example,
we often wonder how developers of *“Tonopelo™ were allowed to remove a sand dune
from the beach and build the current oversized complex. Does the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency {TRPA) ever learn, or will the rules continue to change arbitrarily?
Now, of special interest is the fact that TRPA, the organization that is designated as a
steward of our beloved lake, has relinquished power to the Placer County Board of
Supervisors in determining the scope of the Sandy Beach project in Tahoe Vista. The
Sandy Beach project is a proposed time share development replacing the local
campground which is currently avaitable bringing people from afl walks of life to the
shores of beautiful Lake Tahoe. Other high density time shares are also proposed for
Tahoe Vista, veering away from the original community plan which was for low density
rustic resorts. Fractional ownership of homes is not tourist accommodation. Places
ANYONE can come to for one night, or one week, like motels, resorts, cabins, those are.
tourtist accommodations. The public is opposed to the high density development of Sandy
Beach, and has presented their concerns to TRPA, who in turn simply refinquished
responsibility for the decision about Sandy Beach to the Placer County Board of
Supervisors. 1 see the Board of Supervisors as a political entity, swayed by politicai
concerns and pressures, NOT a STEWARD of LAKE TAHOE. How/why would TRPA
relinquish its jurisdiction over something that will have major impact at the lake? [ am
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guoting an unanamed source in my community, “Where is the Lake in this equation?
Where are the agencies chartered to protect it? Why isn't the community voice being
heard? Why does everyone think that more high density development is the solution fo
our economic dentise, better lake clavity, and reduction of traffic concerns? ™ The health
of Lake Tahoe CAN NOT be politicized. That has been evidenced by both political
parties involvement in the Summit. [t appears that developers are attempting to
circumvent the process, and TRPA is going along. Somecne has to be the watchdog and
make that impossible. :

If, in fact, as scientists at this years summit said, the basin is warming and truly “climate
change is largely beyond our control”, then we need to be extremely diligent in those
areas that ARE under our control. Development IS under our control and should be kept
low density, with less impact on the environment. The lake is a finite feature, with finite
access, that can/should sustain 2 finite population.

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

You are working so diligently to ensure that millions of dollars be committed to assist
with restoration projects and help preserve our lake. Will your efforts on behalf of this
“natural treasure” be for naught? Wil development advance at a faster rate than
preservation? Questions. I have many questions, and I was hoping to find answers by
consulting with you.

Thank you for your time and 1 hope you are inclined 10 help with the problems our
community is facing. For the sake of Leke Tahoe and its “famed clarity” and to ensure
that future generations can enjoy its beauty, I implere you to look into the questionable
tactics being used here by developers and TRPA. Please help the citizens of this
community have their voices heard, and help us preserve our rustic and rural community,
Redevelopment is necessary, massive development is not.

Thank vou,
Kathleen Uskert



Subject: Tahoe Vista Community Plan

Dear TRPA Governing Board Member:

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

Qur concept for Tahoe Vista centered around a vision that kept its traditional resort

area theme and outdoor recreation. Our intent was to see the existing motels be

upgraded, not replaced by large homes. Fractional ownership of large homes does

not fit the Plan's vision, What can be done to restore the intent of the Community
Plan?

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

Janet Mize,

now residing at 900 Fallowfield Lane,
Watsonville, CA 95076
janetmziedmsn.com

831-761-0783
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To: Planning Dept., Placer County and TRPA dated November 2003 -

> ancnymeus submittal

- .

> Re: Sandy Beach Resort Affordable Housing Project

>

> Developers plan to redevelop Sandy Beach campground property with 45
> timeshare units, a clubhouse and swimrning pool and 10 affordable

> housing units in Tahoe Vista.

™

> Does Tahoe Vista need another timeshare {built with manufactured

> homes) even though the project is called Sandy Beach Affordable

. > Housing Project. Who 15 suppose to be fooled by the name ? There is a
> greater demand for RV parks than timeshares. There are already 6 or 7
> timeshares in Tahoe Vista. Do the local residents of this small

> ¢community want Tahoe Vista to be known as the timeshare capital of
> Lake Tahoe ?

>

> The developers do not seem to be aware or are ignoring the fact that

> the RV/campground is a valuable asset to the area. *It is the only RV
> park with hookups and a dump station on the* *North Shore*. The fact
> that there is no telephone, cable TV or Intermet service does not

> deter RV owners from using the campground. The owners claim that it's
> not economically viable due to the lack of these facilities, they do

> not say that this campground has not been updated for years and if

> updated the RV park would be economically viable as Zephyr Cove

> RV/campground has shown,

>

> A very dismal pictures of the campground has been painted and it is

> claimed that the majority of the users are seasonal workers, when in

> fact the majority of users are yearly returnees and visitor/tourists

> who are from out of state or from other countries, as well as vendors

> from the Arts and Crafts fair held every other week at Kings Beach. It
> is a very active operation in the summer as can be seen by anyone

> visiting Sandy Beach. This 1s also a very family oriented campground.
> The beach {the only public one in the area) is one of the safest for

> children at the lake. Even at high water level, the water is shallow

> and families find it ideal to spend time on the beach and in the water

> with their children. With the campground closed, these families

> staying in other areas would have to drive to this beach and parking

> would be totally inadequate for their anticipated use at Sandy Beach.

> *1t is not a "small loss of recreation facilities" as the developers

> ¢laim™ * It will be a great loss to all people who use i, the

> regulars as well as one time visitors. There are other sites around

> the basin, but none on the North Shore. These displaced persons have
> no other place to go. They do not want {0 go to the South Shore making
> that area even more congested, nor do they want to go to the West
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> Shore where there are no hookups or as far away as Truckee *

>

> The claim by the developers that the long time visitors will not be

> displaced is not true- ask any of the campers currently using the

> campground.

o=

> The developers have given several alternatives to users of this park.

> These alternatives include Burton Creek State Park, an undeveloped

> hiking park with limited parking. Tahoe Valley Campground in South
-> Lake Tahoe {not viable alternative for North Shore users), Sugar Pine

> Point Campground, limited to 32’ motor homes on the West Shore - no

> hookups, William Kent Campground (no hookups) again on the West Shore,

> three campgrounds in Truckee, {one being a membership eonly campground

> with very limited spaces for non members) , Meeks Bay Resort (only 10

> RV sites no pets), two motels in Kings Beach, one only accepts year

> round residents, the other has very limited facilities. None of these

> campgrounds are acceptable alternatives for North Shore RV users as

> Sandy Beach is the only North Shore campground that can accommodate

> large RV's with hook ups and a dump station.

e

> With more population 1n the retirement age group, RV'ers are

> increasing in general in the U.S. and the need for RV facilities is

> increasing. Alse RV rentals are increasing, as can be seen in the RV

> park, often with 3 or 4 Cruise America Rental occupying campsites nightly.

)

> The lack of RV parks in the area may have an affect on the community.

> RV'ers may be forced to boondock in parking lots, or on side roads,

> possibly impacting law enforcement personnel and local residents.

> There would also be more large RV rigs driving around !ookmg for

> parkmg 50 they can stay on the North Shore.

e

> If this project is not approved, the RV park could continue to

> operate. It could easily be made into a more economically viable

> pgperation-it does serve a much needed asset for the Tahoe Basin.

=

> Apart from the loss of the RV park, there are environmental concerns,

> cutting 84% of the trees in the park is unacceptable. The majority of

> the trees are healthy, and there is no shortage of nutrients as the

> developers claim there is. They say that it is not a serious issue tc

> cut down 84 %. What about the wildlife, the bears that occasionally

> frequent the campground, the squirrels, chipmunks and all the birds.

> Where is all the wildlife to live as Tahoe Vista is overrun with

> development and timeshares ? :

- )

> The cumulative effect muct be considered- the effect on the community

> , the local residents, the wildlife, the RV'ers and campers in teh

LU\



> Tahoe Basin.
-

> This was an anonymous letter in the Sandy Beach files dated November

> 2003. Internal memo exchanged between Melissa Shaw and Lori Lawrence.
>

e



1 attended the Board of Supervisors meeting om Oct 25 and presented the
petition we have circulated this summer. Since this was nol on their

agenda, no discussion was allowed by the Board on the issues presented
therein. However, Dave McClure, Cindy Wotel, Ezra Meyer, and myself were
in atendance and spoke 1o Tahoe Vista Projects and their impact on the
community, within ihe 3 minutes allowed 10 gach of us.

Tahoe Vista projects were not discussed by the Board, Presenlations were
made by the Noith Tahoe Business Ass0C., a sister Tahoe City
Organization, 1the Redevelopment Agency, and the Reson Association.

The petilion was signed by 174 residents and property owners, and the
text of which is presented below,

“denry Wotel
Tahoe Vista

Placer County Board of Supervisors
Aftention: Superviser Bruce Kranz, Districl 5
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn, C4& 95603

Tahoe Vista Proposed Projecls
Supervisor Kranz:

Three significant projecis have been proposed for development and
redevelopment for Tahoe Vista, Cedar Grove, Sandy Beach, and Tahoe
Sanns, These projects will significantly stress the infrastructure of the community,

Affordable housing has been identified as a needed cormmodity throughout
the Tahoe and Truckee regions. The Cedar Grove Apantrments (E1AQ-3728)
has baan proposed, which is a proposal o develop a 12.5-acre parcel

into a multi-family 155 unit low-cost apartment complex.

This wall add several hundred peaple tg a small community with already stressed facilities.. From
childcare nesds, 1o a need for physicians ancl health care services, to a need for post office
hoxes, schools, roads, road maintenance, sidewalks, parking, trash pick-up, transporiation
systems and emergency services such as Fire and Police. The probable environmental effecls
include Water Quality, Sails and Geology, Air Quality, Noise, Transportation, Vegetation, Wildlife,
Scenic Resources, Cuim_ral and Historic Eesources, Land Use, Growth-inducement, Public
Services and Utikities.
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The proposed location is in the middle of Tahoe Vista, centered in 2 one mile by one milg square
area, located on 12.5 acres. The only access roads are small streets (Denner Road, Gray Lang
and Toyon Road)y that connect 1o Naticnat Avenue, with an already congested and accident prone
intersection with Highway 28, being asked to handle more than an additionai 300 vehicles. The
intesection will also have 1o accommadate a public boat launch and beach fadilily. The only bub
of services available is currenlly localed in Kings Beach.

Placer County has requested an amendment to the Tahoe Vista Communily Plan and a TRPA
Plan Area Statement amendmeni for the Tahoe Estates Specizl Area 8, to proceed with the
Cedar Grove developmend since it violates existing TRPA planning guidelines.

Sandy Beach is also in 1he planning slage, comprised of a 6.23 acre site on Highway within
walking distance of Cedar Grove. H is a 35-unil time-share complex and a 10-unit Jow-cost
housing. It will also add to congestion and demands on public utilities.

Tahoe Sands redevetopment currently has 65 total units and is proposing 110 units. Of these, 35
are currently on the beach and 75 are planned for the baach. Six unils on the mountainside are
employee housing and the rest are timeshares. There will be three stories on both sides of
Highway 28.

The challenge presented in the Tahoe region is an already existing problern due to local
infrastructure deficiencies. There has been on-going identified needs for childcare, poét office
hoxes, and additional fire and police services, thera is a current iniliative to increase fire
department services for North Tahoe. Again, there are on-going problems with insufficient trash
disposal, and road maintenance, The local agencies have been dealing with fraffic

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

is 1his smart rasler planning? What about density?  What about carrying capacity? Whal aboul
roads? Where are the closest employers?  What about safe emergency access? What aboul
infrastructure? .

As residents of Tahee Vista, we oppose the Cedar Grove Apartments Project in its current high-
density form, and suggest a more reasonable distribution of low-Cost housing development
throughout the region. We also request that the governing agencies review the entire Tahoe Vista
growth to assure that the community and its infrastructure can accommodale the Cedar Grove,
Sandy Beach, and Tzhoe Sands, and conduct public hearings 1o inform residems of Tahoe Vista
of their development plans in the eary slages of planning.

Sincarefy,

Residents of Tahoe Visla

Hal



From: Kathleen Usken <kathleepuskert@ . > kathleenuskert@. .
Date: Sun Jul 3, 2005 4:.01 pm T et Srppl
Subject: Letler to the editar

Published in the Tahoe World 6/16/05

The #1 concern of many residents in Tahoe Vista seems 1o be that there is a
proposed addition of 50 many units in a small area, be that affordable howsing
or lime share. \We are being inundated with new construction projects that will
suddenly quadruiple the size of our community and bring excessive congestion to
the area. Tahoe Vista lacks stores, roads, has a imited postal faciiity; in
short. we lack an infrastructure that can accommodate so much building density.
Most of the pecple living in the affordable housing units of the proposed Cedar
Grove project would need to commute to their jobs, putting more cars on the
already busy Highway 28. If the objec! is to have housing for local workers,
shauldn’t that be located hearer their place of work. | discern 5 sites where
there is an existing workforce in need of affordable housing. The proposed 155
alfordable housing units &t Cedar Grove should and could be divided equally
between areas where workers are needed, ie: Norlhstar, Kings

Beach, Carnelian Bay, Tahoe City and Squaw Valley, as well as in Tahoe Vista,
This would lessen the impact of building on any one area and bring employees
closer to their place of work, reducing commute distances and congestion on
roads. | believe distributing affordable housing units throughout the Moith
Shore would be more responsible and wouid creale less public apposition. And why
not consider building single family dwellings that can be purchased as
affordable housing. Qur cormmunity needs to grow at a steady rate, not by leaps
and bounds. Please develop our communities in fair and responsible ways. trving
ta maintain the small town almosphere and natural beauty of the area, After all,
isr't that why we live here?

Kathleen Uskert
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Theresa Avance

From: con @nrings [enwienn @ holmail.com)
Sent: Wednesday. July 02, 2008 5:21 AM
To:  Theresa dvance

Cear Theresa

Wwill another piece of Lake Tahee history be destroyed by development?

We are enjoying another surnrmer at our favorite Tahoe destination, Sandy Beach Campground.

With the destruction / development lcoming in the near future, we explored the entire north shore and found
nothing comparable to Sandy Beach. Both the state campground and Lake Forrest campground in Tahoe city
do not allow RY's over 20 and da not have hook-ups { water & electrical 3. William Kent on the west shora
does haye spaces for larger RY's but it also has ng heok-ups. Mo other campgrounds are lpcated on the north
share.

Sandy Beach is home to many of us for the entire summer season, year after year, with accommodaticns for
large RV's, including water and electrical service. Home to many who live at S.B.C. in their RV's whileé working
seasonal jobs in the area { THE most affordable housing in Lake Tahoe).

S.8.C. is also a popular destination far young families and youth organizations ( f.e., the Habitat for Humanity

bicycle group) we have enjoyed visiting with the large group of young adulis each year who stay at S.B.C. for a

few days as they bicycle their way from the ast coast K the west coast.

Qur children and grandchildren are given the opportunity to spend the entire summer at Lake Tahoe, and are
always anxious to see the freinds they have made over the years, again, a tradition started by our parents and
grandparents when the old cabins were on the heach.

Having the freedom to stay for extended fengths of time { all the campgrounds have a 14 day limit } has allowed

us tha pleasure of becoming a large family neighborhaod.

The proposed development will destroy not anly another quaing, family onented, histoncal landmark, but also the

tradition so many families have epjoyed for generations,

Sincerely,

Warren and Cori Jennings
po box 756

Portala, Ca 96122
cnwjennd hotmail.com

The i'm Talkaton, Can 30-days of conversation change the world? Find out now.

_.-r
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July 23, 2008

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

Thave a 5 Ib 523 page document, a 260 rebuttal page prepared by 31 paid professionals as welt as a 170 page
memorandum from the Placer County Development Review Committee. We are a community of unpaid
local residents that have tirelessly reviewed each page. Even though we’ve only had a short time we’ve
found many inconsistencies and several misrepresentations which brngs into question the validity of the
documents.

In an ideal world, Community Plans would be more visiopary and the cumulative impacis of futwre
development and community character considered. Developers and the community could come to some
reasonable conscnsus. But instead, as there is no good master plan for Tahoe Vista, we do this process
myepically, onc project at a tinie.

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

The Regional Plan has not been updated and in the interim we are limited to a 1996 CP which is outdated by
today’s standards. If one were to examine the cnvironmental document for this community plan they would
sec that Tahoe Vista redevelopment was envisioned o only upgrade its cxisting inventory. How many
TAU’'s do we already have with the Morelatos existing Lakeside resort, the Tahoe Sands lake and mountain
side, the Franciscan co-op, the Rustic Cottages, the Begsley Cottages, The Holiday House, the Wood Vista
Lodpe renovation, Red Wolf Lodge, Shore House, Cedar Glen, The FireLite and Tonopalo. What are the
future plans for these resorts as well as many new developments already in planning phase? Who determines
when the market becomes saterated 7 Recemt realtor inventory of current fractionals on the market- show
many for sale for over a year.

PLAIN and SIMPLE, this 15 about CUMULATIVE IMPACTS of density, noise. VMT's, light and air
pellution and just too many people . Is there enough water storage 1o fight fires or to service all of the fure
projects? How can we possibly identfy meeting environmental threshold carrving capacities one project at a
ume ?

Why did TRPA deternune that an environmental assessment was necessary instead of a full blown EIS? The
impacts are significant and mitigations proposed are only payment of fees- something that the local
community will not get full benefnt of. '
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Chapter 3.5 Environmental Documentation requires that an EIS must be prepared if projects have
sligmificant impacts. On what basis did staff determine exemption from EIS status ?.

3.8 Environmental Impact Statement- If TRPA finds a project or matter may have significant cffect on
the environment, TRPA shall cause to be prepared an EIS in accordance with Its Rules of Procedure, this

chapter and the Compacit.

Chapter 5.8B-8 The groneth inducing Impact of the propased project - Tahoe Vista based on census data
has a fuil time population of approx 660 people, yet this project alone will increase the population by approx
250+ persons- a minimum of 40% of its current population.

Chapter I8 Special Use Findings ~ 18.1B-3 the project to which the use pertains will not change the
character of the neighborkood. There are several tourist properties in Tahoe Vista. . The average size tourist
accommaodation unit is under 1000 sf. None of them as massive as this proposed project, even

Tonopalo, which is smaller, half the sizc in sf and less density per acre. The neighborhood character is a huge
1ssug that has caused so much controversy in our community. Tonopalo was not and 15 not acceptable to the
community and should not be repeated. We don't expect things to stay the way they have been for forty vears
but we don't expect resorting to madness either.

Chapter 93.2 G - Significant Increase: A significant increase Is an increase of more then 200 duily
vehicle trips, determined from the trip table or other competent technical information. More than 200 daily
vehicle trips according to code are considered significant and this project proposes 211 to 299 (not clear)
Summer and 461 to 522 (oot clear) Winter trips. - mitigation is payment of a fee. How does a fee change the
number of cars on the road and the associated air quality and noise issues as well as smal| particulate matter
created by those vehicles?

The TVCP states that trip reduction of 130 wips are required over a twenty year period. (Page [V-6)

Placer County has misrepresented their “Findings of Fact” Increased Demaad on Postal Service - 13 A.11.
The TVCP contains an element for home delivery { The USPS has found this option infeasible.) Also, as
stated in the finding the TV PO ss undersized to accommedate the current population and new residents wil
exacerbate this situation. Indirectly , the increase in residents may result in increased vehicie trips and
potential safety concerns, especially in snow conditions. The mitigation of 302 persons to 242 15 pot less than
significant, how do you mitigate the increase of people .7

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

In closing, the TRPA Governing Board needs to do the right thing- Approve a reduced density project- The
community suggests 23 fractional units, ene (1} Manager's Unit and § affordable units- not Alternative E as

proposed by the developer or continue the approval to another time umtil a consensus is reached between
developer and community.

Respectfully, Ellie Waller PO Box 535 Tahoe Vista, Ca 96148
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No one is arguing the necessity of taking what exists and "making it better” or of the
marits of good projects. The issues Tahoe Vista faces are not one of redevalopmaent
or making improvamenis. There are many good projacts- RedWolf Lakeside Lodge
timeshars, the Rustic Coltages and Tahoa Vista inn redevelopment, the Mourelatos
family resort rebuild, Safeway, Vista Pines Court residential, the Brockway Golf course
clubhouse, Perennial Nursery, and most recently townhouses built within the National
Ave residential commidor. Mixes of commercial and residential — good examples of
compatible development -sat a scale and density appropniate for the area.

Evaeryone appraciates the beautifuf beaches and NTRUD park and newly redeveloped
Tahoe Vista Recreation Area at National Ave, Also the lakefront beach area that the
Sandy Beach davelopar sold to the conservancy years ago.

~ The problem lies with the process, the disconnect with the agencies who are charged to
protact the lake, the lack of leadership. Neighbors pitted against naighbors, Mestings

with no "real notice” after Holiday weekends and in the middle of snow storms.

Perversions of codes, and ordinances, outdated Community Pians, Pathway 2007

" Regional Plan Update siated for ralease in 2000, faiture to analyze cumulfative impacts |

mitigation measures that show no locai nexus or ability to soive the problem, and
currently at the forefront- the misusa of the “tourist accommodation entitliements.”

The "steeping giant” {our community) is awake because peaple are more aware.

Tonopalo woke tham up. The community attends meetings and they are informad. Thay

want to be part of the process and have the community voice heard loud and clear.

The current proposed Sandy Beach Altemnative E is twice the size of Safeway. Sandy
Beach is planned at twice the size and mass of Tonopalo - it’s just not on the lakeside.
it is five times the density of a relatively new residerntial subdivision, the Vista Pinas
Court, several doors down to the East which is approximately the same acreage. Eight
homaes about 3000 sf each with their own looped fire road.

So the community is united on a solution. A smaller project so that thers is something
laft for the naxt davaloper. A Project that is in scale, scope and character with what
already exists and has baen improved. 25 units is fair. 25 units makes sense.

Until developers get more realistic ebout the community needs and desires and offer
“raasonabla growth projects” and the agencies do their job of protecting the
anvironment, and there is outreach to the public and effactive facilitation- this infighting
will continue ~Please help us to support the Sandy Beach praject at a reasanabla
density. 26 fractional units, an appropnriate number of affordable units, expansion of the
rastaurant, a poal and clubhousa- This is fair.

Janet Harley
PC Box 185
Tahos Vista, Ca 96148

Late



To: TRPA APC and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
Staff of TRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tahoe Vista Partuers, LLC Interval Owaevship Develapment Project.
SCH # 2006022100 ( Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

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

s Specific streetscape or other improvements needed for sidewalks, tighting, and stree¢
design. Current projects are posting bonds until the future or are copying
improvements already in place like Tonopalo and the Tahoe Vista Rec ares. Both
Placer County as well as TRPA do not have a master plan for sidewalk type except for
asphait, lights, or even type of trees for the streetscape for Tahoe Vista. The Vista
Pines sidewalk is different than the other sidewaiks resulting in a mish mash or
eclectic look in the area,

(A condition of approval should be a requirement fo have a standard set of materials for
future projects in Tahoe Vista including type of pavers, lights and street trees),

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

What mitigation measures as stated in the 1993 EIR/EIS have been implemented? TRPA
stafl mentioned the stop light at Naticnal Ave. What other mitigation measures are in place?

Meera Besser
Tahoe Vista Resident

Etapl
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Therasa Avenca

Erome  Meers Evser [mboss: 8 sbegiobalnat]
Beri:  Thursday, Pobrauy 21, 2008 427 PM
Tos” Theresd Avencs

Bubjsct; responss ko Bendy Beach ER

Dgar Fublic Sarvanis of TRPA and Plaoer County ;

| am gppaied and infuristod. Onos o agency that wo penatadty thought had beet deslpned 1o help
madntaln a poir blenod of ganity when i came to developmant in the exremaly frag%e Takos srdrarmant
opecsiting oikaice of iw glideden, outsice of comeeneug and vary pootihly cutelde of the e, It makes me
wander how much mensy maembam of the A 2nd membars of Piacer County Board of Supervisors stand 1o
ke froim 1hase cfferctv, oul of oorrrc! snd Sdioviors bollding projsots.

I¥s bt anough that there ie rampent ind Listent. "green wikhing™ going on in the gulese of “Communtly
Enbunoament Projacis” but now, becalas you are elimald that e cormunity wi respand 4 ihe “Sandy Beacit
[roject in & similer And very effeciive fashion hat shut down of the "Cader Grove” projecl you feel It I approprebe
ter changs the rutes 10 it your pusview, Oh goody, ifalel’s just preend that Huge rmbens of peapls anaet
probexting tw g bacimns {8 we atanped tha rulas, B dadas, i te locstion of pubilo meatinge 30 that
na ane Rt PaEter Inroatd couid powsitly etiend™. Then X'o b pratend that the NEPA CEQA rules for
EREIS hirve chumpsd &) wir Sort't ave 2 wail for public commeant. Laol's Just okowe Hhat docy et ron with ¥°.
“Then we oan g orey wih off e netrious rooding 'we want.” R redy by &0 axerpie of the "Empevor's New
Cigthes” hust pratendd and & wit ba so.

| ne & profoct wilh ant obecens number of non-compllant lssues. Led's 3be, bulidings #-51 & (o0 tall, denglly thed
i oo gread, \neulisienl parking, rondveeyd that we Mot up 40 aode, coverage talis of & 100 high porcantags, &
tawr infrasiruciune e s old, sut dedec end sverblrdened and shows no sty to fardles the increesed cpacily
recgdred by this paaiect and the othar 5 projects planned for the: s cingie aquins mikd. Hower msion, weler -
noiHon pice hat poas ot g the Lalon and wucks sand i oty Snd Augia mnd b drough yes, Joss of
dedpatuialy resded reomation WreR, Jouk of ires itd Spen FRace, Incroachment o the lvas and Me styles of
Y, MATY Peopll ahd much widife, We e Ses, piwvaricelions, bileshoods, &nd misepresathitiong
ugmmmwﬁTwmmw.mmummwmn
boat sl e thmn band Hworst. - - .

| am adraid ! thin esue, the Marna parking (o prolect, the CEF prolecte, Plsoar Courty mdwelopment projecs
Tt rduea B2 rebuls imfrapTuctune: anvt Buys nom o N arddy ko Make: fmore ciking kte, and much mone really
yopraganty the absciute wornt Lme of land on. the planst snd sven mons insousabie e 3 e Tahos Bagin,
Elacted officls who ignors thair voting publio, and appoimad offigizts who huve sitomalive molivis arm
dastroving wivkt i Rt fand thers isn't mogh leff) of ha Tahos Basin mnd s surounding amdmneant.

Poopie & by tma & Wk & wterd for what you kriow |s Aghd And the Kather Desruction o Tehos Ja not fight. The
bast worsl sxanple i e of Bauth Lake Tahow the wops of “smingnt damain” 5 feathar the padketa of
davaiopars (and who sles?} and credle BN “Upscate, sxciialve, aver-pricad, bodly designed st sarouaty
WRONG vaadion Sousing, terva] ownankhip resart.

You people wande why wy keep the “wonder” proiacts you kesp pushing, .. Wall keep wondering,
becrma we wil kiiy ighting. We love Tehos and s will keap doing sverything we oan (o protect the
arivironmant, the Lake and our Bestyle.

Those of Um who are paying sthention beliave k might ba Eme Lo bring the ARomay Genarl on board io mop the

L-1

L-2

L-3

bleading gress,

Newta Bever
EDAW Tahoe Vivta Partnery, LLC Afigraable Housing and frdsrvel
Commants and Reaponges o . 214 Ownarship Developmen! Fina EAEIR
Comments on tha Draft EAEIR Fiacer County and TRPA
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To: TRPA APC and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
Staff of TRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Interval QOwnership Development Project,
SCH # 2006022100 { Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

An interesting comparison

1. Height- Tonopalo is approximately 32 feet- Sandy Beach is asking for heights up to 39 feel.
This is a deviation from standard height limitation.

2. Densily- Tonopalo is 19 units on 2.5 acres. Sandy Beach is 55 unils on § acres.
This is too much density.

3. Massing - Tonopalo has 19 unils ranging in size from approximately 1200 sf 1o 3400 sf.
Sandy Beach is 1900 sf to 3000 sf,

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

Sandy Beach is asking for;

* Roadways to be narrower than Placer County standards.
Why not do less density of units and provide for the proper road widths.

Sandy Beach is going from a basic rural recreation summer time use since 1233
To a full time residential timeshare use year round.

| challenge you to view Vista Pines Court and see what eight houses that are 2800 sf on 5 acres looks like.
Versus the proposed B8 units on € acres that are large massive structures plus a restaurant.

Alvina Patierson
Holiday House

PO Box 229

Tahee Vista, Ca 96148
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To: TRPA APC and Governing Board
Placer County Planning Commission
Staff of TRPA and Placer County

RE: Comments to the Tahoe Visia Partners, LLC Interval Ownership Development Project,
SCH # 2006022100 { Sandy Beach development)

To Whom it may concern:

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

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

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

operation?

Does the parkiog ratio change from one parking space per unit to additional requirements
based on the larger units? What is the impact to sewer and water of the larger units? What is
the impact to the local recreation areas i.e. Sandy Beach which is already crowded in the
summer? Should there be public bathrooms to support this increase in demand? What is the
effect of the change in use on massing and community character? What about snow removal?
Snow storage? Vegetation removal? Impacts of soft coverage i.e dirt to hard impervious
surface of asphalt? Impacts of 2 year round population from a seasonal pepulation?

Both Placer County as well a3 the NTPUD cownsider a change from nighily motel to fractional
timeshare as a change from tourist accommodation to residential. How can this be quantified?
Could a timeshare/fractional owner purchase multiple fractions and live there full time?
What would be the impact to TOT tax? How many rooms will be available for nightly rental?

Maryanne Chsella
PO Box 503, Tahoe Vista 96148
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To the TRPA Governing Board and appropriate staff.

Last June the community of Tahoe Vista came before the Board 10 express its concerns over the proposed
Vista viltage Work Force Housing project. The most common and cansistent message that was urgently and
vigorously conveyed was our concern over the densily of the project, and the potential Cumulative Impact.
At that time, Placer County had agreed with the community that there were no less than eight projects in
some state of consideration within the one square mile boundaries of Tahoe Vista, While no conclusive
decisions were macde by the Governing Board, the comments and questions expressed during the meeting
reflected similar concerns, and the project was iater retracted by the owner/developer.

Since that time, the Vista Village owner and developer have continued to review their plans within the
context of the public's comments, and we are hopeful that at some paint in the {future we will be able to
collectively return the project {o the table,

We once again find ourselves less than nine months later faced with nearly the exact same questions and
concemns. The only thing that has really changed since last June is the address. We are still very troubled
by the density of the proposed project and the potential Cumulative Impact when combined with the

- numerous other developments in various stages of review.

Tahoe Vista has an ouidated Community Plan which was conceived in 1996 based upon a myopic view of
the future of development in the Tahoe Basin in general, and Tahoe Vista specifically. As a community, it is
incumbent upon us to once again revisit and address the very complex guestion of growth by way of an
updated Community Plan. We musl find a common groung that will balance the interests of property owners.
developers and residents. The task is daunting, bui the alternalive is thal we continue to expend exhausting
emalional and financial resources considenng development projects an a piecemeal basis often
accompanied by the real or perceived threat of litigation.

Tahoe Vista is simply too small to accommodate the scope of development being considered. Sandy Beach,
even in its current teration, paricutarly when coupled with the numerous other projects under consideration,

will overwhelm our community.
This is not what the framers of Tahoe Vista's outdated Cormmunity Plan had in mind for us in 1998,

I, therefore, ask that the TRPA staff, Governing Board and related parlies have the conviclien to recognize
that until Tahoe Vista has an updated Communily Plan and/or the owners and developers find a way to work
wilh the community in finding common ground, projects of the magnitude of Sandy Beach be delayed, if not

denied approval.

We also strongly request and urge that the Governing Board provide the community an opportunity t¢ once
again make its case in a public hearing.

Respectfully, Randy Hill Resident Tahoe Visla, CA
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Placer County Planning Commissioners , July 6, 2008

Helo, I'm Eilis Waller. My home is located in the Estates Subdivision and | am an employee of the
Tahoe Vista Post office. This project as well as the proposed increased density of the Tahoe
Sands, tha proposed afordabla housing complex off of National Ave., the proposed Mourelatos
additional hotgl, the proposed fractional share complex across from Tonopalo, the proposed
expansion of the North Tahoe Marina, and the NTPUD proposad 70 space parking area across the
street from the TV recreational area will affect both my personal and professional ife.

The result of such development in Tahoe Vista is INCREASED coverage, VMT's and related air
pollutant emissions, runoff volume, noise generation, massing and deterioration of scenic quality,
habitat removal, light polliution, and further demand for public servicas and utilities such as water
supply, wastewater conveyance, treatment and disposaf, expanded police and fire protection,
improved bus service, chitd care needs, racraation, efc.

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

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

Most of us recognize that some change is inevitable, but we hope that even if we sorewhat modify
our way of life with ravitalization; we can maintain the admirabla qualitias we have today. Needless
to say, the quality of life for full tme as well as second homeowners in Tahoe Vista will be

negatively impacted.

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

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

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

Admittadiy, | cannot suggest any simple sclution, except to reduce the nurnber of TAU's thus
reducing density at each and every proposed project in Tahoe Vista.

Respecifully, Ellie Waller PO Box 535, Tahoa Vista , Ca 98148
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February 2008 Placer County Planning Commission

Helle, I'm Ellie Walier. My home is located in the Estates Subdivision and I am an emplovee of the Tahoe Vista Post
office. TFhis project as well as the proposed increased density of the Tahoe Sands, the proposed affordable housing
complex off of National Ave., the proposed Mouretatos additional hotel, the proposed fractional share complex across
from Tonopalo, the proposed expansion of the North Tahoe Marina, and the NTPUD proposed 70 space parking area
scross the sireet from the TV recreational area will affect beth my personal and professional life.

The result of such devefopment in Tahoe Vista is INCREASED coverage, VMT's and selated air pollutant emissions,
nmoff volume, noise generation, massing and detetioration of scemic quality, habitat removal, fight pollution, and
further demand for public services and utilities such as water supply, wastewater convevance, treatment and disposal,
expanded police and fire protection, improved bus service, child care needs, recreation, etc.

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

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

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

Although outdated, it is stated in the Tahoe Vista Conunynity Plan of 1996 in Chapter 1 “Tiwe TRPA purpose for
planning these areas according to the Compact is “to adopt and enforce a Regional Plan and implementing ordinance
~which achieves and maintaing such capacides while providing orderly growth and developrment consistent with such
capacities. . '

Cumuiative impacts stated in (his specific ETR are a cop out to the Tahoe Vista community. Paying mitigation fees does
not protect my immediate enviroiment, it siggplements a TRPA kg

The TRPA GB announced at the Jamary 23 meeting they would be hiring an independent consultant (0 do a cumulative
impacts study for the proposed Kings Beach mass development.
I am asking you do the same for Tahoe Vista as we have several projects also.

Admittedly, I cannot suggest any simple solution, except 1o reduce the number of TAU's thus reducing density at each
and every proposesd profect in Tahoe Vista.

1'd Like to remind and urge the community members to submit comments and concems on the adequacy of info in the
Draft EA/EIR. Inputs must be submyitted in writing by 5:00p on Febrwary 22 to:

Maywan Krach

Placer County

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190
Avburn, CA 95603

or by e-mail cdraccsiiplacer Ca. oy

and 1o

Theresa Avance
TRPA

PO Box 5310
Statelme, NV 89449

Qrby e-mail wancedima org
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August 11, 2008

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

Contrary 10 what you might have heard or read, the Tahoe Vista Partners LLC project (Sandy Beach
Campground Conversion behind Spindleshanks) is larger than Tonopalo. Camouflaging / sheltering
by vegetation on the mountain side of Highway 28, doesn’t take away from the immensity of the
project. The proposed Wyndham project will be the most dense and tallest development m Tahoe
Vista and not at al! consistent with the existing community character

Tonopalo is 19 units on 2.5 acres
Wyndham (s 46 units on six acres {39 tourist units on 4.9 acres, one managers unit, six affnrdab]e
housing units, a clubhouse and Spindleshanks restaurant)

Tonopalo is 19 tourist units 1200sf — 3400sf (no affordable housing element)
Wyndham is 39 tourist units 1230sf— 3277sf (six affordable units @ 1117sf each)

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

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

The Wyndham project parking allotment is the same as Tonopalo / County standards, one space per
unit up te four bedrooms- which we all know s completely inadeguate as evidenced by parking on
the Highway 28 nearly year round for Tonopalo. The Wyndham project currently is selling 19- rwo
bedrooin units, 15- three bedroom units and 5- four bedroom uits.

Directly quoted from the “current” Tahoe Vista Community Plan dated 1996:

West End Resort Area Design Theme:

The Plan envisions building on the established motei complexes and the lake front amenities ta

encoxrage the tounst use of the resort area. The design concept is to establish resort like atmosphere

similar to that found in a destination resort. The area would rely on a unified design concept. The

coordinated improvements would include off-street shared parking, interconnecting walkways, and
multi-use of key recreation facilities. The architecfural theme is a low intensity rustic Tahoe

style of development established prior to second World War. The street frontage improvements and

setbacks are bcuu!eva_rd in nature.

Bes



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

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

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

TRPA Placer County

Jeff Cowen Clerk of the Board
jeffcoweni@trpa org BOS@placer.ca.gov
Elfie Waller

Concermed Tahoe Vista, Resident
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To:TRPA.r‘kuCumy.

Frome: Dave Waller, PO Box 535 Tahoe Vist, CA 95148
Ref Sandy Beach AA/PIR Comments

Msywun Krach  s-mall ofmecs@nlacer.cagoy

Plecer County

Theresa Avanee o-mail lpvanesfGithom org

- TRPA

My nams ia Dave Wallar snd T am a Tehor Vit residect.

Februmry 2¢, 2008
Page: L of2

Thig Sendy Beach Project is grossly ovarsized, inconsislent with (he demaity and charscter of the
surrounding 'Tahos Vista nisighborhood end is {n conflict with the Tahoe Vista Coaarnondty Flar.

{unting froza the Taboe Vista Commmunity Plan (April, 1996), Chapler 1.
“C. Tahot Vieta Comaaunity Plan Goals
A fndynental comerstone of tia Commmity Plag is the conviction thet Tahoa Vists should

coatinue 25 b regional touriet and recreational canter with sotos indurtrial and commercial uges, To

eccomplish this goal, policies, must encourage divasification of recreatlonal aid cornmercial

aﬂract:m o crestz the h.'lgh qun]:ty dmlupmem e:q:ectadm 2 destmamn resort community. The

Tahos Viste {3 mogthy vecation and accond homasz, small vacation sesorts (with the exception of the

Temipalo Debecla), o few small bosineszes, several resteurams, & wonderful parl, en underyizad
Post Offioe, apd the Public Utility District and Sietra Pecific ofifcas. According io the 2000 1S
Censux, only 59% of the Tehas Vista (ZIP 95143) homes are oooupied on b frl time bagie. This

asemed protty high ko me baged on my knowledge of my local neighborfrood. Last spring [ watked

my Tahoo Betatey tract which is the neighbaring property to the northwest side of the propassd FF-1
Sandy Besch Pmject. 1 ooumied the number of homes and ideatified the number of foll-tme and
part-tims cooupsmty, Based gn oy count, [have sade 8 somparisen of my Estates neghbathood
vezaus the proposed Sendy Beack Project.
Comparizon of Sandy Besch Project tn N orBood (1)
Impact Fucinr Tahoe Estates | Sandy Beach | Parcent Incresse to
: : MNelghborhood Project Sarouading
Nelghborhood
Size of Parcsl (spproX. Atxes) B4 6.3
No. of Houging Units 154 55
No. of Pull-Tiae Units 55 " 55
No. of Part-Time Units 0 0
No. of Fall-Tims 19 106 136
Bousing Lhte f Acre 1.9 87 358 %
Pull-Time Cceupants f Acre 13 _ 463 3462 %
Additonally, this ot project alone will increass tha papuistion of Tahca Yista by 44% (4}, l FF-2
Tahose Viste Parinem, LLC Afordable Houming EDAW

and interve! Cranership Devaloprment Final EA’EIR
Fiaver County end THPA

>

Commants and Responses to
Comiments an the Dialt EAER

Lsle



Ta: TRPA f Plaowr County February 26, 2008
From: Dave Waller, PO Box 535 Tehot Vists, CA 95148 Page: 20f 2
Raf Sandy Besch RAETR Camments

Based on the denaity of the proposed project, it is gossly ovemized compared to the smmounding
neighborhood and therefore s in direct conflict with the Tehoa Vista Community Plan sited sbove.

The EA/EIR indicates that the frapacts to the ke, the envirorament, the toaffie, the water, 1bs gas, FE-a
the power, the sewer, and the iteny other criteria, amd the commanity itwelfcan be mitigated tna -
"less than significant™ level. Frankly, paying & milipation fes doow not miti gade any of these

tragative mipecis to onr local commmunily, How cat an {ocrease of 3462% bedies per acre be

mitigaied at all?

In sckdttion 1o thiz project, there ars sovoral other projoots plarmed for thie amall ope mile strip of

Tahae Vista,. Weneed o step back amd dovelop a muitsble plan for Tihoe Vista before it bacomes a

perfoct exmmple for what san go wrong when the push for devefopment traiidoxes throngh the

varigns agenclez befire the Tahos Vista Coammnnnity Plan can b6 updeted, which in affect,

oiumyenis Lh:ConmunltyPhnandlhﬁﬂ&guudBfuﬂhupmtwhmnﬂ.&hTahumdou

mmmudty

Summery: . FF-4

- The Smdy Beach Project I3 too Lerge and inconsistent with the neighboring commmity and is in

 conflict with tha Tehoe Vigls Commmunity Plan. Howw does the TRPA and Plaeer County intend to
angwer the dangity question? :

HRecommendsd Action:

- Before this project or any of tha cther numerous plannad projects ate spproved, Lask the TRPA
and Placer County ta call for 2 Stop-Wark until the Compuaity Plan cen be updated and appmved
byﬁevuimasm:iumdﬂ'{mmm

REFERENCES:

{1} Tahoe Vists Community Pian (dnted: April 1956);
(2} Table valoes presonted are based on avaitshie Placer County Parcel Maps and & walkthrough
(5/16/07) axessmiet of the neighhorhaod by the anther. Calousted vatuew ars shown below:
* Hounlng Undtes / Acre (134/80.4=1.9); (35763 =87 (8719719 = 2358%;]
* Occupants / Acre 1067804 = 1.3, (292 / 6.3 = 46.3); [(463 - 1.3)7 1.3 = 3462%]
(3) Tuhoo Estates Pull-Timo cocupants {106) based om anihor's ctoal count 5/1647, Sandy Bsach
Full-Time ncoupanta {292) from EA/RR Para 3.4.10
(4} 2000 US Census Data [Fer Tehoe Vista (ZTP 96148)F hiip/fwww.census gow!  In Populatian
Finder ZIP Codo — type 26148 {popalation = 569), (SB 292 + TV 6691 / 669 = 144%

EDAW Tahos Vista Pariners, LLC Affordable Housing and Intenval
Comments and Responvee ko 2-230 Ownars hip Divvelopment Fnal EAJELR
Commenls on the (raft EAEIR Placer County and TRPA
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From: Qﬂ!ﬂ.ﬁm

To: ¥
Sutdect; Saﬂ:ﬁ B-En’.h EIR
Tate: Wadnasday, Rebruaty 20, 2008 11.47:42 AM

Thank you for considering the following regarding the Sandy Beach
Project:

To TRPA and Placer County

Do you remember the 80’a when “Small is Beautiful” before we got into the 90°s
of “Bigger i3 Better”? What are we now, the 212 Century of “Fxpand and - ¥-1
Destroy™? .

For now, [ will conentrate on #he trees, beantiful trees growing since the last clear
cutting in the 18703 to 1890's. Today we are clear cufting again, but differantly,
clearing and building end paving so that the trees canmot ever return. In one square
mile of Tahos Vista, we have already logt hundreds of big trees, but jock ina
smaller area, maybe 1/4 square mile, Tonopalo, Sandy Beach, Vista Village, the T

NTPUD parking lot on Netional Avenue, the Beach Recreational ares, and ail the -2
projects, big and gmafl, bring us closs to a loas of 1000 trees, (Sandy Beach, 131
alrady cut mnd of the 202 remaining, 155 moe are slated to be removed, 95% of
the site will be graded); Viste Village, on hold, but up to 800 suggested; NTPUD
parking area, 178;) just to build, pave and change the environment.

What will we have left? Tahoe Vista will bave strects, pavement, signals, waffic,
marinas, odars, loss of jake clarity and a population that lives i only 10-£5% of
the houses. If we wanted to lve in guburbia, we would move. The development v3
will run. into King’s Beach, which ig slready being devaloped ag 8 community -
center. How big should a ‘centet” Be? It ia like a disease, spreading, changing,
destroymg and we are left with the scars.

Saving the tress would out green house amissions and reduce erogioh into the

lnke. Why can’t we preacrve what we have, so thet we can 2l enioy it7 Maybe
we can’t gl use it at ths seme time, tut it will be a privilege to see and use when
each person’s time comes, We nood sanething left for our prandehildren Y4

I am asking thet you consider the anvironment, and yes, the trees, when you meke
decisions about more development slong the north share. [ am asking, ko,

Tahoe Viske Partners, LLC Affordeble Housing ' EDaw

and Interval Ownership Davelopment Final EAEIR 7-195 Commants and Responses to
Flacer County and TRPA Comments on the Draft EAEIR
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bepging, that you use foresight in your recommendations, that you rise above Y4
money and greed and do the right thing for the area. : Cont'd

My recommendation fs & morstorium nnti] we have a Magter Flan for the bagin. ’ Y.5

Gwen Rosser

Tahoe Viste, Califorsin

Gwen Rosser

grosser@apahawk.corm

EarthLink Revalves Around You..
ELAW Tahoe Vists Partners, {LC Afardable Housing and intorve!
Commenty and Reaponses 1o 2-156 Ownership Development Final EA/EIR
Comments on the Craft EAEIR Plecer County and TRPA
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Maywsn Krach

Env Coordination Sarvioes
_ Bults 100

Auburn, CA $5803

Tharsss Advance

TRPA

P, Box 3510 :
Bintofirs Nevada 83449

Tha foltowing are specifks comments based cn mading the diforent report chapters,
They gre In omdar of the docurnant. The oversfl Idaa of redevelopment on this clie seems
to be a gocd one howevar it appears thal there ia litle nexus between the mitigation
maasiures mroposed and the dirsd benefit to the communily. Additlonally the repert
writare conatamtly refar ta the sxising Tahoo Vista Community Plan- a documernt that did
not envislon an expansion or change of usa on this ste from recreation to soursk

gocommodation, The Communfly Plan also did net analyze e impacts of 300 more BB-1
people, 550 moee vehick trips, or a substental increase of tounst Recommodation units.

Al of tha slismatives propose a scale amd massing oo karge for the sites, oo many irees
slated ko be removed, too much greding or allering of the site, and rol encugh open
space for the pumber of peopin that wik be present al tlld oul, Per the EIR

Profect Objectives 3-8

+  Theiype of iectional development has pat bwen deckled as per the praponents
own Bdniselon. It coukd be fractichal shemas- ¥ or 4 shares etc SNithout .
knowing how this proparty will be managed it is Impossibie. to adequalely address
imperchs oof tha development. The change of use from ewmmer capground { BE-2
recresdon) in & Tourkst sarving commumity plan to what eppears o be 8 mare
massive and densa residental year roune davedopment will have impacts to
infraainicture , demand for sewer and waler , increased popuiation, recrsation,
traffic irips. noise stc. { would Eia W know more about the opetation of tha resort
and if this s irdly tourret actomidadalon o atill provids nightly matal oems or a
way to ba more nesidanita in nature- for second homecawnera?

3-4 Projects Characterizes {Alt A}

Proposad two- wiy and one- way orisée road widths do not comply with Placer Counly
standards. An afamative should be provided that proposes adhemnca to County
standards ragadiana f this requires Iaas densily or smafier uni sizes, less garaga BB-3
spaca, otc. Sheulkdet ons of the dexign aftemativas propose roadways that confiorm to
curtent standariz? How toes (his protect conform 1 the hew fire coxiss Bat have
rooenﬂybo&nadogtndumaryzﬂﬂ&)?hmemingmsmagmssinam'danmwh
fim dabt, standerds o this property?

Tahoe Vista Parinscs, LLC Affordable Housng EDAW
and Interval Canarship Develooment Final EA/EIR 2203 Comments and Resporses o
Placer County and TRPA Cormmenta on the Draft EAVER
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