
Pllt'cel1· Affordable housIng. - The proposal for on-sIte affordable housing for the
. employees of this ntSC)rt Is good. Would like to see restridlons that the rentars are also

Tahoe VIata residents who live and WOf'I( In the area. Who will moritor Who ftvesln this
oomplex? Who wiD dedde If these units are for sale va. if they ars for rent? Will there be
an on-elle manager tor the alTordablehousing separate from the manager of the resort?

- What types of deed restrictions will be required? Have CC&R's been prepared for the
management of these units? Who wi enforce the deed restrlcttons? What happens If

.the units can nOl be sold? WIll al or rhem be rented? Will this be In perpetuity? In
Truckee when the developers can't eell the unlts they have oorrverted to market rate.
Could thle ewr ocour?

Paroell density win be 18 units per acre based on a parcel size at 26.681 sf as per the
document Is this consistent WIth adjecent land uses? The ElRalso staI86 that 60
people wIll be HYIng Within the 10 housing unitS on ttVs small pai'cel .Pan:leI1 wiD be
segregated fn:Im the rest or the devetopmeot via a &be fuollJl1l feo«e. Thus 60 people
oonfiried to a parcel that Is barely over%8Cl'8 provides for lImIted open space for these
employee&. What amenities win be provided to' them? Who wHl manage this complex?
Why·does thIa have to be separated from the rest d the deIJeIopment when current
thInking '! to Int8gr8te employees Into mIXed use proJects wtth no segregaIfon.

Parcel 2- The majorlly or the development wiD be on a parcel that Is &pprOl(. 4.9 aaes In
size. This la approximately the same size piece of property as the neiglbocing Vista
Pines where only eight (8) single famly /lomeli of approx. 3000 sf have been .
constructed. It /s Inconcelvabl8 to imagine 45 unlls ranging In slm from 1000 sf to 3000
sf p\u8 8 c:tubhouse. &dnin buUdlng. seYeI1 garage bultdlngs tor 40 an, 8Wfaoe parking
and swtmmlng pool, spa and oIher amenllie8 etc on a piece of property the same size
as Vista PInes. (please refer to pholx:l). How is tt1s In keeping v.ith the residential
charaol8r of the area In any way? A model of this proposed development shouJd be
provided to tt1e pubRc and.to (he agencies in order to cleal1y tr1dersland !he impacts of
the densfty, and on-elte massing. A field WJIt shaukt also be conducted of the Coml'nunlty
when the SlOW meIt8 88 a oomparlson ofwhat exists loday lIS. what Is proposed for the
future. The· prqect proponent should also provide an analysis of exlsflng re8ldaoUsl
dE!nslty.ln the Tahoe Vista area In o:xnparfson to what 18 proposed hera~ are the
standatdunlls per aa'e thar~ &Jdsr In Tahoe VIafa? . .

64 par1<ing apecee.ere proposed for~ unllS. This assumes 1.4 parldng 9p8oes per unit
Some of the uni1B are four bedrooms and could concellfabfy hold aver 8 to 10 people.
Other altematlYes propose more three bedroom unils. The PIaoer County Design
standards for perfdng do not adequately address par1<1ng for fracrIonaI developments.
They only dIscuts txxnist acoommodiition requiring 1spac$ perunit In the ClOds.
However recenfly approved projects-- for the Cal Neva and Topol fr8clIonaI project on the
west shore wen:I required to Increase parklr'lg based on Ihe·number of bedrooms. A
mont reaI/sOC evaluallon of parking would include:

1 space per 1 bedroom unit
1.25 spaces per two bedroom unit
1.5 spaces per three bedroom unit
2.0 spaces per tour bedroom unit

It makes JogIoaI sense that Motel rooms at 300 sf would require one parldng space per
unit but the size of the Sandy Beach unlts at 1900 sf to 3600 sf can hold more people
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than a smaU hotel room and will probably have addUional cars to accommodate the .
additional people.

Toos ~8ed on the above formula between 66 and 64 par1dng spaces should be required
ju~ for the tourist acc:ommodation portion of !he projed. In chapter 14 of the document

• only 1 space par Unit or 45 spaces are proposed •

If parking Ie not found tOb9adequate where the overflow paddng be placed? What will
prevent parking fi'om occurring along Highway 28 as currenUy occuro with TonopaJo?
How wtll this be monitored? Is there a back up or contingency plan?

Plre.1 3- wIn the restaurant continue 10 be available to !he general pl.bIlc in perpetuity?
What is to prewnt the developer from getting permits and then privatizing this facility like
WDd Goose was done for Northstar? Who will live In the apt above (he restaurant? Is this
available to an Qn site manager?

3.4..2 BuDding Height

FIve of the buildings w8I exceed height standards. Why do these buiIdlngs have to be so
taft? Is this height conslslent with surrounding uses? What other bulldhgs ere 39 feet
laD on adjacent psn;eIs? Will these five units be vlslble from the Lake? How large ~ the
dub house building? Whf are there no feasible al1ematives requiring less acldlClonaJ
height (7)? Make the project less massive and lower the height. The unllaizes are very
IaI]il8 and not in kee!)fng with the traditional tourist ace:ommodation type development
What uses are In th888 bulkflngs thal have to be 80 tal? I would like to see an
alternative that proposes height that does not exceed codes or require excessive
flr'ldIngs to have to be made.

3.4.3 UtIIJfles

Has the project propoeal site plan received will serve letters from the trash company for
location of dUmps1etB?
Has the fire dept approved the access roads and turnarounds for their vef)1cIes? WIR any .
frre vartanoes be necessary? If so what? Where Is the eJlemat/ve access outof the site
in case of fire?

3.4.4 Cowrqe"

Site coverage of 62% Is mJaIead1ng when consIdertng existing oonditiOOa. CUrrently the
site Is not paved (10ft coverage) and there are many "trees providing a fores1ad feel.
The existing RV Pert< does not have many permanent structures. The new propo6aJ
Involves removal of many trees .-.cI paving the Bile where compacted dirt currently
exists. Further rn the EIR It states that 95% of the !lite would be graded for roadway&
and driveways. The entlre feel and character of the site will change Y.tlen It becomes an
·asphalt jungle With naw bulking and development. Based on exhibit 3-4lhe site wiD
loose lis forested feel and open space will be fimlted If amost non-exls1ent based on the
proposed Jayout. .

3.4.5 Vertrled Usa
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The EIR states that Uat one time" there were eight hotel rooms on this site. When were
these uses discontinued? The EIR further states that CFA has to be transfened upstairs
to continue an omce operation. Was the change of use from tourist to oommerclal done
wlth pennfI8? IVe~ traffic lrtps assoolated wlth these hotel rooms stW valid?

- Tourlst Accommodation aIIocalloRS needed for this project have been identified from
both Klngs Beac:h as well 88 Tahoe Vista according to the EIR. What are the impact& at

.relocatlng the TAU's from Kings Beach into Tahoe V1sta?Wh¢wiJl happen 10 the TAU's
that are transl'ermf In? Are they viable businesses now qr banked l,II'jIs?

3.4.8 .SIte Ot8dJng

How Is It possble that 95% of the de will be graded In order to construct roadways,
Improvements, etc in order 10 oeste this project? TRPA codes 81lC01Jl'8g8 sl8pped
foundations for buildings. FoundaUons just on grade will c::Rt8te a flat Iooldng plane not In
~plng with a mountain environment The project wlU look like rDIN houses.

Why Is the prq8Ct not utfIIzIng the exi8Ung site conditions better? Why does so much ffll
have to be added? Whyls·the basemeotof!he clubhouse 12-13 feet deep? What is In
this basement? '.

3.4.7 . Tree Removal

This project proposes removal of approx. 69% of the existing trees !hat were once on the
site since 2005. Since the trees were a1r8ady Ihinned and 181 unheallhy trees were
removed one could presume that the rematnlng 2841reeS are heallhy. (181ln!les plus
25 trees ) c 206 unhN!ttiy trees out of alotal d 490 lreas. 131 more lree8 are proposed
txl be rsnloYed leaving 153 trees on the property. Ofthe exlsllng 1rees on the stee today
approx. half wIU be reTl'lOYEld. Why was this project not deslgned to allow more trees to
remaIn as Is keeping In a I'llountsln settfrV? It will take. years 10 replant trees that are 8S
large as the trees proposed to be I'9I'l'lOY8d thus resulttng In a very urban and bare
project. Where does the money go that is paid into the Placer County Tree preservation
fund? How does thI8 dIreaIly~ the Tahoe VISta CornrmnIly?

exhibit 3-14 T.... Removaf and Coverage Relocation

Thls chart Is confusing. Itwould be clearer If the exhibit shows propoeed ooverage over .
exl8tlng and new COII8f'8g8 proposed where coverage currently does nat exist, What Is
the dl8tlndlon betWeen gnMtl base and oompacled dlrt? In other wonfs, where 1& the
existing open space Ihat 18 not c:urrently disturbed Iocaled on the site noN? Where is it in
thefu~? . . . .

3.4.8 Property Management

WhO wHi be responsible for IiT10W removal? How can one manager be responsible f~
292 guests and employees, enforcing CC&R's and also fur nlghUy rentals? More detail
on the operations of this resort needs to be provided,.What are the tasks of the three full
time and four part time pereonneI?
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3.4.9 Population and MaxImum Occupancy

The nUmber of people proposed for an .approx.5.5 acre site Is very dense considering
adjacent TMldenlJal subdivisions of approximately 1 unit per%acre.

,Snow Removal

How much of the stte has been reserved for snow removal and Is It adequate? What are
the Irnpects of snow during the Winter on part<lng availabiiity, and on-sIte circulation?
What are the Impacl8lfthe roadWays do not oonfomllo current Placer County standards
from large snow events? ThI& would Incltlde emergency whlcle access In 0888 of lire.

Alternattves

None of the alternatives slick out as being that different from each other (A, B Of C)
elW9Pl for the "no project" alematlve. All the altemattves propose grading of 95% of the
slle:, aI of'the a1t9mat1ve8 propose removing more thlIn 60% of the trees from 2005
oondlllo1'l8. and aD of the aIt8mat/Ve site plan maps otJer very little open apaoe. The units
appear to be Jammed on IYJp of one another with Iittfe regard for woridng erot.m the
existing trees. ,It begs the questlon- Why dO these second home tmesM'e fractional
units have, to b8~ large on a smaU site?

If A1ternatlve C were to have units no Iaryer than those proposed under Alternative )\
I.e. 1900 sf to 3000 sf max would this nmJlt in leas tree removal and Ie6s land coverage
of the sfte? Could the developer reduce the size of the unIts to 2500 an How did the
developer declde on 39 units Instead of 45 units? Why not 30 units or 25 If they are to be
80 large? Ifdensity I8Impor1ant then keep the density but redtwe the uritstze. Most
timeshare un~/are 2 -3 bedrooms and do not exceed 2500 sf In size. (please refer txJ
Attachment A).

The neighboring Tahoe 8anda homeowners were Inventorlect and.one Otthe amenlfles
that they love about their existing resort Is the open spaCeltawn- room for'the guests to

" play In the summer and spread out. The three deefgn alterhallves proposed by Tahoe
VIsta Partners offervery IlltIe open space for IJ8eT8 of this facility Jamming ~lmost 300
people In Just 5.5 acrea, '

If the massing weill reduced txJ 8 more realistic second horne size then all of the other
envlronmenlallmpacls would ~ feduced. This Indudes less tree removal, less
Impervious coverage, adherenoe to Placer County roadway standardS, Ie8s perl<lng.
and more open space. AD aIlsmatlves 8tso propoae 95% site grading. Does this even
meet TRPA code?

Alternative C also desaibes 8 kayakIbIcycle concession.~ this concession even
exist on this site CllITen1!y? Is this a viable summer time,operation for the public who
frequents Sandy Beach I8C ares? Allemative C proposes shared day use peridng in
the commeroial building paridng lot. ThIs Is a good feature of AItBmativ8 C as there is

, very little available par1<lng for this beach and it Is very aowded on summer weekends.
How WO'.JIi:J the pubnc know 1hat parkIng for the beach IS available on the project sUe?
AgaIn for AJternatIIIe C how were the 39 units derMld?
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A less dense and less messlve altematlve (E) should be·analymd as part of the
environmental ....,Iew process In accordance with State CEQA gUfdeli'les section
15126.6 (C). ThIs altematlve shoukllook at reducing the size of the units and providing
more open space and trees.

Land use

The EIR $V8Iuatlon of land use Impacts tails to address the lmpactB as part of the
adJoln~ usee all which are less dense than ttis e><btIng project proposes. l:J'le
Community Plan nevererMsIoned expansion on Itlls site of CJVe( 500 dally V8hlde !rips
or of adding 300 pereons to this site. The community plan envlslonad the same number
of totJr1st aooommodatlon unils to remain In Tahoe VI8Ia with soma Iran8fers in and
some tral'l8fere out. The ehI1raeter of the nelghborflood althoUgh tourist serv!ng would
change by the addition of the massive and tal buildings an .such a smaIJ site In .
compal1son to sulTOllT1dhg uses.

Additionally, timeShare residential Is a spadal use in the oOOmunlty plan thus raquh1ng
that special use findings ere required by TRPA to be'anaIymd as part of project
approvals. I do not see where the EIR evaluator discusses these findings In this
dopJrnent,

Mitigation of closure of sandy beach campground- loss or recreation- The mitigation
suggested Is to pay the NTPUD e fee for potential relocation for future campground
facilities yet there 18 no a.wrent project propoeed to provide campgrounds as part of the
NTPUD master plan and any such projeot would require Itsown environmental
document Thls may never ever occor as the NTPUO is et.If'IenUy operating at a
.reaoeatJon budget deflclt Does It not make more sense to aIIow'thIs money to go into the
NTPUD general recreation fund to enhance their existing recreational opportunities for
the Tahoe Vista CClmrntA'lity? , .

If a campground Is never constructed by the NTPUO where is \he money to be u&ed? Is
theI'e 8 time period before the money can be used for other purpos;es? In other words a
campground operated by the NTPUD may just be a pipe dream and very Unrealistic. The
money oould be put to a better use and should be.

MltlgaUon measures for land use also Include payment d a f&8 tor recreatfon unl~
t.29 acres ofon...slle reereetlon Is provided. Again, where does Ihe fee collected by the
county go Ilnct how does lhfs benefit the Tahoe VI8ta CommUlity? The project
proponent should provide on-elte recreation If they are Increa9Ing density by 300 people.
The Impacts of an lna1l8Sad populaUOO on this site to the NTPUD Park and SandY
beach should be more exI8nsIvely evaluated.
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February 2008
Attaebment A

Fractional Share (timeshare) units and Condos for size comparison.

The Ridge Resorts, Soudl Lake Tahoe
http://www.ridgetahoeresort.comlridge naegle.html
1450sqft. 2 bedrooms

Tonopalo, Tahoe Vista· (Most of the Community is unhappy with this development)
http://W\\.\v.storiedplaces-laketahoe.comlpdfsfHome3.pdf
2)15 sq ft 3 bedrooms

http://www.storiedplaces-laketahoe.comlpdfs/Home6.pdf
1947 sq ft 3 bedrooms

http://wwwstoriedplaces-laketahoe.comlpdfs/floorplan4 c.pdf
1647 sq ft 3 bedrooms

Marriott Grand Retidences, Soudl Lake Tahoe
http://wwwgrandresidencec1ub.comlen-us/tahoe/property floor index.jsp
1,341 sqft 2 bedrooms

Brockway Springs Condos, Brockway (Kings Beach)
1325 sqft 3 bedrooms (currently on the market)

Kingswood Village Condos Kings Beach
1422 sqft 2 bedroom, 1566 sqft 3 bedrooms (~ently on the market)
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From:
To:
IWjectI011_

JDti1lO
tJdvang:Otma.orgi Maywan Krach;
T.hoeVfsla~
saturday, March OS, 2008 3:56:56 PM

My husband and I bought the Rustic Cottages in Tahoe Vista in 1996; then
the "Tahoe de Casa" property, at the west end ofTahoe Vista, in 2002. Both
were "distres'Bed" properties when we bought them, but with a little vision
and hard work we've been able to build 'a successful busmess in this small
town. We were attracted to these properties because oftheir age (built in
1925 and 1945 respectively), because they are two of the few remaining
cottage resorts left at Lake Tahoe, and because of their location on the quiet
side ofLalce Tahoe. They are now places where people can come to
experience Lake Tahoe in 8 relaxed atmosphere with an "Old Tahoe"
ambiance in relative peace and quiet.

I'd like to think that what we've done with our resorts over the years has
helped the comnnmity-through the additional TOT we've collected, fuough
the improvements we,'ve made to our properties, and by attracting more
tourist dollars to the North Shore. There are certainly easier ways to earn a
living-but it's worth the hard work, knowing that we've been able to build
our business significantly without impacting the community in a negative
way.

So what does the future hold for Tahoe Vista? Why is Tahoe Vista in the
crosshairs of 80 many developers lately? I'm all for some redevelopment
but why such high density in 80 many proposed projects? I don't understand
why it would even be considered. I do not want to pass ju<Jgment on anyone
--and most certainly not on anyone I don't know personally-but it sure
looks like there is a small contingent that wants to take advantage of the fact
that the Community Plan hasn't been updated yet I'd like to think that we
all have the best interest ofour comIilUnity at heart. Unfortunately,
appearances contradict that hope.

We are very fortunate to live and work in one ofthe few small·towns left at
Lake Tahoe.' We can make Tahoe Vista better-we just need a shared vision
fmour future. Once we go down the road ofhigh-density, over-built
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developments. there is no turning back. The chance for small and tasteful
will be gone foRwer--and our legacy to future generations will be 1018 of
people (and their cars)~ed into a small area. It doesn't make sense to
make such drastic, overwhebning changes to this small community
'ospecially in such a short amount oftime. It would be in everyone's best
interest to put together a plan that will keep the small-town ambiance of
Tahoe Vista, and then proCeed with any plans for redevelopment very
carefully. Let's not roin this quiet little town forever.

Janet Tuttle
Rustic CottageRe~, u..c
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. Froml
To;
SUbject:
Datel

LanaDp!Rn
!'laW COunty EnVIronmental COocd!natjOn services:
Tahoe~ ,
Thesdav, February 26, 2008 9:54:09 PM

z

.Hello, my name Is Lana Tipton and rm a long time homeowner (over 30
years) in Tahoe Vista.

My husband Don and I bought here for the quiet, small town
environment Over the past several years we have faced issues with our
own property so another resident muld have a larger home by disrupting
our street, This has been an emotional process and ultimately we found '
~ndlan artifacts stopping the project for awhile.

This saId, we want to keep our small town, small. We don\ like the South
Shore and have been following the proposed Kings Bead1 development
explosion. Tahoe aty is not to our Uldng eIther-too much traffic and too
many people year round.

Tahoe Vista has always been a sleepy little bedroom community spattered
with smaR hatBlS/mot:els and a few nice restaurants. Tonopalo Is an
abomInation and should never have been built in Tahoe VIsta It Is an
eyesore and does not look like the rest ofthe communitY.

I hope you wtll take In consideration, the full time residents do Want to
maIntain the small town quailly and don't want large timeshare type
developments~ . '.

Lana and Don TIpton
PO Box 517
Tahoe Vista, ca 96148
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Maywm 1ttaclh .
P1acerCoUD1y CommUDity Development
RaIource ApItJ:y
BtrViromnental Coordination Services
3091 CotmtyCeateiDrive. Suite 190
Auburn, CA 95603
B-mliJ:~&Y9Y

Theresa AV1I1JCe
BIrvUoIiftMldalllvlew Setvicei
Taboo Reg:ionaJ P1aIlninB AgfllWY
P.O.tJos5310 .
Stateline, NV 89449
B-aiafI:~

NOl1b Tahoe Citizen Action A11iance (NTCAA) was organized to reprueat the local resi- ..
dent,.business owner and property owner in 8 citizen's voice fur' ourNorth Tahoe Community.
Having 8 significant nombet ofTahoe Vista COIImIIuuity membm who are either NTCAA mem
bers or thoSe Who have beeD contacted, NTCAAfulda it essential to COlJIJrlent em the Tahoe Vista
Partners, LLC AffOrdable Housing and Interval Ownmhip DevelopmentDraft EA/E.IR.

1. Under Cho Ptiblie Service sectiaD, analysis of the Fire Dep8rtrOent's QOncerDJ is
inoomplete. The Nor1b Tahoe Fire Pnltecdon District requlre8 secOndary access for
8~ dewlopmcnt of Ibis scale &n4 cootlguration. In 8 letter dated 1uly 6,
2007 to Mr. St8WJ BueJna of the PJeeer County PJanmng Departmlmt, Fire Chief
Doane Whitelaw llta* in Section So .~ secoruIIuy aJXe$8 roat( eit1Iu a looped
roa( or an~ aeceu road to Toycm RDotls1ulH be fJIVTI'ItIed. "This has not
beenimp~ in the Draft BAIHDt

2. The Tahoe Vista Community Plan addr:esscs the proposed development site by the stato
mont oncomasmg expansion oftbe C1IUIpground. the properly owner c8nn0t eccmomi- .
eaUy jnstifY this coune ofdevelopmem as evidaoced bythe proposed project. HowtWer,
replacement of the campground on NI'PUD property at DollarBin lIDd the North Tahoe
Regional Parkbas not been pursued or assured. The mitigation fee of $500,000 Imposes
fi:naDciaI demands 0tI the dcYe10per to maximize density and coverage on the site. The .
cummt proposed project was neVer enviaioDed as possible during tho Tahoe Vist3 Com-
munity Plan formula1ion during the 1990's. . .

3. Under the existing governing Comnnmi1y Plan residential timeshare is not an a1~ed ~se

but is a special use. requiring a special use pe:mril The DBIR uses laDguage suches "con-

PO Box 2B9, Tohoe VIsta. CaIItomkJ96148-0289
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4. sistent with" Commltl'lity Plan, which the proposed development is not. This type·and
scale ofprojcct was never conceived or discussed in the Cammunityplan process.

S. There is insu!ficie:nt mow storage on site, The CUtrCl1t winter storms have demonstrated
thelack: oravailable local sites fur excess snow stOrage. The propoaed on site capacity is
c&xtainly not based on a normal wintt:c snowfall. The IIIlOW would have to be hauled off
che site which impollCli burdeus on the surrounding area to absomthis impact. Snow is
oftm hauled lonS distancesand/or dumped in "any Gxpedient" location. The DBIR..docs
not identify these impacts. .

6. The Tra.flic section oaloulates the incmnental increase in VIE (299) during the 8lJmJltet

useof~ campground facilities, fullY occupied about three months ofthe year. How
~er, ltie pn)pOBed clcvclopmart u rc:akkntial tourist accomrnodlition win enable year
round use for an additional_ months of522 VTB's. 'The EIR onlyretisrs to summer
(offset by campgtOUDd VTB's) and winter traffic. Thia tecbnlquegives a filIse impres
sion oftho Yt'81' round impact wbicb would m, the 522 VI'B for aboutnine months.

7. 0nmdCathering in. 62% land use coverage, which was based on tho campground use de
scribed in Item 5 above, doe& not reflect1bc immediate impacts on tho environment and

~ that the propoiicdproject Will incur. The use is~ significantly and is
very close to single family resideDces. The housing density should be teduCed to ap
proximately 30%. Typieal housing deDsi:ty for1bis area ofTahoeViat;a is fivcl~. This.
project is tealaore and is o.ot consistent with tho~ ofdie cOmmunity as required in
the preaeintly govmrrlng commUJJity plan.

8. The TRPA i. cammtly deveJ.opi.tlg aRegiOnal Plan fut the Lake Taboo BaJin. It will not
be approved until 2009. Since the Tahoe ViSta CommunityPlan will then be developed
witbm the scope ofthe Regional Plan, all landuse changeS should be postponed UDtiI that
time, including this development.

9. Under Vegetation and Noise secti.ooS there is uoideirtilied impact ofinereased noise lev
els on neaxby residaotial neighborhoods from highWay 28 due to the removal of trees.

10. The proposect romovaJ. of8S% of the elcisting tre03, cOupled with the 62% land ooverage,
will aipUieantly degrade 'the cnviromnent by reducing air quality, reducing rainwater ab
80rption. increasing surface nmotfinto LalcC Tahoe, and impairing the visual beauty of
the property, not in keeping with thecharaetcr ofLa1co Tahoe. How can any amount of
revegetation replace this 10l8? .

PO Box 269. Tahoe VIsta. Caiforrici 96148-0289
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11. 'IJ1e trimsfer ofTAU's should be analyzed further. lfdte TAU's are from motel rooms of
300 to 500 sq. ft. and are being used to build the proposed 1900 to 3000 sqft units, there
are growth impacls that are not identified.

12. The CumuJatiw Impactsection is inadequate. The paymmt ofAir Quality Mitigation
fees to TR.PA and Traffic mitigation fi,es to Placer County does nOt address the acoumn-
lation ofphysical vClbicles on the roadways orinc~ airpollution. Regional programs
to eocourage ID8I8 transit"displace vtrj few ofthe VI'B's gr:nemted by projects targeting
tho demographic oftbe proposedproject Based on the logic oftraffic impacts in 1hc
DBIR, any cumulative analysis could conclude '1ess~ significant impact" even though
several tboUSllDd additional vehicles-occupy existing roadway!. The methodology is in
adequato to assess true cumulative impacts because it stillloob at individual projects
first maIdna ajucf.&ment ofthdr impacts. 1:IJea tbatjudgment oflevel ofsignific8Dee is
epplied in relation to the general area. 'I'raffie generated by all projects needs to be added
together first to produce a physical'iIicremenbll vehiclecom. Ouly then can the true im~
pact be judged lIS to its significance.

13. The olUn:lUt1y proposed Community BDhanOCn1ent Projects in Xin8S Beach will also add
to trllftic and in1iaatroct'url' demanda which must also be included fur a comprebemlive
oumulativo implCt.

14. There am sCVG'81 major dGvelopmeof3 within ODe-sqwue mUo ofTahoc Vistlc 1) Tahoe
Vista Partner&, LLC A1bdable Housing and IOterval ()wtI«Sblp Development, 2) North
Tahoe Marina expllnsion (more tblID doubling in Size), 3) Taboe s.oda Time Share ~
paotion (doublins in sizC), 4) tho adjOining Vista Village Affordable Housing Develop
ment, lilt propoeed at 72 rental epartmerltB, and S) the Tahoe Vista Recreation Area park-
ing lot. In addition, th«o are sevaal smaller projects along Route 28, and the propoBed -
expaDBion of the North Tahoe RegionAl Park. These win etrectiwly double the popula·
tion in that area.

IS. Tho selection ofAltomatives is biased in favor of fUU development oftile paroel lind is
thenfore inadequate. Alternative B mIu.ces tho number ofUDila but iDDreases the interiOr
space of the unite to an admitted dift'ertllbCe ofonly 600 aq.ft. 'Iberefbre, Ihere reaDy is no
altemative preaented that reduces impacts signiflcantly from Altemative A.

For the above reuons, the North Tahoe Citizal Adion Alliance belilMl8 that tbc Tahoe Vista
P8rtnors, LLC Affordable Housing and !Dtclval Ownership Development Draft EAIEIR. is sub
stantially inadequate in cUtrent facts, and the scope am depth ofimpacIB on the Tahoe Vista and
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swrounding community. Action mast be takcm to mitigate these adverse impacts in a physical,
not 1humclal, way. '

sincerely,
NORTH TAHOE CITIZEN ACf10N ALLIANCE

'I 1-15
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Getald JWotet. Preaident Dave McClure, Vice President
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Fund to Reduce VMT) and 14.A-lb (Contribute to Placer County Road Network Traffic
Limitation Zone and Traffic Fee Program) as identified in Chapter 14, "Traffic, Parking
and Circulation."

Please also see Common ReSponse 4, "Adequacy of Payment of Mitigation Fees as
Mitigation," regarding use ofmitigation fees.
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Febru8(}' 18, 2007

North Tahoe Development Watch
P.O.Box429

Tahoe Vista, california 96148

Maywan Krach
Placer ColU'lty Community Dsvelopmant

.Resource Agency
Envlronmental CooRjlnation Services
3091 County center Qrive. Suite 190
Aubum. CA 95603
E-mail: cdraecs@pIacef.ca.gov

Theresa Avanoe
Envlronmental Review Sel'\lioes
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
P;O. Box 5310
Stateline. NV 89449
E-maR: tavance@trpa.org

Re: Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Affon:lable Housing and Interval Ownership
Development Draft EA/EIR .

qear Ms. Krach: .

We respectfully submit these comments to help ensure that agency
deelslon-makers fully comply with the california Environmental auallty Ad.
("CEQA"). Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.• and the Natlonal
Environmental Polley Act \NEPA" 42 U.S.C. § 4321 at seq., wlth respect to the
proposed Project..

NTDW 18 an organization whose mission is to Influence well planned
development through managed growth that mairnalns a healthy. vital, community
embracing our 8ocIai. scenic, rea'eBtion and community values. Our purpose is
to support redevelopment of our blighted areas and protection of our natural
resources, while addressing our Infrastructure needs and balancing economic
development with reeponslble growth.

We believe a oomprehenalVe oommunlty master plan should be created
lnoluB1\18 of . . '

. )0 carrying capacities
)0 .SodaIlmPact8
)0 CUmulative Impacts
)0 Red8Y&lopment of existing blighted areas
)0 Re.vit8fizatlon ofsobstandard development
)0 Identlfied Infrastructure deficiencies and planned

Improvement
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NTOW -ResponSe to Sandy Beach
Page 2 .
February 18,2007
A comprehensive public process for the future should include responsible
planning, good design with review and mitigation ofcumulative Impacts,
education and buy In from communities along with 8 stakeholders committee
made up of citizen's, property owners, business owners, project proponents, and
representatives from public utnltles districts, recreation, fire, and police.

NTDW Ja deeply concerned about the envlronmentallmpaets the
proposed Profectmay have on Tahoe Vista as well as 1he far-reaChing
environmental Impacts of this Project together with the mYriad of other projects.
Like all concemed members of~ pub6c, NTDW relies heavily on the
environmental document required by CEQA and NEPA for an honest evaluation
of the ei1Virorurienml impaCts that would result from Impfementation of the
proposed Project and otherdevelOpment In th~ region. The EnVIronmental .
I~ Report for thla propossl should be of the higheSt quality, giving both
decision-makers and the pubflc 8 full opportunity to understand and analyie the
envlrorvnental effects of. and alternatives to, the Project. Unfortunately, after
carefully reviewing the '1"ahoe Vista Partners. UC AfIbIttable Housing and
I,nlerval OWnership Development Draft ENEJR~, we have concluded that it faBs In
numerous respecta to eot:nply with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. As
described below, the~IR violates CEQA and NEPA because: (a) It falls to·
analyze the slgnlflcant environmental impacts of the Project and propose
adequate mltfgation meastlI'88 to address those Impacls, and (b) faUs to
undertake a legally eufIlcIent study of alternatives to the PIo)ect NTOW strongly
supports the County's efforts to promote affordable housing end revitallmtJon In
the Lake Tahoe region. However, the developm~nt of this housing cannot and
should not proo8ed at the expense of the environment.

The EIR Is "the heert of CEQA.· LaurelHelghta Improvement Ass'n v.
Regents of University of CaJI1omIa, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 392 (1988) (1;aurel Heights
I") (citations omitted). It "laan envlronmental'a1arm bell' whose purpose It Is to
alert the public and Is responsible offlclals to envlronrtlentaJ changes before they
have reached ecological points of no ratum. The EIR IS also Intended 'to
demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, In fact, analyzed
and considered the ecological Implications of Its action: Because the EIR must
be certified or rejected by public officials, it Is a document of accountability." Id.
(citations omitted). Llkswlse, NEPA requires that federal agencies ·conslder
every significant aspect at the environmental impact of a proposed action ...
{and] Infann the publlG that (they have) indeed considered envlronmental
concerns In its deciston-maklng prOcess." Earth Island Institute v. U.S. Forest
service, 351 F.3d 1291. 1300 (9th Cir. 2003) (citations omitted).

Where, as here, the environmental review document fails to fully and
accurately InfOrm deeJston..makefs, and the public, of the environmental
consequences of their actions, It do~ not satisfy the basic·goaIs of either statute.
See Pub. Res. Code § 21061 ("The purpose ofan envJronmentallmpaa report Is
to provide public agencies and the publTc In general wIttt detaDed information
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about the effect which a propoSed project is likely to have on the environment; to
Ilst ways In which the slgnlficant effectB of such a project might be minimized;
and to indicate altematlvee to such a project,"); 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b) ("NEPA
procedures must Insure that envlronmental Information ia avaIable to pubic
officials and citizens before decisions are made and before ad:lonssre taken.·).

As a result of the Tahoe Vfs1a Partners. u..C Affordable HousIng and
Interval Ownership Development Draft EAlEIR numerous and serious
Inadequacies, there can ,~ no meaningful public review of the Project. Placer
Counly must revise and ~ate the document as a revised DEAlDEIR In
order to permit an adequate understanding of1he environmental fs&ues at stake. '

. ' In addition to these 18rfOUS deficiencies In the DEAlDEIR, it Is 0l.I" opinion
that the County and TRPA should delay consideration 'of the proposed project
until such time as the County hss c:ompIef9d an updated Community Plan for
Tahoe Vista, Ililked to the Pathways Regional Mester Plan. GIven the amount of
developinent'preesure In the Tahoe Vista, KIngs Beach and Nor1h Shore areas,
such B maSter planning process would alloW the County to adequatery plan tor
future land U89'develOpment while. at the same time. protecting the exceptional
and spectacular natural resources or Lake Tahoe. .

I. THE DEAlDEIR FAILS TO COMPLY WITH CEQA AND NEPA.

a. The DEAlDEIR Fan. to AdeqUately Analyze and MItlgate the
Project's Envtronmentallmpacts.

As d1scue6ed above, the role of an EIR Is to Inform the public and
declslon·makers 'Of the environmental effects of their decisions bsftn they are
made. To do this, an EI~ must be detaRed and complete, and reflect a good-faith
effort at fuU dIsclosure, The doculTlellt should provide aaufllclent~ree of
analys18 to InfOrm the public about the proposed project's adverse environmental
Imp8cts and to slow decl8lon-makers to make Intelligent Judgments. See CEQA
Guidelines § 15151. Any conoluskm regarding the slgnJflcalice of an
environmental impact not based on analysis of the reIevllnl facI8 faile to achieve
CEQA's Informational goal. As set forth below, the DEAlEIR Is riddled with
oonclusory statements regarding envtronmentallmpacts, unsupported by facts
and analysis. '

1. The DEAlDEIR Falls to Adequalely Analyze the Project's
Impact on Community Character. '

The DEAlDEIR evaluatiOn Of land use Impacts faUs to address Impacts to
the existing residential community adjacent to theprop06ed Project site. A
neighborhood consisting of 32 homee ,Is locatedIm~ North of tile Project
site with neighboring backyards abutting the project area. These neighborhoods
have experle'nced the Impacts of theexlstlng use; noise, smoky campgrounds,
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etc. and will certainly be Impacted by more development on this S/1e. The
proposed Project would replace undeveloped land with 55 units of housing, 10
affordable and 45 fraction..shara ownership.

Rather than anaJyze howthese buildings and density might impact the
existing community, the DEAlDEIR concludes, absent any evidence or analysis'
'that the Project would not Impact the community because the land uses in the
area ere mixed t'88Identlal, tourist, and recreation. We disagree: by any land
~e-plannlng standard, Increaslng density and year round use in 8 Iow-density
summertime use area oonstitutes an abrupt land use bansition. Moreover.
because the Prol~ct IS contemplated In a setting such as lake Tshoe. the
potent!allmpacf8 beoome more significant. -An JroncIad definition of significant
effect Is not always possible because the significance ofan actIvItY may vary with
the setting. For example, en actMty which may not be 'significant In an urban
area may be significant in a rural area" CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b~

Had the OEAIDEIR actually conducted an adequate analysis, It would
have discovered that U1e proposed Project would significantly affect the character
at the BXIatlng community. Perhaps the most compelling evidence of this '
Projeot's Incompatlblily with the surrounding area comes from 8 review of the
Tahoe VIsta Community Plan Itself. Indeed. the Community Plan simply never
oontemplsted a use as Intense as the proposed project at this location.

The Tahoe VIsta Community Plan's vision encouraged the expansion of
ovemtJht camping faciDlle8ln Special Area #2. not lhe removal. The suggested
mlUgation of relocating the campsites to the Not1h Tahoe Regional Park or
Arl~8tone Property is Undetermined. The Tahoe VISta Community Plan also'
noted that Tahoe Vista alVa was at 76 peroent build aut (based on existing
development In 1996. the age of the TVCP). The North Tahoe Community Plan
EIRIEIS states: .

The maJor ooncJualon of the TVCP Is th8t Tahoe Vista shouKJ continue 83.
a 1991Onal tourist end rectHtion center with some Industrial and commercial
USN. An emphasis of the plan will be on red8velopment ofexisting facUJtl9S, to
upgrade the appearance 01 the 8198, &long with envfronmental lmpt'OV9l'n9flts.
The 9JdstJng land Use patterns 819 expected to remain essentJelly the same,
affhough inCf9fTl9nt911y lmptoved through redevelopment. The plan targets and
addition of 7,500 sq ft ofnew commercial development.

'"Aft 7500 sf of coml119l'(;lal fIooI' area has been used and no CFA is
currently available In Tahoe Vista.

Additionally, the North Tahoe Community Plan ElRiEIS states

A. Significant Impacts

J-3
Cont'd

J-4

EDAW
Comments and Responses to
Comments on the Drift EAJEIR

2-92
1&10& Vitia P8I1ners,llC Affordable Hous.ing and Inl8lval

Ownership Development Final EAJEIR
Placer County and TRPA



NTDW -Response 10 Sandy Beach
. Page 5

February 18, 2007 . .
1. Significant impacts would ocx:ur from additional land use that

may result fn significant environmentallmpact8.. Proportionate
Increase In traffic. parking demand, congestion, h~rds to·
pedestrian aafetY, lmpads to scenic values, noise degradation,
and air qlJaaty degradation.

2. Because of historic land use conflicts and.current eoonomlc
trends, there is the potential to pennlt land uses that conflict with
the Vision of the Plan.

The traffic from the Project would certainly not be compatible wtth existing
uses, 8S It~ld InCl8SS8 c:ummt land uee from a Summer season use
application expanding to year--round use. The Tahoe Vlsta Community Plan and
the North Tahoe Community Plan EIRIEIS did not project this type of Increased
use In their 8nalysls.

Construction Ofthe Project, In and of Itself, would dramatically Impact the
character0( the residential neighborhoods to the North of the project site.
If approved I the· local community would have to endure two 10 three consec:utJve
phases of consbuotion adiYities Including earthmovi1g, grading, and excavation,
delivery of.constructlon rnaterfals,each of which Is estimated 10 take months to
complete. Given the proxlmlty 10 exlatlng residential uses, the constructlon
related traffic, noise and particulate air poQution from this type 01 sustained
constructlon actfvlty would, In no way, be compatible with existing uses.

In eum, tlie proposed Project Is not In hannony with the sIte or Its
surroundings; 18 not compatible with other properties in the neighborhood; would
have a detrtmentallmpaot on nearby residential and commercial property,
~lcul8rfy In Its maSs and acale and trafIIc; and Is. quite simply, Inconsistent
WIth the community's vision for this location. Had 1he DEAlDEIR a~rately
analyzed the Project'!, land use Impacts, • would also have recognized the need
to identify mitigation and/or alternatives capable of mlnlmlzlng 1hese Impacts. The
DEAlDBR shouldbereYi8ec:l to prOVIde 1tlls analysis.

2. The DEAlDEIR Analysis of and Mitigation for the Project's
Trall8pot1atlon Impacts are Inadequate.

a. The DEAIOIER Inappropriately Focuses Only on Dry
Roadway Conditions.

One of the DEAlDEIR most glartng deflclendes Is its failure 10 adequately
disclose, analyze and mitigate traffiC and circulation impacts on the a1'feetad local
Community. The DEAIOEIR purported analysis Is orlppled In large part beoauae
of the clooument's failure to analyze trafflc from the proposed Project during
snowy and Icy cond.ltlons. Of critical concam is the Project's Impact on Highway
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26. Hwy. 28 18 the primary route along the north shore of l.ake Tahoe. Clearly,
the characteristics and operations of these roadways change OOf1slderably during
sn~ and Icy conctltlons, When snowfall causes the roadways' travellar1es to
beoome narrow and far sflcker. Roadways beoome more treacherous as visibility

• diminishes from failing snow, snow built up, and vehicfes lose traction from loa.
Highway 28's three lanes are reduced to two and passing becomes impossIble•

.All of these factors can often result in a slowing of traffic 88 wetl 8S a marked
lnorease In the potential for accidents. Additionally, In the winter Cal-Trans Is
transporting anow ooIlec1ed throughout the North Shore froM the center blrms on
HIghway 28 Into T~hoe VISta, up National Avenue and dumps It at the North
Tahoe Regional Pari<. Given the changed operational characteristics during
snowy and Icy conditions, one would expect the OENCIER to have carefully
am~1yz.ed Impacts of the Project's trafflc on theBe roadways during wintertime.
The failure to provfde this analysis Is a critlcal oversight, which warrantS revision
and reclrculatlon of the document.

b. The OEAIOEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impact to
local highway, streets and Intersections.

Although the Project would greatly Impact the surroundIng community by
adding between 299 (summer) - 522 (winter) new daHy trips the DEAlDEIR all
but Ignores Impacts to existing resldenls.and businesses because It relies
exclusively on a level of88l'VIce ("LOSW) methodology for its analysis of traffic
Impacts. The LOS quantitative anar~ls aftrafflc Impacts Is es&entia', but·1t Is a
means to an end. The purpose cf such an anaJysls Is to understand what Is going
to happen to Intersections and traffic ft",tJn the $rea if the Project is built In this
instance, the LOS snalyefs-does notdeplct the change In potential fntffIc hazards
or quality otlife that I'98ldents would experlenoe with the Increase 10 irafflcfrom
the proposed Project. CEQA requires such an analysis. The CEQA Guidelines
state that a project WOUld have a sfgniflcant impact on traffic, parldqg and
circulation If It caU998 an Increase In traffic, which Is substantial In relation 10 the
existing fraffle load and capaclty of the street system. CEQA GUldennes,
Appendix G. It is all the more disturbing that the DEAlDE.R does not evaluate
impacts to the~I c1rcul8tlon system since the environmental document Ilself
reRas on this ctlterlon 8S a standard of significance.

In comparison to the exlstlng number of vehk:le8utillzJng Highway 28 the
Increase In traffic from the Project woutd be substantia', yet 1he DEJR
Inappropriately Ignores this Impact. The DEAlDEIR faHure to identify these
Impac18 as -significant" within the meaning of CEQA has serious consequences.
By failing to acknowledge this inaease In traffic as a signlficanl impact, the
DENOEIR attempts to avoid Its obligation to dev9fop mJtfgatlon measures or
alternatives to address the traffic's Impaol on the eurroundlng community and
flow through trame. The EIR only analyzed peak summer trips and not winter
trips and slJ:lce the campground was only open in summer made a conclusion
!,hat they did not have to mitigate the other 200 trips createcI by making this
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project a year round use. Additionally the EIR onty proposes to pay a mitigation
fee on the 299 added number of Summer trips dlsregarcllng th4;l522 added winter
trips, all but Ignortng this addltlOnallmpact, therefore an inadequate and flawed
analysis. The revised DEAlDEIR must analyzet~ Impacts. Such an analysis
would 'Include a detailed dest::rfption of the roadways' current operational
characteristics faking Into account the roadway widths, CUlVes, and grades, any

"areas wtth nmlted sight distance, pavement condition, parkfng, ell as related to
WInter and Summer use.

, The DEAlDEIR also faII8 at the essenUal task of analyzfng the Increase in
ImpactS and potential hazan:ls to the oomm8~,U88S located on National
Avenue. The Intereec:tlon of National Avenue and HIghway 28 Is located only a
.5 of a mBa from the project aite. The Intersection provides the only access to
about 120 homes and over 2O'bualnesses, Including the U.S. Post Offic8, the
North Tahoe Publ1c UtHIty Dl8trIct, the North Tahoe RegIonal Park, the NO,rth
Tahoe Hebrew Communfty center, leon's Trucking. B&G Excavation, Tahoe
Vlsta PreSchool, Karen's Playskool, Placer CQunty AnImal Control. North Tahoe
'Storage, Siena Paolflc Electric, Charter Cable, and the North Tahoe Public Utility, ,
Dl8trlct Administrative Offices and Maintenance Yard, manyofwh~ would be
frequented by the patrons of the proposed project.

c. The OEA/DEIR FaDs to ProvIde An Adequate Analysis of
the Proposed project's Construction-Related TrafficIm~.

The DEAlOE1R provides no evidentiary' support 1hat the Project would not
result in slgnlflcant construction related traffic Impacts. Project construction ,
would occur In two to 1hree consecutive phase!S. Based on this scenario, area
roadway8 would be impacted by con8truetlon veh1de8 and equipment for ~eral
seuona. The slow movements and larger tuming radII of construction trucks
reduce road capacity. Constructlon-related truck and vehicular~ typ!cally
oolncfde with peak period roadway traffic, again impacting roadwayS. In short.

, constnlc:tlon of this project would tremendously impact existing realdeota,
businesses and hlgtlw&y traffic flow, yet thIsl8sue rsmaIns unanalyzed in the
DEAlDEIR. '

The OEAlDEJR roost prepare a Traffic Control Plan as mitigation far tl)e
Project's construction impa<:ts. It Is wholly inappropriate to delay a1ticaI details
associated with construction traffic until after projeot approval. See G~tIy v. City
of MulTleta (1995) 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359. 1396 (rejecing mitigation measures'
allowing project applicant k) comply with report end measures regarding the
Stephens' kangaroo rat developed after project approval). Critical details such as
truok haul routes, truck turning movements. traffic control signage, restrictlons on
hOul'8 of hauling .ctMtI~ locations of staging areas and trafflc control measures
must be kIentlfie(f1n this document The revised DEAlDEIR must provide this'
Infonnatlon. '
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d. The DEIR FaUs to AcIequa1e1y Analyze the Project's Cumulative
Trafflc Impacts.

CEQA requIres lead agenCies to consider cumulative Impacts, or the
Incremental effects of the proposed project viewed together with the effects of
past, current, and probable future projects. Pub. ReI. Code § 21083(b);

.Guidelines § 15130(aHb}. An EIR wnl be invalidated If it fails to provide sufflcfent
infunnatlon concerning !he cumulative Impacts of the project under review. See•

. e.g., Los Angeles Unified Sro. Dist. v. Cly of Los Angeles, 58 CalApp.4th 1019,
1026-28 (1997) (EIR Inadequate for faDure to considerall reasonably foreseeable
consequences of project); san Joaquin Raptor, 21 CsI.AppAth at 738-39 (EIR
Inadequate for failure to list and consider effecIs of project along with other
developmentprojecta underconeJderation In vicinity); Kings County.
221 Cal.App.3d at 718 (EiR Inadequate for faUure to consider and provide
reasonable analysis of relevant cumulative Impacts o1slmllar projects In vICinity).

The courtB have repeatedly emphasized lI'Ie Importance of the cumulative
Impacts analysis. see, e.g., Bozung v.locaI Agency FormatfonCommlsslon; 13

.Cal.3d 263, 283 (1975~ A legally adequate 'cumulativeIm~ analysis" views a
particular project over time and In COnjunction with other related past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects whose Impacts might compound or
Interrelate with those of the project at hand. "Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but coIIecfively significant ProJects, taking place over a period of
time." CEQAGuldelinea § 15355(b). .

Here, tt1e DeAIDElR cumulative analysis of study area Intersections
ml8&es the mar$( entirely becaUse It never actually analyzes the traflIc Impacts
caused by other land use projects In the ate8. Instead of estimating the trip
generation and kip dlsttlbutlon for the projects ldehtifled in Table 18-1. the
DEAlDEIR simply applies 8 growth rale ofone (1) percent per year,to eatlmat&
peak hour tramc vOlUmes. The DEIR fals to provide any explanatfon 88 to why It
does not actually analyze the traffic Impacts of these projects, M adequate
cumulaUve traft1can~ would have identified the trip maldng characteristics of
each of the projects identified In Table 18-1. distributed the-trips across the
roadway and Irrter8eotioiJ network and actuaUy analyzed how these roadways
and Intersections would operate under cumulative conditlons.

Moreover. the DENDEIR list of related proJects omitted several projects, .
Including the following:

Past Protects
- 23 SJngIe Family Homes.greater than 3000 sq ft permitted from 2006

2008
-Perennial Nursery and CornmefcIaJ Office Complex Expansion
- Tumer Toyon Road Town home Duple,((1 of 2 duplexes on Toyon ReI}
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.• Duplex- another buDder for 8 total of six new residences on previously
v8csntland

Future Projeet8
• All Community Enhancements Projects proposed for the KlngsBeach

area .

The revlsedDEAlDEIR traffic analysis should analyze the traffic from the
Past, present and future projectS identified Inclusive of the above listed projects.
Moreover, the revised document must e)(pand Its study area beyond the
intersection of Hwy. 281Hwy 267. The Interdependence of these neighboring
communftles are connected due to only one hig~y access. HIghway 28.

3. The DEAIOEtRFalls to Adequatety Analyze the Project's
Hydrological Impacts.

a. TheDEAlDEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts of
Sutface Water RunoIf.

The Project site is Iocafed Within the Lake Tahoe ~rologlc Unit of the
Lahontan Basin and Lake Tahoe Is the receiving body ofwater for runoff from the
site. As stated In the Regional W818r Qua&ty Control Board ("RWQCS-)
Plan for the Lahontan Region rBa8ln Ptan"): Development of the watershed has
greatly accelerated natural erosion rates and incrused nutrient loading in stonn
water. Dlstui'bance of soll8 and vegetation...ha9 reduced.the natural treatment
CQpacity for nutrients In stann water. Impervious surfaces co.act pollutants from
vehlolee and atmospheric 80urces and dlscharge them In stonn water. Infiltration
of precipitation 18 greatly redUced; surface runoff dramatk:aRy 1na&8888, and
downstream rilI8nd guHyeroslon a1'8 1na9ased. WatBr qualty thfesholds
applicable to the Project related to sIonn watern.moff quality for bo(h surface and
groundwater are currently In non-attalnmenl Only one of the seven
water qU4llIty thresholds are ooOSidered to be In attainment and the overall
conclusion Is that water qualItY protection actions In the Basin need to be

. Intenslffed.

De8pfte this as8ea8ment. the OEA/DEIR~ Its analysls ofwater quality
impacts on preliminary, unverified data and relies on Best Management Practices
("BMPs") of que8tlonable efficacy to mitigate potenOal Impacts..The Project would
Incresae the amount of Impervio~8urfaces on the site and thenlfore has the
potential to Inc:reese surface water rul¥)ff from the site. The DEAlDEIR, relying
on the potentlallmplementatlon 01 BMPs to redUce Nnoff and contaminants in
runoff. concludes that the Project would have a less than significant impact on
water quality. However, the document lacks the eVidentiary support to conclUde·
that BMPs VII'OUId effectively protect water quality;
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The DENDEIR does not adequately analyze the Increased surface runoff
due to the concentrated flows caused by paving and winter use verses current
conditions with no Winter use. The DEAlDEIR should also analyze the benefits of
treating for the 100 year storm Instead of a 20 year storm.

The 8MPs propoged for the Project Include construction of detention
.basins fuat are Intended to detain water fur a period of time to slow for sediment
removal before· fhe runoff water Is inflltrafed.lnto the ground. According to
Planning Guidance (2001) pl'OYlded by the lahontan RWQCB, soil percolation
rates are the principle consideration when planning Infiltration basln8 because
the effective removal of dissolved constituents Is highly dependent on soil type.

Despite the Importance of site-speciflc soil information In analyzing the
effectlveness of the proposed detentionlfnflltratlon facilities, the OEAlDEIR
Inappropriately defers soil and percolBtlon tests to a latet dete. The consulting
engIneers to the Project applicant point out that this information Is not yet known.
Indeed, the applicant has 'lot verified "the actual available area to locate a
detention basin" and has n!)tverlfled"'the soli permeabnlty in the areas
designated for lnfltratton:Oeferring the evaluation of sjte-speclflc soD studies
until after Project approval 18 Impermlsslble under CEQA.ln SUndstrom v.
Mendocino County, 202 CaI.App.3d 296 (1988), Mendoolno County attempted to
satisfy CEQA by approving a project subject to conditions requiring the app~cant

to prepare two hydrology studies for planning~ review and to adopt mitigation
meaSUrN reoommended in those studies. The court rejected this approach
because by ItKlUlrlng that the applicant prepai-e the hydrology studIe8, the countY
improperly delegated lIB legal reeponsll:lHIIy to assess a project's envimnmental
Impact Id. at 307. The court emphasized that CEQA requires the lead agency
itself prepare or contract for the preparation of Impact 8S88$8f1l9f11s (citing CEQA
§ 21082.1 ~ that such a888ssments reflect an agency's "Independent judgment,"
and finally, that the Board of SupervlsonJ. not County plaMlng staff. be .
re.spoMsIbIe tor reviewing and certifying the aS88ssment rd.

The fundamental concern underlying SUndstrom was that even If the
required oondltlonS !'fproject approval had be~n adequate, th8 need for post
approval studies demonstrated the Inadequacy of the County's environmental
review prior to prtlject approval. Id. Similarly here, the fact that the·DEIR calls for
defening soU and peroolatlon tests untl after Project aPP.f'OVBl highlights the
substan1lve Inadequacies of the DEIR. Grven the Proja~ site's proximity to Lake
Tahoe and the Importance of protecting water quality downstream from the
Projed site, and the fact that the project relies on eMPs to reduce lmpacts to
water quality, this Information is Integral to the environmentalanalysls arid cannot
be deferred to a future date.

There Is potMtlal for 8 sewer spill In the event of 8 wastewater
conv~ce system pump falIure. The DEAlDEIR lacks any evidential)' support
to conclude that such a pump failure would not occur. Therefore the revised
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DEAlDEIR must ahalyze the magnitude of such a sewer splJl and evaluate Its
patenUallmpact on water quality.

b. The DEAlDEIR Falla to Take Into Account the Effects of Climate
Change on Stprm Water Storage Needs•.

There Is Increasing evidence of climate change that is expected to change
precipitation and other local ciln1ate conditions. A/though. the precise
consequences of cllma1I8 change are not known. there Is likely to be an overall
trend toward more Intense storm events, hlgher1emperatures and 8 higher

·percentage of rain VeJSU8 snow that W11result In fewer days Of below-freezing
temperatures and Jess snow pack coverage. SIte u.s.
EPA, Climate Change and CsIJfomIa, S6ptember 1997;CA EPA, C6J1IomIe

· Climate Action Team Report, Msrch 2006 and LTCECLake Tahoe Repott~,
How Will Climate Change Affect. the SIerra? D9C8ITJber 2004. The potential
combination of these tI8nd8. which would affect penneabHIty and increase the
amount of runoff, woufd produce conditions that would result In even larger stann
water runoff storage needs than proposed by the Project. This would in tum
·lmpllcate th& design of the proposed Projects' storm water runofffacllill8$, which

, could leave the 8rea susceptible to overflow of the faciIi1Ies and flooding that
could lead to comamlnaUon of rec:eMng waters. The I'8\Ilsed
DEAlPEIR's hydrological ~lysl8 should take cli'n8te change Into account.

c. The OEAIDEIR lacks Evidence To Support Its Conclusion that
MItigation Would Reduce Water Qually ImpactS to Less-Than
Slgnlftcant Levels.

The DEAlDEIR reIes on the Implementation of BMPs to concliJde tt1st
water quaUty Impacts from the proposed Project would not adversely Impact Lake
Tahoe. What the document falls to aGknowtedge, however Is that .lment
removal efflcIencle8 can vary greatly with the type ofstructural aMP
Implemented. Many BMPs Installed 88 standard rneaeul'88 are onty somewhat
effectlye for rvmoval of fine partldes and dissolved nutrients. such as
phosphorus and nitrogen - two constilueirts that are particular culprits In effecting

,water qusllty In Lake, T&hoe. (See Planning GuIdance, 2001 Chapter 10 at .
10-2). Moreover, the DEAlDEIR does not provide specific inbrmatlon about
OOflstrl.lctlOn-related·BMPs to determine whether they would be adequate to
protectwaterquallty. For example, one of the measures states, "temporary
erosion oontrol facilIties 8haII be Installed to prevent ttJe transport of earthen

·materials and other waste off the property•• The. DEAJDEIR provides no
Information·on the number, type, and location of the facilities to be installed.
Without this IriformatIon, It 18 vIrtUally impossible for decislon-makers to 8888&8
whather these BMPs will be effective and to what extent they may reduce
impacts. To conclude 8& the·DEAlDEIR does. that an impact is leas !;han
significant. substai'ltlal evidence must demonstrate that mitigation measures Will
reduce an Impact to a 1e88-ih8n-slgnlflcantlevel. Substantial evidence consists of
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"facts, 8 reasonable presumption predicated on fact, or expert opinion supported
by fact,· not "argument. speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or natratlve.·
Pub. Res. Code § 21080(eX1)-(2). Because the OEAlDEIR' conclusion of
Insignificance is premised on uneupported assumptions, It fairs tar short of this
threshold.' .

. In addition, pre-gradlng prior to construction would leave the sie wlnerable to
sedimentation and erosion. Impaots related to site clearance and soU erosion
could be mitigated l:Iy reslrictlng slt;e grading to indMdual phases.

d. The DEAIOEIR Fans to Adequately Analyze CUmulative
. Hydrology and Water' Quality Impacts.

The DEAlDEIR falls to aotUElIIY analyze the etrecl of the Tahoe VIsta
Project together with relaled projects on water quality. Here too, the document
dlemlsB8S Its Obligation to do so cIalmlng that these rulated projects must comply
with applicable water quellty regulations end Implement water quality protection
measures "that reduce project-re1at9d effects on W8terquality to less-than
slgniflcant levels..R Merely requiring compliance with agency regulations does not
conclusively Indicatethat a proposed project would not have a slgnlfloant and
adverse impact. In KfIlQ8 County Fann Bureau v. Cfty of Hanford, 221 CaI.App.3d
692,716 (1990), for example, the oourt found that the fact that the EPA and the
locala!r pollution oontroI district had Issued the neceesary air emIssion pennrts
for the construction of 8 coal fired cogeneration plant did not nUllify 1I1e CECA
requirement that the Ieed agency analyze the significant air quality Impacts of the
entire project. Moreover, 88 the Ktngs County case al80 con1lrms, an EIR must
Include objective meuurements of a cumulative Impact when such data are
available or can be produced by further s1udy and are necessary 10 ensure
discl08ure of the Impact. See KIngs County, 22:1 CaI.App.3d at 729. Despite this
manda1l9, the Vista VIllage OEAIDEIR makes no specific attempt to measure how
the development of related projects WOUld Impact 10 water quality. WhIG an
Individual project may not~ In discharges of pollutants at ItWe18 that would
violate water quality objectives or subs1antlally degrade the qUalityof reoeiving
waters. However. If the degraded runoff from. the proposed ProjeCt Is added to
degraded runoff from other projects In the watershed. subetanllaJ water quality
degradatlon could ocour. The DEAlDEIR certainly could have Identified the
Increase In impervlou8 suifaces and the Increase In surface water runoff from
these projects and analyzBd how these factors coukl contribute to water quality
Impacta. The revlaed DEAlDEIR must undertake this analysis and identify
feaalble mllfgatlon measures to address these Impacts.

4. The DEAlDElR' Analyafa of Impacts 10 Biological Resources Is
Inadequate. .

a. The DEAlDEIR Relies on Inadequate Speclal Status
Plant Surveys.
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The DEAlDEtR' falls to ensure that special status plant speclas would not
be Impacted by construction of the Project because Its analysis is based on
Insufflclent botanical surveys. Although 1h$ doooment concIudes·thstthe Project
site does not aupport any uncommon plant communities or sensitive plant
species, It fails to support this conclusion with substantial evidence.. Swveys·
.must be conducted during the blooming period for Special status plant species
such as the Carson Range rock cress. a california Native Plant SocIety (CNPS)
List 1B &pecles1, Which blooms In ALigust.. Surveys <XlIlducfed outside of
blooming periods will be undetected. There are seven sensitive plant species 8S

Identlfted In the North Tahoe Community Plan EIRlEIS:
• SIerra sedge. .
• Tahoe Drabs
• Cuplake Drabs
• Torrey's Buckwheat
• Long..peitaled Lewlsla
• Tshoe Yellow Cr88s
• Hldden:.petaled campion
• Tahoe Barberry

Di8turbanoes and Impacts 88 stated In the North Tahoe Community Plan
EIR/EIS ere 88 follows:

• Compaction ofSurfaca Soli - degrades soli structure; Impall'8 nutrtent
leaching; de8troya nitrogen-fixing becterla

.• Cleerlng of Surface Vegetation - eliminates habitat; reduces or
eflmlnates plant functions: Increases runoff.

• Grading - ReleaSes nutrients; changes runoff pattems;.destroys
6urf8ce teatu,..

• Impervious Surfacing - Sfl;>ps nutrient infiltration to soil: IncreaseS
.surface runoff; reduces groundwater recharge

• Noise..:Alters wildlife hab/1Qt uaage;impalrs normal behavior
• Motion - AItar8 wildlife habitat usage .
• Cllmatlc Conditions - Species may not adjust to human-induced

changes . .
• Insect and DI88a8e Contro/lntroduced Species - May affect

ecosystem In unpredictable ways; non-~vegetation may outcome
natives and not provide wildlife habitat: non-native animals may .
dl8f)l8ce n8t1ve8 through competition aild predation.

. Theae significant Impacts are clearly notable in the proposed project. As st3ted
in the DEAIOIER 95% of the site witl be graded. SIxty Nine peroent (69%) of all .
the trees that have been on this site will be removed. This Includes over 50% of
the trees currently on the site now.
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. The revised DEAIOEIR ahouldrely on appropriate survey protocols and survey
for stated specles during appropriate blooming periods. DEAlDEIR should also
address stated disturbances and Impacts as reported In the Community Plan
EIRIEIS.

b. The DEAIOEIR Falls to Adequately~ Poientlal
Impacts to Special Status Animal Species.

B88Eld on the callfornla Natl.!ral Diversity Data Base search conducted for an
adjacent project stte, sensitive biological resources nkely occur on and adJcwent
to the Project BIte. Again, the Community Plan EIRIEIS identities the Sensitive.
Threatened. Endangered or Indicator Animal Species as follows:

• Cooper's Hawk
• Sharp-shlnned Hawk
• GoshaWk

• Grouse
• P!feated WoodpeciOOr
• Mallard
• Osprey

AddJUonaRy the Community Plan EIRIEIS states CP areas should pay close
attention to: .

• Pscffic Fisher
• Pins Marten
• American Bad~r

• Bald Eagle
• Golden Eagle
• WI1Iow Flycatcher
• Mt. Lyel Siamander
• Calfomia red-legged frog
• Mountain yelow-Iegged frog
• NorthWeStern I'ond Turtle

. Two specles are known to the Tahoe Vista CP area. The Goshawks and Osprey
.have been obaerved, documented nesting in the Tahoe VIsta CP area. The
TRPA Protection Thresholds for these Special Interest Speclea are as follows

Goshawk - disturbance zone 0.5 miles and fnfluence zone 3.5 miles
Osprey - dIsiurbance zone 0.25 mies and Influence zone 0.6 miles

Additionally, 8S noted In a previous EIRIEIS (EDAW) for a project abutting this
site certainly within the disturbance and Influence zones. the white-headed
woodpecker and Northem Goshawks were Identified wittl nests on the site.
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From Vista VltJage E/RIEIS - The white-headed woodpeck&r Is a U.S. Fish and
W1Idflfe servlc6' ("USFwsry listed Federal SpecI8s ofConcern. The VIsta Vllfage
Draft DEJRlEISstates that the sits (located next to the proposed project site,
Tah08 V1ste Parlnera, LLC Affordable Housing and IntBrvaI Ownership
Development) contains suJlabIe habltat for this 8p8Cies end that the spac/ssls
not only likely to occurbut sJso nest on the Project site. Additionally, Iil survey for
Northern gt)8hswks conducted In 2005 Inc/ucles s bird Jist (presumably a nst of
birds the oonsulttmt WIIn68sed whfle on~9) that includes the whJte..headed
woodpecker. see AcoustlcaVVful SuNey for Northern Gosh8Wk8 and OIh8r
Birds, Z. Smith, July 2005at 2. The pptentJallmpacts to nesting speCiaI..stBtus
blrr/s, raptors, endmlgrstoly b/rfJs, concedes that the Vlstli V1rIageproject
"cordslna potentialnesting and foraging habRa#" for ptOtedsd bird species, that
the potentJal exists for the8e specfe8 to be present and that the I'83fJltlng Impact
would be' potentially 8/gn/llc8nt. AI the BJoiogioal ResourcesAss8ssment
pteptJred for the Project Bttrte8, "many snags throughout th6 proj9ct site provide
excellent nesting and food INOUrces for birds ofprey, woodpeck9rs, and
lf18ec11vorous birds. " Norlh Forie 2002

The Community Plan E.IRlEIS states that every effort shOuld be made to
,avoid impacting the dltltwbanoe zone or urban raptors and projects In a
dtsturbanpe zone'must obtafn the approv,,1 of the california Department of Fish
and Game, Nevada Department of WHdilfe aod the U.S. FIsh and WOdIIfe
service. Also stated are slgnlflcant impacts as follows:

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
• Numerous IargQ and small projects errvi8Ioned for this area

have the potential to remove conditElI' habitat, Impact mule
deer. hawks and other anlmal8. d~rb~ hablt8t,
Impact fish habitat, andin~ non-polnt polIJJtlon runoff
Into.snow Creek and the Lake.. These are potentially
significant Impacts

• The removal of oonlfers.and understory habihlt is significant
and the exteril of ourrentvegetatlon should be survey&(! and
lossesreoorded and predicted

• Impact to wildlife Is potentially significant. SUrveys for
.indICator and sensitive species, especiany campion, deer
and goshawks, must be conducted In conifer habitat before a

. project Is designed.

,The DENDEIR should rely on appropriate survey protocols and survey for stated
specles. Development of the project could result in significant impacIa to these,
and possibly other sensitive sPecIes of plants and BrW'nalS. The DEAlDEIR must
be revised to evaluate how construction aDd operation of the Project would Impact
the whlt&-headed woodpecker, goshawks and other sensitive species. The
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proposed mitigation for these Impacts is preparation of a preconstructlon SUlVay

and avoidance of tntes during nesting season.
, .

, However, while these measures may avoid direct harm to neating birds
• during nesilng season they do /'lathing to mitigate for the loss of nesting and

foragIng habitat. 'The loss Of this habitat Is an Impact that must be evaluated and
.mitigated appropriately.

Another sensitive species was identified on the neighboring site of the
proposed Vista VHlage project - Speiclal-status Bat Sp$CIes:

Several bat sptx:Jes on the USFWS Hsted Federtll $pec1e8 OfConcern have
, the potential to occur on 8ite: Iong-eared myotis, fringed m)'Otls, and yuma

myotla. The DEIRlDElS states 1hese species have the potential to occur at the
Project alte.SpecJf[caHy. the site has BUitsble foraging habitat andpotentially
sultsble, roosting hsbRBt (spaces underbaric and snags within woodland hablt8ts)
for the 10nf}-fJered myotIs. Id. "tree bark end snags on the Proj9ct sIt9 Could

. provide roosting habitat. Th9 removal of 1,520 tr8e8. including s number of
snags proposed for f9fTIOVsl would· Impact~ hablt8t of the bats.

c. The DEAlDEIR Falls to Adequately Analyze the Project's
Cumulative Effects on BioI0gIcaI Resource's.

The DEAlDEIR,takes B cursory approach to assessing cumulative Impacts
related to I08S of vegebltlon, loss of1rees, and Impacts onnesUng special-status
birds, rapt0r8, and migmtory birds. Simllar to other a.J1nuIaOve Impact analySes In
the DEAlDEIR, the document does nothing more Ulan reiterate the project-level
Impacts and related mitigation measuree. this approach does not pass muster
underCEQA. .

Inetxpllcably, the document never actually U888 its list of related projects
to examine cumulative Impacts to biological resources. A arevalidairon plan" Is
necessary and must make reference to the acbJaJ conditions on the ground..
However, the Io8s of tahoe's dlminlehlhg forestland would not be mitigated.

Moreover, the Issueat hand here Is not whether the Impacts of any .
proposed project alone comprise an impact or whether those proJect"r8lated
Impacts are adequately mltlgated. Rather, the issue is whether the loss of trees
and/or habitat from all projects, together wlth the Impacts caused by the
proposed Project, would result In B cumulatlvely considerable Impact. CEQA
mandates that the public be lrtormed of the tot8Ilty of the impacts of those future
projecta along with the present project under consideration. The revised
DEAIOEIR must therefOre evaluate the potentia/loss ofresQUrees from all the
past, present, and probable future projects In Tahoe VIsta and the Placer County
portlon of the Tahoe Basfn and identify mitigation capable ofotrseltlJ rg this lOBS.

5, The OEAlOEIR Understates the Project's Air Quality Impacts.
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The OEAlDEIR Und~tlmate8 the air quaHty impacls of the Project because It
Inappropriately consldel"8 construction emissions as an Impact distinct from the
mobile emlaslons a880Clated with lot:\Q"tenn operation of the Project. Phasing of
the Project wuld be generating operational emissions from mobile sources
(trucks and automobiles) and on-site 8Iatlooary sources, wtlile construction

,activities aB80clated wtth continued phases are ongoing. Pollutants from
operational and construction sources would thus be emitted altha same time•.
The air quality Impacts from 8 glwn pollutant are the same regardless of where
the pollutant comes from; the document must therefore .Identify and analyze the
Increase I" eml88loM from the entire Project and compare these emissions to
the air qual1ty thresholds.

Segregated anaJysls Is Importantd fncorrectty reporl8d data could conclude
,that, with mitigation. the Project's airquality Impacts would be less than
significant Combining construction and,operatlonal emlss1on8, the "mlligated"
emissIons woufd etffl uoe6d significance threshokts. Add/tlonafly, the proposal to
pay 8 $200,000 dollar fee to mitigate air: quaffty Impacts was calculated only from
the inaea88 trips oreeted In summer not Inclusive of winter trips. Therefore, the
DEAIOElR' conclusion-that Project emissions would be m~ated to 8 less'than
significant level cannot be sustained. .

6. The OEtR Fall& 10 Adequately Artalyzs Impacts to Scenic Views.

Despite the Project's obvious potential to change to the vIsu~ character of
the site liWld its surroundings, the DEA/DElR erroneously concludes that the
Project would not OBUse a signlflcant vlsuallmpacl Such a ooncIualon is not
supported by the facts preaent8d and cannot be upheld under CEQA.

Sound principles of land uae"p1annlng dictate that developmer1t be situated
to protect lhe existing vi8u81 Integrity of the area. C8Ilfomla ~rts are also clear
on this Issue. As explained by the court in QuaD Botanical Gardens foundation,
Inc. v. City of Encinitas. 29 CeI.AppAth 1597. 1606 (1994), It Is "self-evi:lenr that

, replacing open space with asubdMslon wID have an adverse effect upon "views
and the beauty of the 88tting•• Here, the OEA/OEIR Ignores what ie "self-evident"
to conclude that the 8Itsred vIew8 WOuld nQt be of consequence. Atterlng the
scenic quality of the Project site, especially when the view is of Lake Tahoe,
constitutes 8 signlflcant Impact. The loss of 50% of the trees, the increased
height 'of the bUIlding 10 S9' foot (exceeding TRPA height standards), and the
modular style of the buildings will alter the scenic quality of the project ails.

. The revl8ed DEAlDEIR must include an accurate and objective analysis of
these vlsuallmpacts.SUch an analysis should include photo simulations or story
poles to a8certaln how the views would be affected. It Is not until these visual
impacts ere adequatefy addressed may the DEAlDEIR identify feasible measures
to PI'988fV8 the Integrfty of the existing views.
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Similarly, adjacent nelghborfloods 10 the east and west and North of the
Project site would experfenoe significantly aIl9rad views. VIeWs from the
adjacent resJdenoes would be altered. this alteration would substantially degrade

• the vlsual character or quality of the neIghborhood because views of the project
complex would not be consistent with views of the surrounding reslcfenUal and

,commercial bundlngs. PhotOgraphs of exlstlng views from the adJacent
neIghborhoods show undeveloped, forested land. The surrounding area 1& best
characterized 8S rural residential to the North and light Commercial on the East
and West sides. Therefol'8, views experienced by 1'8Sfdan18 would be forever
altered from forest to partfaI views of mass buildings, par1dng lots, and roads. The
DEIR must acknowledge this change In vIew from ecIjacenl neighborhoods as a
JXrterrtJaIJy significant Impact and Identify appropriate measures to mitigate this
Impact. '

7. The OEAfDEtR Faft810 Adequately Analyze the Project's'
Impact on Public Servfces and UtIlitieS.

8. Water SUpply and WatJ3r Storage

Water demand In the NTPUD has been inCreasing and Is nearing supply
capabilitIes. The NTPUO hlJ8 IndJcatsd that addllfonal water storage and
treatment capabilities are needed to serve this Increased demand from existing
customent 8S well 88 those that would result from the VIsta Village Project and
other projects on the planning hor1zon. AcknowledgIng that this would constitute
a potentially slgnlflcant Impact, the DEAlOEIR faUs to analyze the severity and
exteh.t of thIs knpaet. The DEAlDEIR cannot merely label an Impact potentially
significant and move on to discuss mitigatiOn; It must d1acuss the magnitude and
consequences of that inpact. This p~jecl proposes an additional 85,000 gallons
pe~ day. How much demand would the Tahoe VIsta Projects cumufatlvely
create? What Is the extent and severity of tl)e Dlatrict's water stOrage and
treatment capacity deficiencies? These 18SU9l!l must be addressed now; they are
not merely project implementation Issues that can be addressed after project '
approval. Fees are Inadequate mitigation measures as the tanks to supply the
Increased demand are not In place.

The 1995 Community Plan EIRIEIS stated "the North Tahoe Public
UtilitIes DIstrict water system has been developed historically In an unsystematic
fashIon. Many components of the system were originally private systems
designed to supply minimal volume to domestic users. many In sea~al homes
or campelte8. In 1987 the NTPUD adopted a Master Water Plan that addressed
the planned replaCement or upgrading of many of these old or inadequate water
lines and facilities", a plan that to date has atll not been Implemented. The 1995
EIRfEIS al80 states that PotentIal need for mitigation In the California portion of
the Community Plan areas is tied to specific Iand-use decisions. Should golf
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course, RV Park. school or government office expansion be proposed, new or
modified pumps are likely to be necessary to meet peak demands. A half-million
galfon tank may also be required and, depending upon when these expansIons
would occur, additional staff may become necessary.

The Communlty Plan did not take Into account the.mass development that
.has occurred and Is proposed; The Increased density; the Impacts of going from
300sf t:l"lotel rooms to 190061 to 3600sf fractional ownelShlp and single-family
dwellings. Tourist Acoommodatlon projections of "no change In dens;ty..tourlst
unitsu allocation were proposed to !3e traded In and out with no net Increase In
density. This proJeot alone proposes transfer In of density from other locations
outslde of Tahoe VIsta.

The NTPUD DJstrict does not have specific plans for construction of
a new water storage tank, the DEtR's mitigation measure nonetheless calls
for the project proponent to provide 8 fair share payment to the D1str1ct for this

. project. Fee-based mlflgstlon progl'8lT\8 tor publlo servtce Impacts-based on fair
share Infrastructure contributions by individual proJ$dS have been found to be
adequate mltigatlon measures under CEQA. Save Our Peninsula Committee v.
Monterey County Bd. ofSupervlsors. 87 cal. App.4th 99,140 (2001). To be
adequate, however. these mitigation fees must be part of a reasonable plan of
actual mitigation tnat the relevant agency oominlts I8eff to implementing. !d. at
140-41. See also And6I8on First Coalltloo v. City of Anderson, 130 Cal. App. 4th
1173. 1188-89 (2005) (explaining that fee-based ttaftIc mitigation measurs8 have
to be speclfJo and part of a reasonable. enforceable plan or program that Is
sufficiently tied to the actual mltfgatlon of the traffic Impacts at issue)..
Here, In direct contrast to CEQA's clear requirements, the OEA/DEIR' proposed
mitigation simply assumes that the payment will occur, that It wl1l cause the water
storage system to aetuaIy be constructed, and that It wi adequately mitigate the
Impacts, withoUt providing a reasonably enforceable plan to achieve those
results. The DEAlDEIR.8hoUtd be reVised to provide sufficient analYsis and
mltIg8tIon.

As with the documenfs treatment of other cumulative environmental
Impacts, the OEAlDEIR' purported analysis ofcurnulative water supply Impacts
offers no more Informatfon beyOnd that provided in the dooUment's project
specific analysis. HeN too, the revised OEAlDEIR must quantify the potable
water demahd from all projects In the NTPUD and analyze the NTPUO's ability to
provide this service. It Is riot sufftclent to suggest that the NTPUO's upcoming
Master Plan wi Include an analysis of current and future water supply and
demand. CEOA requires this DEIRIDEIS to provide this analysis. CEQA
GuIdelines §15130.

b. WasteWater
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The OEA/OEIR acknowledges that upgrades to the existing wastawater
conveyance'system are needed to ensure an adequate level of pumptng 98paclty
to avoid the potential for sewer epUl1n the event of a pump fanure. Here too, the
DEAIOEIR looks to the payment of a fair share contribution to NTPUO for an

- additional pump at the National Avenue PlB11P Station to conclude that
wastewater Impacts WOtAd be mitigated to a less than sfgnlflcant level. As
discussed above, the'OEAlOEIR cannot rely on the payment of fees In the
absence of a reasonable, enforceable plan or program.

, As with the document's treatment of other cumulative environmental
impaet8, the OEAlOElR'e purported analysis of cumulative wastewater impacts
offers no more Information beyqnd that provided in the documenfs project
specific analysis. The NTPUD needs a larger pump in their National Ave faelity,
to handle 8 new ten\(, which has not been built. Here 100, the revised DEAlDEIR
must Identify the cumulative Inereasaln demand for wastewater service and
analyze the, ability of the NTPUO to provide thI$ service.

c. FIre Proteotlon Services

Are protection Is 8 crftIc8r Issue. Foresters say that the threat of an
uncontrollableflre In the Tahoe region 'is large and growing. "Protecting Lake
TahOe,· Reno Gazette Journal, April 15, 2007. In light of this serioUs concern, the
DEAlDEIR should have C8I8fuIIy evaluated the Increased demand that the
propo8ed project 88 well as other planned development, would have on fire
protection. Rather then provide this detailed analysis, the DEAlDEIR simply
mentiOns that the NTFPD has stated that current stafllng and equipment mayor
may not be sufflclent to address the·lncreased demand on fire protection
associated with the proposed Project. There is c:oncem for inadequate site
cirwlation to allow tum arounds for the fire trucks; there are no pullouts or
hammerheads and the tnternal circulation roads don't meet placer ~unty
standards. Additl0naiiy the fire dept has adopted new codes that go into affect on
January 1, 2008. can this project meet these codes? '
As evidenced by the follawfng statement from Dale Chambfln, fire protection
re80uf08s In the area ere InsufI1cIenl:

On July 28, 2005, I attended an operations meeting of the
NTPUD at thelr offIce8 on National Ave. Also in attendance
were Director Steven Rogers, oounsel Nell ~Ind, engineers
Mike Geary and Lee SCheeg, and dirBctDr& Lane Lewis and
Jeff Lenlnl. The primary Item of interest on the agenda for
TahO$ Vista reslcIents concerned the capacity In the area
served by th8 NTPUD. engineer Lee 5cheeg begsn the
di80usslon by apologizing for remarks he made at the last
public meeting held at the Kings Beach Conference center
where he reported that there was sufficient system capacity
for addftlonaf growth. After further study, he and his
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associates detennined that such is not the case, and that, in
fact, during peak weeks. or even weekend periods, the storage
tanks are drawn down to levels that are too low to guarantee a
r8llable source to all eutrtomers. Given this latter adn'iisslon,
how could we possibly fight a large fire with any hope of
success?

, E-mail from Dale Chamblin to Mike cav~h, April 23. 2007.

Rather than grapple with this serious issue. the DEAlDEIR once agaIn
Ioob ,to the payment of develoPer fees to claIm that this Impact would be
reduced to an Inslgnlfloant level. The reviSed.DEAIOEIR must address the
bottom line: will or wID not the NTFPO be able to adequately respond to fires
once the Project, and all other planned projects In the region, are developed?

B. The EJR Does Not Adequately Discus'S Alternatives to the
Proposed ProJect~

. ,

An EIR must descrtbe a range of altema1lves to the proposed project. and
to Its location, that would feasibly attain 1he project's basic objectives whKe
avoiding or subst8ntlally lessening the projeCt'a slgnlficant impacts. Pub. Res.
Code § 21100(bX4); CEQA Guldellnes'§ 15126.6(8). A proper analysis of
alternatives /s eseenUal for lfle County to comply wfth CEQA's mandate that
slgnlflcant environmental damage be avoided or substantially lessened where
feasible. Pub. Rea. Code. § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15002(8)(3),
15021(8)(2). 16126.6(a); Citizens for Quality GrQwth Y. CIty of Mount Shasta. 198
CaIApp.3d 433,443-45 (1988). As stated in Laurel Heights Improv:sment
A88OCiatlon v. Regents of University of Callfomla, "[w]lthout meanfngful analysis
of altematlv$$ In the EIR. nelther the courts nor the public can ftdfiUthelr proper
roles In the CEQA proce88.••• [Courts will not] count8nance a result that would
require blind tnJet by the pubUc. especialy In light«CEQA's fundamental goal
that the public be fully informed 8S to the consequences of action by their public
offlclals.· 47 CaI.3d' 316, 404 (1988). Here,1he DEAIOEIR' diseusslon of
alternatives fall9 to live up 10 th89Et standards.

The p'rimarv flaw In tile DEAIOElR' altematlves analysis Ie Its faOure to
identify and con8lder 8 reeaonable range ofaltematlve9 that reduce Protect
lmpacta; as CECA requtres. See CEQA Guldellnas § 15126.6{c); Citizens of
Goleta VaUey v. BOard of SuPervfsors.52 Cal.3d 558. 566 (1990). The
discussion of alternatlveemust focus on altematllfes capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening 1he adverse envtronmental effects of a project, "even If
these alternatives would Impede to some degree the attainment of the project
objectives, orwoold be more cosily." CEQA Guldeftn8s § 15126.6(b). The
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alternatives to be discuesed need not be identical to, or even substantially slmHar
to the project as originally described by the applicant, 80 long as they can be
accomplished within a reasonable p~1od Oftime, taking into account economic,
envfronm(lrrtal, social and technological factors. Cftlzell8 of Goleta Valley, 52
GaI.3d at '
574.

Speclftcally, the DEAlDEIR falls 10 identify a range of altematlves, which
avoid or subs1antially lessen the Project's slgnlflcant Impacts. Ratherthan
Imparting serbus Infonnatfon aboUt potentially Viable altematives that could
reduce adverse Impacts, the DEIR offers alternatives that seMI as "straw men"
lo provideJustification for the profeol Such an approach vlolates the letter and
spirit of CEQA. CitIzens of Goleta vaUey. 52 CaI.3d at 566.

The DEIR provides no explanation as 10'why additional aJtematlves WBre
not proposed that offered features~ to reduce the Inevitable damage
from the proposed Project. For example, the DEAlDEIR-dld not oonslderan
alternative wlth fewer smaller hoUsing units. Alternatives (b) and (c) are 39 units.
All (a) 18 45 unite. Reduction of number of unils occurred in aft (b) and (c) but '
wlth larger units up"to 3600 sf In size from 3000 sf as in alt (a). So the conclusion
is reduoed density by 6 units but increased massing.

Not surprisingly, the DEIR elso faits to fulfill CEQA's mandate of identifying
an envlronmentaly superior alternative. CEQA GuIdelInes section 15126.6 (e)
(2). The question the DEAlDEIR must answer Is 'which ,of the proposed
alternatives and the aetuallmp~ts they require Is the environmentally
superior 8Ilem8tlve? The envIronrnentefty superior alternative may not be the
propo~ Project.

In sum, the DEAlDEIR' fanure to consider a reasonable range of
attemattves as weB as the envlronmentaHy 8Uper1Or alternative renders the
document Inadequate under CECA. ThIs critical omission makes the document
of little utility to the pubic and d9CIs1on-makers, who ere Jeft with no reasonable,
less damaging option for development of this sensttlve site.

The DEAlDEIR should evaluate the Impact of larger unita, Increased land
coverage, traffic trips, parking, increase In population, Impact to loc8l services
Including recreation, and demands on Infrastructure and occupancy.

.AddltlOnaBy, analysis on 1he Impacts of tumlng a seasonal operation Into a year
roUM operation.

It Population and Housing

The North Shore Community Plan EIRJEIS sta1es:
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The 1996 Tahoe Vista Community Plan Area has flfty-three residential parooJs
with 217 housing units andresidant mansger8 oftwtmty.-nine apartment or tourist
Jodg8 complexes. 'The total occupied residential units are estim8tBd lff 246. At
the County average of2.21 'ptNS'On8 perunit this (9pt'8S81fiS a potentkll year-

• round pennanent population ofat Ie8st 544. Seasonalpopulations V8IY. with
vacancy levels In twenty.nine lodges inclUding 305 tourist un/ta. Atpeak

,ocCupancy there may be an addltJonal800 p8tsons residing fn the Plan AtN
(exoIudln9 campgrounds). , , ' '

There 18 potential for population groWth On vacant land In the planning 8198.
There 8re forty on V8CSnt parcels In the Special Areas. Eleven of these are
found In Special At8a8 which Is desIgnated a18SldentJaJ al88. Twelva are
adjacsnt to NationalAvenue in SpecirJ/Atee 6, wfthin an exiting residential zone,
and are designated'PubIJcI1ndustifai use an fie directly BClD88 the AVElnue from
Industrial activity. Foor I,. at the northwest fringe oft/lit planning area ~butting

the fNroftoul1st accommodation uses In Speaial At8B1, d68ignaJ8d tiS 8 tourist
a1'98. (One of the/OUrV8C4nt lots, howe~, He$ between two singJe-lsmiJy
1'88lden"'s.) Rve Of the remaIning vacant Jots lie wilhJn 8 slngle-f8mRy
t'9SIdentfal zone alongAn~ Road. The Jots and horTle8 are bounded,by
tour/st sccommodatlons in Special AlBa 1, d8sJgnated for tourist U$68. The
potentlsl futrJr8 permanentpopulation at density minimums C?" I/8Cant residential
land 18 at 19881 80 per3OII8.

tt Is IrJ1)Ortant 10 note, that many of theprojects fisted in table 18.1 and
past projects were not envisioned in the 1996 Tahoe VIsta Community Plan.
Tonopalo. the prripoeed sandy Beach eempgroondco~. and VI8ta Village
were unfol'8888n proposed hlgh-density development. The Hebrew Community
Canter and B&G Excevation project were also uppIanned In th~ vision for Tahoe
VJsta. AddlUonally, researching active pennltB for only 2006 and 2007 Indicate
23 new slngle-famUy homes over 3000 sq ft. Two areas have required new
roads: the Vista PInes aubdtvislon (8 homes) and the undeveloped hill across
m;,m Captain Jon's restaurant (5 homes). There are also many permits for '
addltfonal~ratlon8 that exceeded $100, OOO.OO'doIl:ars. suggesting expa~lon

ofstrtlctu,.,

The current population of 610 IndMduals has exceeded the 19~ Tahoe
Vista Community Plan EIRIEIS population projections of 544. This project alone
proposes en Incnaae In popUlation of 292 persons, a 6()% Incr8ase In our
current population. TN:s substantiates the need for a Comrmll1ity Plan update,
new Sllrveys and assessments to determine if we are at build out and what our
Infrsstrtlcture defk:l8ncles actually are.

III. APPROVAL OF THE TahoeVlsta Partners. LlC Affordable Housing
and Interval Ownership Qevelopment SHOULD AWAJT COMPLETION
OF AMASTER PLANNING PROCESS.
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In addition to its concems relating to CEQA AND NEPA compliance, the
NTOW Is deeply troubled by the liming of the Tahoe VISta Partners. LLC
Affordable Housing and Interval OWnership Development proposal. This Project

• Is being proposed In the absence of8 comprehensive planning process, which
would ccnalder all development proposals within Tahoe Vista and the greater

. region. NTDW therefore r~qu~ets that.the TRPA and the County defer further
consideration of1hls Project untl 80ch time as an updated Comfnunlly Plan for
Tsooe Vista, linked to the Pathways Regional Master Plan, Is prepared. Such a
planning effort Is necenary to set the preeminent policy and planning framework
fOr Tahoe VIsta. Through such a process, the County, TRPA, resource and
regulatory agencies, dEMllopment Interests and members of the public would
have the opportunity to dlseussapproprfale development leVels and other
planning considerations wlthln Tahoe VIsta 88 well as ~ress almulati\'e
env1ronmentallmpacta form this developmenl .

. .' Such a master plannll1g process ls of paramount importance for several
reasona. Arst, the Tahoe VIsta Community Plan, the guiding docUment for land
U8e related decisions, expires by Its own tenns In 2007. Community Plan at 1-1.
An upda18 to the Community Plan is long overdue. Mitigation monitoring
required by TRPA oocIe section 14.7 requlrtng monitoring and periodic review of
each communfty plan on five-year interva18 to determine conformance with
approved schedules, and to check the adequacy or programs, standards,
mitigation and monitoring' did not occur. This planhu not been reviewed,
revised or monitored since Its conception. Moreover, the proposed project was
never contemplated In the Community Plan. In addJtlon, the project would
subsUlntially Increase the year-round population; given the currerit population Is
about 670 Indlvldual8 and ilcrease the density from Ol!r average 1unit per %
acre of a typical SUbdivision to aU Unost 10 units per acre.

A major conclusion of the community plan 18 that TBhoe Vista should
continue as a regional tourist and recreation oenterwllh some Industrial and
commerolal uses. Major CUlT8llt considerations for p1aMIng In the area are: 1)
condltkin of some motel facQltiea In the area, 2) high land coverage al9ng
shoreline and In the sand dune area, 3) existence ofprlme fish habitat, 4)
outdoor reCl'8&tlon opportunities, and 5) opportunities for scenic restoration.
Major objections for planning In1he area inclUded: 1) compatible urban design, 2)
maintenance of eoonomlc health of the area. 3) Improved alternative forms of
traffic and oIrculatJon, 4) pl'98ervatlon of areas with envlron~ senslUvlty, 5)
adequacy of public faclltles, and 6) enhancement of r8Cl'98tlonai opportuniti9s.

Premature approval of the Project not only would conflIct with that vision,
but would atso make 8 mockery of the extensive revers of public participation that
the County undertook In connect/on with the CommunitY Plan Prooess. Approval
would open the floodgates for plece meal projects to come in without a clear
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vision. Put simply, it is difficult for the community to embrace 8 project that so
excessively counters Ite visioning process.

. Second, the north s!:lore oflaka Tahoe Is under severe development
pressure~ This deveJopmenUs th~nlng the area's fragile ecosystem, wreaking·
havoc on the region's roads and s8verefy taxing the pubic services and

. infrastructure. While the OEAlOEIR acIo'lowfed(Jes ave(40 projects proposed In
the' reglon~ one need look no fu rther than 1he DEAIOEIR' discuasion of public
servlces.to understand that the region Is In need of comprehensive planning.
Indeed many of the area's pLibllc services Including the local water storage and
wastewater systems ara sorely deftcferit in ri1eetIng future development
demands, This level of development, and the infrastructure burdens which
accOmpany It, W8IT8nt comprehensive 8888S8ment.

In the absence of such a planning process, the Lake Tahoe basin's natural
resOl,lrtlB8 will continue to be severely threatened. Development 18 destroying
valuable wildlife~ destroys Tahoe's diminishing forests and CQU&8S
Incre&sednutrlent loading which leads to 8 progressive reduction of clarity In
lake Tahoe. Indeed, 88 regards Lake Tahoe's water qualitY. several regulatory
agencies are In the process ofupd~ plans for management of the Lahontan
Basin. The RWQCB 18 currently updating lis Sttategic Plan for prot.ecllng water
quality In the Basin. And according to the Lake TahOB Environmental Education
Coalition, a'l8ee8rch effort currently underway wDlresult In development: of a new
water pollution standard known 88~ L.8k8 Tahoe TOtal t..taxlmum Dally Load
("TMDLj. This I9888rch dlnfonn decfsion-makers as to the IeveI8 of pollutant
reduction necessary to facilitate Improvement in lake clarity..

In Sum, If the Tahoe VIsta Partners,LlC Affordable Housing and Interval
Ownership Development Is approved before the culmination of a master planning
pl'OC888, the County and 1ha TRPA would be prejudging the vlabllftY. c:A this forest
land for Intensive development, wnhout the benefit of underst&ndlnQ the '.
cumulative envfronmental effects. It is this piecemeal development that posea
the greatest threat. ' ..

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing l'8fI8Ons; the North Tahoe Development Watch urges the
County 10 (1) prepare a rnvlsed envfronmental document that fully complies with
Ci;:QA and NEPA and (2),delay further consideration of1he Tahoe VIsta
Partners, LtC Affordable Housing and Interval Ownership Developmeot untl
such time as ttl$ County has completed an iJpdated Tahoe VIsta Community
Plan, Ifnked to the Pathways Regfonal Master Plan.

'.

J-30
Conrd

J-31

Tahoe Vista Partners, LLC Affordable Housing
and Interval Ownership Development Final EAlEIR
Placer County and TRPA

2-113
EDAW

Comments and Responses to
Comments on the Draft EAJEIR



NTDW -Response to Sandy Beach
Page 26

, February 16, 2007

This response has been completed with the assIStance and guidance Of lank use
planners and professionals and the 8dvise ofour legal councB.

Very truly yours.

North Tahoe Development Watch

Karen Van Epps
E)(C8CUtive DlrecIof NTDW

,I J-31
Confd

EOAW
Comments and Responses to
Comments on the Draft EAJEIR

2-114
Tshoe Vista Partners, LtC Affordable Housing and Interval

Ownership Development Final EAJEIR
Placer Countj and TRPA

43\



[0
..

. 1

·M··•.
_ , ~. .. :' .:'

From: Dale Chambll[)
'l'ot tarIyanccOTMP.qgi MI'tsYIll Krodli
SubJ*;b 5endy Beach ErR
DatIl: 'rutlJdIy, febNary 19; ZOO8 8:46:14 AM

"To whom it may concern;

severar months ago, the Tahoe Vista community met
with. the TRPA at the North Tahoe Community center
to discuss the proposed Vista Village (affordable
housing) Project. Although there were many
objections cited, the overwhelming theme centered
on the issue of.l\denslty". That issue. is again before
us with tI:le consideration of the proposed sandy
Beach development. .Tahoe Vista is a small
community that will change drastically If our small,
seasonal, .low impact rentar facilitieS are replaced. with

. large' year round fractional ownership homes.

The community and all governing agencies admit that
Tonopalo was a mistake;. why would we consider a
project in the same neighborhood of even greater
density? Exhibit 3-4 (Alternative A) of the EIR tells
the entire story. Where is the open space in this
proposal? Is there any other deVelopment anywhere
on the north shore as dense, massive and cluttered
as this site plan portrays? While several tourist
accommodation projects may propose the same
number of units, they are substantiaUy smaller, i.e.
250-300 sf cabins, not 1,900 to 3,000 sf residence

.type structures.
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We would not suggest that the owners of Sandy
. Beach be forever condemned to living with the
-existing structures, however, other operators in the
area such as Rustic Cottages/ Red Wolf Lakeside
Lodge, Tahoe Vista Inn, and the Woodvista Lodge
have all remodeled their properties keeping the
charm of the netghborhood. Your approval of their
request to remove three-quarters of. the trees on the
site and replace them with buildings over the current
height limitations Will forever change the nature of'
our community.

We respectfully request that you send the owners of
the proposed Sandy.Beach Development bad< to the
draWing board. .

Pam and Dale Chamblin
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N

RECEIVED,
FEll'.

9M1J18W.axftIWlWB.m

''I1IIreaA.
TllPA
POBaxSJJO
S1IteJJae. NV 89449

MyDIlDO is Cindy Curnui I amafull time loea1 resident ofTahoe Vista. I
moved to Telloe booauae oftlie beauty,~ aDd peaceftd lito that this
community.. to oJfer.

I have bad to WOlle multiple jobs in order to afford 10 live here. Now I see
all thosebfsdoveJopmeotprojecCs that haw the polmltial to chaose my
quaUty oflf1la. I am fa DO way ami JrOWIh or anti redeveJopmeat aDd kwe
che obarm that cuneDdyGiltswith DIlDY ofthe existing IodPtIpropc:rties
aDd other commeroiat dewlopmeata. I do lJowwec' tJJiDt tbat T<lrtOP'Jo did
not set the example ofwbat tb.e (lhiii!l""tity chamcter shou1d be in any way.

In Ieamiaa JDOJV about the Saody Beach ftactioDaJ project I RIIllie that it is
olCbe 1l8IIIO I0I1o lIS TouopaJo eaept it is DOt 011 the 1ake.'J'hU is
UIUICCe,PtabIe to me BDd should also be~ to the apacies.

, '

The residcll1t populltion is sIJrinkioB. People who can afiUd to buy asecond
horp buy daeir home aDd UlIe itone moatb ayear ~1'beso people have
cfispbwed the peamaent popuJatio.o who are DOWmoviDgaway~ They don't
~ebootour comn\lmity.

The eaonDOU8 size oftbelo watioD JIomes is three ames tho Bizlc ofmy foil
time mddouoc .Why shouldyou betievo that Qris project is what we as a
COlDDlUIIity W8Dt? SbouId M residonta ofTaboo Vista who work multiple
jobs to bo able to 1IaY'hero and livo a much~ sirDpIt lifehaw to suffer
tbe Aspcmizfng ofLab Tahoe? '

aa4yCumm
PO.Box453
TahooVJIta, Ca96148.
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Prom:
To:

Laurie GteQOry
Placer COUnty &wIroomentll! COOOllmitloo serylces: tavanceOtroa·omj
smeD1Jjobendunart.tpm; IlOl'IMSantlago@eclmoy.USi JernmeW@innel'Cite.
com; fQxgJoyeOet8hoe.comi
sandy Beach development In Tahoe Vista
Tuesday, March 04, 200S 12;24;52 PM

o

March 4, 2008
To: TRPA Board end planners
Conc:ems about sandy Beach development

I am writing again about the development Issue In the Tahoe Vista area,
partlc'ular1y conoemlng the proposed 'Sandy Beach development

As has been stated many times before. there are too many projects, (about
16), being pro~ In the small 'one mile strip of Tahoe Vista. this will Increase
the population of the area and the Impact on the lake and surrounding
environment by at least three timeS the current densfty in the area.

The current prop08al for the lime share development at Sandy Beach Is
proposed with too much density for the small area It coverS. The buildings are
too large and tall and take up too much of the coverage oflhat area. Tahoe
Vista Is one of the most beautiful shoreline areas on the lake and as these '
developments contlnue, such as Tonopalo, the large scale of the proposed
developments 18 not In keepi1g with the'CtJ~nt smaler hotels and single family
homes that are In the ares. These developments wi. impact the infrastructure,
such 8S the water, sewer, post office; and of course the trafflo pOUutJor'i and
increased noise pollution.

A main concern should be the Impact on the lake itself wlth all of these large
developments. It 18 Imperattve that any development Is designed with the natural
environment In mind to protect the watersheds and the lake's Water quanty. Any
plane for development ehouldconslder the effect of the Increased population
density on water USB, lncreesed sewage and most Importantly lncre8sed
automobile traffic, which, as you know, has a large impaeton the water clarity
issue. .'

TRPA Is who'we, the residents and visitors to lhls wonderful natural resouce that
Is Lak8 Tahoe, rely on to be the stewards of the lake and the surrounding area.
One of the most effectfve ways to do that is to not allow rampant development to
occur. Please do the job your office was created for, to design and maintain the
healthy future of our lake, and not just go along with the pro-growtfl fomes and
developers. Please do not sacrifice the environmental health and natural beauty
of the area for a few developenl to make money.
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What you do now wm have a huge Impact on the future of the lake and this area.
Please consider reviewing all the proposed new projects In Tahoe Vista together
to come up with a reasonable and appropriate master plan for this community to
.preserve what is here and ~ate 8ustainabl11ty for future generations.

Conservatfon victories are temporary but losses are pem1snent, and you have
the ability to control these losses. Thank you for your tlme and attention to these
concerns 90 that we can avoid creating a new blighted area on Lake Tahoe.

LsuI1e Gregory
6550 North Lake Blvd.
Tahoe VIsta. CA

Or
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RECENED
fEB 29m

~~!IMCfS

FebrtJBry 17, 2008

To: TRPA APe and Ooveming Board
Pl80er CountyPIalmina Commission
StaffofTRPA and ptllQe!' County

.. RB: CommenCl CO Be raoe VIm PartlleJ'l. LLC IIlten'aJ OwDmIdp DevelopJDt'lllt
Project. SCI( ## 2006022100 (Sud)' .BeseIt develop~t)

To Whom itmay concem:

Wo are oot~oeed to a redevo1opmcat project ocourring on the abovo refcnmced site.
We appreciato thO opportunity to llOJlIIDd on the~ document. Our «meem

.has to do more wflb tho proco8I than this Individual project. "AI acommUbity wo need to
work top1h« to aupport m-dove1opmcnt ofourblighted areu, Protect out natma1
retI01ll'OOa, (ope IplQo, treeI, 1DIIJ1 town character Cllc.) addteea our~Deeds
(Public Services and roeda) whilo balancing eoonamic growth ofthe baIiDasI community ,
and~ our aooial, IC«lio. recreatiaa, howling and other connmmity ADd thrcahrild
values- aDdcarrying~. . .

This is • dheot quotlJ from Jho"North Tahoe.DoYclopmem Watoh director· a local
orgaoizsl:ion that silppotla rospoasibIe planning.

To 'do tbit wo nood a vJaion· ibfJ InCludes a oompreheoaive oonmumitymuter plan
addresai.ag oumu1atiw a.ffoctaofoar projects- past, prelIllOt. future, iDctlIIlve ofall the
ibms mentil:mcd abovo.

These same COIDIIlClJJII were brought up when the Mourdaloa1im1ilypteeeIlted Vista
vm.. to the Ap1oioa tat,... Tho comm'lll1ily was unitocl in1hcirnquest that Tahoe
Visla btm a muter plm inplace beforo.fbture development is proposed one project at a
time In a piooemeal &a1doD. We have bean told that P4waY 'Jl)()7 Is DOW Pathway
2009- nbaa Poo.n delayod.

AComprchODlivo ntJW MaIIar Plm for Tahoe VlSta.~been~

UnfOrtunately our~eDtTahoeVIStaMuter Plan baa beCll in p1Ioe tor thD past 20 years
and is stale. In 1995 aEIRIB1S was prepared to a4dreesoIl fbturo srowtb for a~
number otuaos iu. TaIIoo VJata ine1udiJlg tho ful.lawi.ng:

'" R.csidentia1 projections ofa total ofSO DeW rcsldeatia1 UIlit&. ofwhich
:w..bomu IIDita WCIl'O :fOr affimlible bousiJ1s.

• Jlave the SO .0JIICI'bees bllllt Itace theadopUu 01 tho CommmlUy P1aB7
Just last year approx. 15 Dew lomeli_lex lllIiCI were COIIICnc:tecl ha this
area.

p
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40 Commoroial floOr area allocation of7500 afwu alloca~ to tahoe
Vista

• AJJ 7500 If'ofc01lllllerdal floOr area tau beea used ad DO CFA Is eurrently
available ID Tabee VfJCI•.

.. TourlIt Accommodation P1'OJect:lOftI of"Do cbllllge in =sity--tourist
uni..tt allocationJ wore proposed to be traded in and outwith DO net
.inctcasc in density.

Some of the proJeetI eoatImpJated today were not I.a)yzed or evell eDvWoned In
iIle 1996 NOI1b 'nIhoe CnnanJty PIau EmIEIS. 'Ole ....... oftllae iDc:1ade:

• EKplUllloD oftile Tahoe Suds ftoom CW lIDfCa tI) 103 tlmesharea aDd 6
employee aDlD; .

• Vbta VIDap It 155. to 72 Dew i'esldendalllllUl oa vacat bu.d zoacd tor ODe
.reafdeaee ..d. ptltltoale; .

• Sully JJeadlIt4! Tn. aad 7000 Itof,commerdaI; Currw.d)' a
eampp'01iJld. CIuIqe 01 ue to tcnrrJst acxolftlDOdadoa II proposed.

What are the eDl'haJoebl bapub oldie Jaaease. III deaaafty ..d the trUster
in oloHl from ........... to aIknr. COarIIta~ project?

r 4. 1lecreIti0ll~.Ion ino1llded 1I1e Tahoe V1sta hcreationArea
addilioDal200 PAOTs (peop1o at OtIC time).

• ne NTPUD ....prepared a Pu:bad R.eeM.-PIa \OfIddl wUJ 1Dc:naae
d...V 1IIld)lOlJ1llllffGa ID tile Jle&Io Pa~ TIle GYiroa.....Jmpaeb of
dillapm" 1IIIlaIoWa. M tar Tallee VIIta Ree Area (PIwe III
~ PIa D propom 41 earparldut ad 24 traDer paJttb, OD

NatJouJ Ave •.AJ. receaCly approvecllJld ClCJIIIItr1Ided fa 2007 II.,.. bleD a
aoccer field, aO,....er1nek, 27 addldo..1parIciag lpacet ad a few other
llhIeIIldelltldl. dIae pU'. nil GpaIIIIoD ......e thd "hat wa ea~"loned
.. tile Tahoe Vhlll COIImIIUIlty Plan.

4. Future explIJl8lon ofGo\rermnont Om0e5 (NTPUD) to 20,000 sf-
10.000 fonrwDlmllZlco and 10.000 tor ofBce. .

• ~"OD of tile NTPUD omc:e .ad maiDteaaDc:e yard was studied. by the
. NTPUD). No aetJn".. ......
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.. Total vchld.e miles fOr all uses proposed 81 part of tho 1UtllIe growth
as out!iDed in Cbc 1996 Tahoo Vista QmlI:mmityPlan per tablo 3.4 f
traffic genendonOfMW land WIeIl onder commllllity pJm.Tahoe VIS!A
wero 1iJr a total of531 daily Ilew geaented trips.

• (SlDldy"cIa ...propoees tIIiI.-rr Dew vehicle tripI per By). What are
flIe ewa.uJattvo IIIIpacta .l tfl;e otIIerprojects In ecmjudIou wfdI8aDdy
Bed lor trafDt ertpt'I tor eumpIe, ALT D ofVllfa VlUageElRJElS In the
draft It8p PropoI8I approx. 600 IIddldnal cId)tUipI U nly OM ProJedo
aat Iulwtveof,.~t or fatue preJ" TUoe Bads wIlIaIIo be aD
upuftoa 01datIy...tripe. WIIat Is tIle.pecIfte ibWgadoa "the
lDC:reete IJa veltcIe trIpI otJur th.. payIag a fee~ iU eonIIIIlI1dty oITuoe
VIIta" .

.. The Community Plan baa DDt a.ddmsse41ho Jmpacti ofgoing from
300sfmotolmama to 1900 sfto 3000 sffiactional timesbIre
realdelloee. Tau's ate needocItbr fl:acUoDal timabare D8e&

What are th_1mp1dl 01'"larger'" ad Cd tMy be qallltlDed? TRPA
lcalr_dDaed tIIat .. tile Pld.Iawa)' 200'1 preetli tIwf arelooIdq at a approrliute
3:1 ratio oITAlJ'. to·1racUuaJ. dmeslwe baled oalmpadl ar t1le Jarpr IIJI!U. h
tIW UDclerpfDa auIyafs_If. bald .. 'trOt data, .

Dave tiae Impacrtt or Iar&er ..... belli enlaaicd lOr~tiIl "create In Iud
eovenp. tn1IIc trips, tMnue fa papulatla, impaet te IoeaIllIr¥IceIladIldIDg .
recreatIaD., Ad demadl.1Dtr1lICractuN aDd~CamatlJ' euIPIJ'OIUld
aae it..I0Il11 ht &aedoaaI ..... )'I81' 100uul. What uedae ImpacclI ofa_at
o;enUG. to • J'Ur roud gpa'lIdoD1

Doel tIM partIaJ raUO ..... n-om lIaepartdRllpUe,.nit to addidonl
requfremeDtahaed ..a.1uger uItI? Wht .. die~ to.,.. ael.,., of
the .........ttl? 'WIald II CIM InIpaat to tile local recrea60Il anu Leo Sncl)r Beach
which .. alrady crowded ..Che IUJIIJII8I'? Shoald tMre be pablle batlarooJiil to
sttpport this fDtrut6 III demaDd? Wbt Is tile etrec:t oftlae~ fa ue oa IIWBiDg
ad eolDD1ulllty d!aracter7 What aboU IDoW re1DOv-lf~ ltorage? VepadOa
removal? Impacts ol108~ Le dbi til bard bupenloallUrface of upbaJt1
Impadl of. year rouaci popaIatiOll from • JellIOIIIal pepalatloll?

BotIt Placer COUIlty .. well. tle NTPVJ) COIIIJd8r a cUa&e &omJdghGy motel to
fnu:tIoa.l tlmesbare ... dIaqe froDI tlJIIrfIt aeaml''''''~. Co raJdfdaL How
caD thlI be quatUled7 CftId • tImeIharelftraeUoul 0W*r purebue..Itlp)e
hetlou aDd Ow tIuIn filii dme1 WhatMlI1d be die Impact m TOT to? How
DIMlY1'001111 wID be a1dable for alpSy rental?
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AddltiOnally, the Taboo VIsta CommunityPlan doe. not address:

• Spedftc rireetIeape or other~ta needed Cor ddew" BghIiDg,
ud meet dell... C1m'eI!it proJeCliIltepoetIDc beach IIDt1llhe tcmln or are
copyhag~ lIIreadrmplace like T.opaIo aBd die Tuoe VIsta
Rec area. Bolt .....Coallt)' ..weD as TRPA de DOt have .. muter pam Cor
IkItmalk fnJe eaept for upItalt, IIaIUat or mID type ortree, tor die
&treefIoap. flIr TUoe VItta. TIt, VIsta Plan JfUwaIkII cUaerelat tIum tile
ether lidewalb l'eIIIld8g .. a mfJIl muh or ededfe look fD tile~

(A ClODdtdoII ofapproval shuld b4la requirement to u.e aaiudll'd lilt or
OUlterIaJt tor ftlCare prof_ 'll Tdoe Vbta IDdDdfIII inJe al'p."en, IPtllnd
street trees).

• SeeDle requJromaCi ban dulDged IJae$ the TUoe Vista Comnnulty Piau
wu prepared-lor JlkeIrvDt pareeII or theee wHIda 300 leet ofdie bJgh water
Ibu. .

What mfCIpdoD II Jtated In th,l99! EIRlKIS IIave bellIIlmplemenkld?
TRPA tturllUlllUoaed Hop IJpt lit NatIoaal Ave. WIIat other mJtIgJdfoo
meam... are fa pIa~

.AddttionaJly, as 8taf8d in tb 1996North Tahoe CammanltyPlm BIRJBIS fur Tahoo
vista:

A1tItJ(/«" Ct:1IUJlv6lon oftlttl COfffIItf11dJyp/tm II IMt TahH Yilta 6Mndd OOIUinue (II a
,..tt.mal tottrilt GIld1'8CIWtioItCWlfUr wtl1l Mme INIIutrial (IIK/~ IU4 M4jrN
~~O'lll/jbr p1IlItJf.Iq bJ ths at'ea aN: J) 0fJI1Il1itWIf qf8011N moItJ1facl1lt18.r
in the DNtJ, 1) hIP Imtd~~811ore1hw aM in 1MII11Id tluttg twa, J)
6Xi8te1rCff ojprbMj18hWltat, 4) OIddDor rt1C11IQ/Um~ and5)op~
fer IUIdc rutortltkm. lMjor~/OrplOK1fh1g iN tIM IIIWI tncJU1W: 1)
compadb1- urban dmp, 2) IMl1rtMimU of/JCMIOfnic hBaltJ oftits arra, 3) Improved
allM1JtltiWfo"", oftrqfflc twl dmdaJk»l, 4)~ oflITeI1lI with BIIViroNtumta/
8enattMt:1, 5) ruhquacy ofpoMlcfodlJlJu, om/6)tm~ofTtu:reatfonaJ
opporllmiti48.

It is DOW 2Oos.13 yean Imraid the above objeetlowl are stID real_a fedng the
commualty.

The NTPW h.. determfacd tbt tile new Taboe Vllta pnJettIr WOIIId requlre
trfggerlnl tile aeed for ow ....ter tuk stctrap. • 500,080 pDoa tnk. 'J1w'e are
c:oacen. til..dDrloJ peg lIIIbIDer~ that tile aIstIDc water aapply ~ tile tanka
are dnwa to c1ogel'Ollll1low 1lrftJ••

lilt pOISIble to buDd new pnrjeetl wIleD the tlmk I. BOt avafJable7 Is~ eatreDt
eapadty DOW to llaadJe WI proJeetT
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