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Bridget Cornell

From: Edgar Wayburn <edgar.wayburn@pressmail.ch>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 7:27 PM
To: Joanne Marchetta; Marja Ambler; John Marshall; Katherine Hangeland; TRPA
Cc: Bridget Cornell
Subject: TRPA Hearings Officer Meeting—Verizon/Tahoe Seasons New Telecommunications Facility; 3901 

Saddle Road, City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, California; Assessor’s Parcel Number 
028-231-001, TRPA File Number ERSP2021-0808

Attachments: Hughes_Assessor.pdf; Hughes_Assessor's Map_ .pdf; Hughes_House Plans.pdf; APN 
.pdf; quo-warranto-guidelines.pdf

Dear TRPA, 

I was disturbed by Danielle Hughes' allegations that "Concerned Citizens" made a false 
statement in a recent public comment. It would be ironic if this group which has been 
calling out city leaders on their lies was making false statements themselves. I 
scrutinized their Nov. 17 City Council comment and concluded that her allegation was 
unfounded and misleading. I quote the only applicable portion of their comment: 

"The only public comment in favor of this WTF was submitted by Danielle Hughes, a 
Carnelian Bay resident who is an employee of the North Shore Transportation Management 
Association, an expressly separate entity from our South Shore Transportation Management 
Association (Entity Number: C36299-2004), both of which were created pursuant to CA Gov. 
Code § 66801 ARTICLE IX(b)(5),(6); NV ST 277.200 ARTICLE IX(b)(5)(6); Public Law 96-551. 
The legislative history shows that two separate bi-state entities were deliberately 
created by state and federal legislatures to preserve the sovereignty of each half of the 
lake. Danielle Hughes violated the sovereignty of the south shore by injecting her 
northern association into our affairs, which is expressly outside of its jurisdiction. We 
believe Heidi Hill-Drum asked Danielle Hughes to make a comment on her behalf just as she 
did at the Ski Run Appeal hearing. Heidi Hill-Drum has a history of manipulating 
government officials into lobbying on her behalf." 

The Concerned Citizens group simply stated what appears to be a firmly held belief. 
Hughes alleges without any evidence whatsoever that this group does not earnestly 
believe that she is coordinating with Heidi Hill-Drum on implementing South Tahoe cell 
towers—in other words that group acted in bad faith. Whatever Concerned Citizens 
internally believe, they certainly have met the "burden of production" to prosecute such 
an allegation. It is blatant from the city record and a local newspaper column that Heidi 
has been asking city officers for inappropriate, unethical, an illegal favors. It is also clear 
that  and has a bizarre and uncanny interest in minutia 
of our South Lake Tahoe City Council agenda. She either has nothing else to fill her day, 
or somebody has been contacting her. She is actively friends with Heidi, and it would be 
of no surprise where records show that Heidi is coordinating with her on this, just as 
they have provided enough evidence to convince me she generally does for nearly every 
other random player who opines. The only other TTD power-player puppet-maker in this 
issue is Steve Teshara, but he seems to have no filter concurrently speaking for himself.

Moreover, Hughes shoot dead her credibly right out of the gate, in dismissing the 
sovereignty issue. She is under the express jurisdiction of the North Shore 
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Transportation Management Association; the legislative intent of the federal and state 
laws cited in their comment are that south shore needs to represent its interests 
independent of the north shore. 

 

She will not live to fully see the catastrophic environmental damage her spoiled myopic 
cell tower folly is causing, and another generation will have to cleanup all of the 
damage. She should go back to working with stones, and stay out of ecocide. She has 
failed to learn the substantive lessons for our era from the fossil record. It is time for 
dinosaurs like her to step aside. 
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She is yet another case of an incestuous government bureaucrat from a federally-
created interstate power, running for concurrent office over a CA government agency 
(see California Constitution Art. VII, § 7). Like Middlebrook, she should have been 
removed from office and be held liable for each item she illegally voted on, via quo 
warranto legal action.  

Hughes holds a constitutionally incompatible regional office in concurrence with 
employment at a federal interstate agency, whereas the TTD/TRPA are indisputably a 
federally created power not subject to state control (Lake County Estates v. Tahoe Reg. 
Planning Agency, 440 U.S. 391, 402 (U.S. Supreme Court, 1979)). CA. Const. Article 
VII, Sec. 7's purpose is "to prohibit conjunction of federal and state office of profit in 
same person, without any condition whatever, to prevent dual office holding by one 
person under two separate and distinct governments and separation of allegiance justly 
due one government by its officers from that due to another power" (McCoy v. Board of 
Sup'rs of Los Angeles County, 18 Cal.2d 193, 196 (California Supreme Court, 1941)). 
The words "lucrative office" refer to all office "under the United States," and one holding 
such lucrative office was disqualified to hold any state office, no matter how small the 
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emolument of the latter might be. The term 'eligible,' as used in our constitution, relates 
to capacity of holding, as well as capacity of being elected to, an office (People ex rel. 
Atty. Gen. v. Leonard, 73 Cal. 230, 234 (California Supreme Court, 1887)). Because this 
is a fundamental constitutional violation, the § 1099(b) forfeiture rule is preempted, and 
hence does not apply; she would not have been able to "accede" or keep thereafter her 
elected office. See also, Cal. Gov. Code §§ 1099 & 1126. 

She ought to "okay, boomer" herself all the way to Iowa. There, an ingenuous town is 
missing its sociopathic Mary Kay sales lady, and a charlatan box of magic crystals. 

 

Peace, 
 
Edgar Wayburn 



Placer County Assessor
Information as of Lien Date January 1st 2020

 View Maps

Property Information

Roll Values
Land 164838
Structure 285722
Fixtures 0
Growing 0
Total Land and Improvements 450560
Manufactured Home 0
Personal Property 0
Homeowners Exemption 0
Other Exemption 0
Net Assessment 450560
Building Description(s)
Building Seq. Number 1
Unit Seq. Number 0
Building Code 1
Current Doc No. 2017R0071800
Number Of Units 1
Building Type Residence
Building Square Footage 1920
Garage Square Footage 0.00
Unfinished Square Footage
Year Built 1960
Bedrooms 3
Full Baths 2
Half Baths 0
Fireplaces 1
Pools
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I 

HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 
OF THE QUO WARRANTO PROCEEDING 

Quo warranto (Latin for “by what authority”) is a legal action most typically 

brought to resolve disputes concerning the right to hold public office or exercise a 

franchise.  California law provides that the action may be brought either by the Attorney 

General or by others acting with the consent of the Attorney General. 

Quo warranto actions—which in almost all instances provide the only method to 

challenge a claim to public office—have proven to be an effective means of preserving 

the integrity of public office while minimizing the threat of unlimited litigation for those 

holding office.  Courts have held that quo warranto is a “plain, speedy and adequate” 

remedy for this purpose. 

A. Early History 

Quo warranto was originally used as a writ filed by early English monarchs to 

challenge claims of royal subjects to an office or franchise supposedly granted by the 

crown. Wide use was made of quo warranto by King Edward I after the year 1274 to 

challenge local barons and lords who held lands or title on questionable authority.  The 

independence of the barons had grown after they compelled the king to sign the Magna 

Carta, and the king’s use of the writ helped to reassert regal power—and enhance royal 

wealth—at the expense of the barons, since many feudal charters could not be 

documented.  (Baker, An Introduction to English Legal History (1979) pp. 125-126.)  The 

king and the nobles compromised title disputes in the Statute of Quo Warranto of 1290. 
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Their ongoing struggle both strengthened central government in a time when nation-

states were being formed and promoted the growth of due process and individual 

freedom.  Formal authority to initiate a quo warranto action was transferred to the 

Attorney General by King Henry VIII in a 16th Century court reform measure intended to 

streamline the action.  (Ibid.) 

In 1683, King Charles II relied on the Crown’s quo warranto powers to 

dramatically curtail the growing independence of the City of London.  The following 

year, in an equally dramatic use of a related proceeding known as scire facias, the king 

revoked the charter of the province of Massachusetts because it had founded Harvard 

College without royal authority.  After this period, private and irregular jurisdictions in 

England were generally abolished by acts of Parliament, and quo warranto emerged in its 

modern form in 1710 in the reign of Queen Anne.  (See Internat. Assn. of Fire Fighters v. 

City of Oakland (1985) 174 Cal.App.3d 687, 695-96; quoting High, Extraordinary Legal 

Remedies (3rd ed. 1896) pp. 544-556.) 

B. Modern Use of Quo Warranto 

In California, the 1872 code formally abolished the equitable writs of scire facias 

and quo warranto, substituting a statutory action by which the Attorney General, acting in 

the name of the people of the State, could bring an action against any person who 

unlawfully usurped, intruded into, held or exercised any public office or franchise. 

(People v. Dashaway Association (1890) 84 Cal. 114, 118; see generally Note (1963) 15 

Hastings L.J. 222.) 
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References to quo warranto writs in the state constitution that were added after 

1872 caused some confusion, but the constitution was amended in 1966 to delete any 

reference to the writ. The procedure is established solely as an action at law authorized 

by statute.  Those procedures are contained in sections 803-811 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure and in sections 1 through 11 of the California Code of Regulations. 

Although “quo warranto,” the customary name for the action, is no longer found in 

the statute itself—the statutory title is “Actions for the Usurpation of an Office or 

Franchise”—for reasons of history and convenience the term continues to be widely 

employed in court decisions, treatises, and at least one collateral statute.  (See generally 8 

Witkin, California Procedure (3d ed. 1985) Extraordinary Writs, § 6, p. 645; Gov. Code, 

§ 1770, subd. (b).) Thus, what began as a legal device used by monarchs to centralize 

their authority has evolved into a statutory proceeding to determine whether holders of 

public office or franchises are legally entitled to hold that office or exercise those powers. 

II 

NATURE OF THE REMEDY OF QUO WARRANTO 

With one exception, the action authorized by section 803 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure that we call quo warranto may be brought only by the Attorney General, in the 

name of the people of the State, or by a private party acting with the Attorney General’s 

consent. 

It may be brought against: 

A. Any person who usurps, intrudes into, or unlawfully holds or exercises any 

public office or franchise; or 
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B. Any corporation, either de jure or de facto, which usurps, intrudes into, or 

unlawfully holds or exercises any franchise within California.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 803.) 

The remedy of quo warranto is vested in the people, and not in any private 

individual or group, because disputes over title to public office are viewed as a public 

question of governmental legitimacy and not merely a private quarrel among rival 

claimants. It is the Attorney General who must control the suit.  No matter how 

significant an interest an individual or entity may have, there is no independent right to 

sue. (Oakland Municipal Improvement League v. City of Oakland (1972) 23 Cal.App.3d 

165, 170.) This requirement is jurisdictional.  The court may not hear the action unless it 

is brought or authorized by the Attorney General.  (Cooper v. Leslie Salt Co. (1969) 70 

Cal.2d 627, 633.) 

The sole exception to the Attorney General’s exclusive control of quo warranto 

actions is found in section 811 of the Code of Civil Procedure.  The section authorizes the 

legislative bodies of local governmental entities to maintain an action against those 

holding franchises within their jurisdiction, and the Attorney General’s consent is not 

required. The section requires that the franchise be of a type authorized by the local 

jurisdiction.  (San Ysidro Irrigation Dist. v. Super. Ct. (1961) 56 Ca1.2d 708, 716.)  This 

section was added by the Legislature in 1937 because local government was viewed as 

able to respond more effectively to this type of local problem.  (See Note, (1963) 15 

Hastings L.J. 199, 224; (1937) 11 So.Cal.L.R. 1, 50-51.) 

Although the Attorney General occasionally brings a quo warranto action on the 

initiative of his or her office, or at the direction of the Governor, usually the action is 
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filed and prosecuted by a private party who has obtained the Attorney General’s consent, 

or “leave to sue,” in quo warranto.  The private party who obtains leave to sue is termed 

the “relator.”  The action is brought in the name of the People of the State of California 

“on the relation of” the private party who has been granted permission to bring the action. 

The addition of a relator does not convert a quo warranto into a private action.  The 

matter is always brought and prosecuted on behalf of the public.  (People v. City of 

Huntington Beach (1954) 128 Cal.App.2d 452, 455.) 

Even though permission has been granted to a private party to sue, the action does 

not lose its public character.  The Attorney General remains in control of the action and, 

for instance, may dismiss it over the objection of the private party bringing it or refuse to 

permit appeal of an adverse ruling. (People v. Petroleum Rectifying Co. (1937) 21 

Cal.App.2d 289, 291-292.) 

Quo warranto is intended to prevent a continuing exercise of an authority 

unlawfully asserted, and is not appropriate to try moot or abstract questions. Where the 

alleged usurpation has terminated, quo warranto will be denied. (People v. City of 

Whittier (1933) 133 Cal.App. 316, 324; 25 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 223 (1955).)  By the same 

token, because quo warranto serves to end a continuous usurpation, no statute of 

limitations applies to the action.  (People v. Bailey (1916) 30 Cal.App. 581, 584, 585.) 

The remedies available in a quo warranto judgment do not include correction or 

reversal of acts taken under the ostensible authority of an office or franchise.  Judgment is 

limited to ouster or forfeiture (and possibly a fine or damages), and may not be imposed 
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retroactively upon prior exercise of official or corporate duties.1 (Ensher, Alexander & 

Barsoom, Inc. v. Ensher (1965) 238 Cal.App.2d 250, 255.) 

Normally, quo warranto is the exclusive remedy in cases in which it is available. 

(Cooper v. Leslie Salt Co., supra, 70 Cal.2d at pp. 632-633.)  Title to an office may not 

be tried by mandamus, by injunction, by writ of certiorari, or by petition for declaratory 

relief.  (Stout v. Democratic County Central Com. (1952) 40 Cal.2d 91 (mandamus); 

Internat. Assn. of Fire Fighters v. City of Oakland, supra, 174 Cal.App.3d at pp. 693-694 

(injunction); Hull v. Super. Ct. (1883) 63 Cal. 174, 177 (writ of certiorari); Cooper v. 

Leslie Salt Co., supra, 70 Cal.2d at 634 (declaratory relief).)2 

On the other hand, the existence of other remedies does not prevent the state from 

bringing a quo warranto proceeding.  (Citizens Utilities Co. v. Super. Ct. (1976) 56 

Cal.App.3d 399, 405; 18 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 7 (1951).)  For example, the fact that 

criminal proceedings may be brought against a corporation does not prevent the state 

from initiating ouster proceedings through quo warranto.  (Id. at 406; 22 

Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 122 (1953).)  Quo warranto tries title to public office; it may not be 

used to remove an incumbent for misconduct in office.  (Wheeler v. Donnell (1896) 110 

Cal. 655.) 

1 The Superior Court is authorized, however, to award damages in favor of a rightful claimant 
to an office (Code Civ. Proc. § 807) and to impose a fine of up to $5,000 (Code Civ. Proc., § 
809).  (See § V, infra.) 

2 The courts have sanctioned the determination of the right to hold office in other proceedings 
where that action is considered incidental to the main relief of the action. (See discussion, infra, 
pp. 8-9.) 
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In the past, quo warranto proceedings were frequently utilized to challenge the 

validity of completed annexation proceedings.3 Mandamus pursuant to Code of Civil 

Procedure section 1085 was used to challenge incomplete annexations.  (See generally 

Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 271; Hills for Everyone 

v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1980) 105 Cal.App.3d 461, 470.)  Today, a statutory 

procedure exists to challenge such completed annexations,4 and quo warranto, although 

still available, is rarely utilized. 

At present, the most common application of the quo warranto procedure is 

adjudicating the right of individuals to hold public office.  A “public” office is one in 

which “the incumbent exercises some of the sovereign powers of government.”  (Stout v. 

Democratic County Central Com., supra, 40 Cal.2d at 94.)  Not all offices are “public” 

offices.  In Stout, the court held that a party “committeeman” exercises the powers of a 

political party, not the sovereign power of the public.  (Ibid.) 

3 See also 36 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 37, 42 (1960) [leave to sue granted to test validity of 
annexation proceedings]; 35 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 214, 216 (1960) [leave to sue granted to test 
validity of annexation proceedings]; 35 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 123, 124 (1960) [leave to sue granted 
to test validity of annexation proceedings]; 28 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 369, 373 (1956) [leave to sue 
granted to determine validity of city’s incorporation proceedings]; 27 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 33, 35 
(1956) [leave to sue granted to test title to office]; 25 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 332, 341 (1955) [leave 
to sue granted to test legality of formation of water district]; 24 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 146, 151-152 
(1954) [leave to sue granted to test legality of annexation]; 22 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 113, 121 
(1953) [leave to sue granted to test alleged unlawful exercise of a corporate franchise]; 20 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen.  249, 251 (1952) [leave to sue granted to determine validity of annexation 
proceeding]; 20 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 93, 94 (1952) [leave to sue granted to determine validity of 
annexation proceeding]; 17 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 179, 181 (1951) [leave to sue granted to test right 
to hold office of city judge]; 17 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 149, 150 (1951) [leave to sue granted to test 
legality of formation of water district]; 17 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 136, 138 (1951) [leave to sue 
granted to test legality of annexation proceedings]; and 11 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 246, 247 (1948) 
[leave to sue granted to test legality of annexation proceedings]. 

4 See Gov. Code, § 56103; Code Civ. Proc., §§ 860 et seq. 

7 



While quo warranto is regarded as the exclusive remedy to try title to public 

office, under certain circumstances a court will consider title to an office in a mandamus 

proceeding under section 1085 of the Code of Civil Procedure when title is “incidental” 

to the primary issue to be resolved by the action.  Generally, this occurs when a de facto 

officer brings an action such as mandamus to recover some incident of office, such as 

salary, and a determination  as to whether the petitioner is entitled to recover the incident 

of office must necessarily be preceded by a ruling as to whether the petitioner is entitled 

to the office. (See Klose v. Super. Ct. (1950) 96 Cal.App.2d 913 and cases cited therein.) 

The court must decide whether title may be decided in the action “incidentally” to the 

ostensible primary issue.  (Stout v. Democratic County Central Com., supra, 40 Cal.2d at 

94; see also Lungren v. Deukmejian (1988) 45 Cal.3d 727.)5 

III 

APPLICATION TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
FOR LEAVE TO SUE IN QUO WARRANTO 

Application to the Attorney General for leave to sue in quo warranto may be made 

by a private person or local agency pursuant to the rules and regulations issued by the 

Attorney General.  (C.C.R., tit. 11, §§ 1-11, Appendix B.)  It is unusual for the Attorney 

General’s Office to initiate such suits; most are brought by private parties after consent 

has been granted. 

5 In Lungren, the California Supreme Court held that mandamus is not available to a claimant 
to public office unless the claimant has a present interest in the office and a present right to 
assume it.  (Lungren, supra, 45 Cal.3d at pp 731-732.) 
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The procedure must begin with service by the proposed relator (or that person’s 

attorney) on the proposed defendant, and subsequently on the Attorney General, of an 

application for leave to sue in quo warranto.  This application must include the following: 

a. A verified proposed complaint prepared for the signature of the Attorney 

General, a deputy attorney general, and the attorney for the relator, as attorneys for the 

plaintiff, and one copy of the proposed complaint. 

b. A verified statement of facts necessary to rule on the application. 

c. Points and authorities in support of the application. 

d. Copy of the notice to the proposed defendant of the filing of the application 

giving the proposed defendant 15 days to appear and show cause why leave to sue should 

not be granted.  (Twenty days are permitted if the notice is served outside the county in 

which the action is brought.) 

e. Proof of service of all of the above documents upon the proposed 

defendant. 

Upon receipt of this letter and the accompanying documents, the Attorney 

General’s Office sends a letter of acknowledgment to the proposed relator with a copy to 

the proposed defendant. 

The proposed defendant is allowed 15 or 20 days, depending upon where service 

is made, to file a written response with the Attorney General opposing the application. 

This response should include the proposed defendant’s verified statement of the facts, 

points and authorities in support of the opposition, and proof of service of these 

documents upon the proposed relator. 
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The proposed relator is allowed 10 days to reply. 

These times may be shortened or extended as provided in sections 3 and 4 of the 

regulations. In addition, the deputy attorney general assigned to review the application 

papers may, in his or her discretion, request any further information, points and 

authorities, or discussion deemed necessary for the office’s consideration of the 

application. 

A proposed relator may request that the complaint be filed in court immediately. 

Under section 10 of the Code of Regulations this may be done in unusual cases upon a 

sufficient showing of urgent necessity.  In most cases where this is allowed, the urgent 

necessity presented is the imminent running of time under a statute of limitations on a 

collateral issue (there is no statute of limitations on quo warranto itself) which could 

make later filing legally or practically impossible. 

Immediate filing may also be allowed in cases where there is a need to preserve 

the status quo, pending a decision on the application by the Attorney General.  In all 

cases where such a request is granted, the practice of the Attorney General’s Office is to 

require that the proposed relator file a document, entitled “Provisional Leave to Sue,” in 

court with the complaint.  The complaint and the Provisional Leave to Sue must be 

signed by the Attorney General or a deputy.  The relator may take no further action in 

court (except to have the summons issued) until the Attorney General’s Office has ruled 

on the application for leave to sue. 

In examining applications for leave to sue in quo warranto, the Attorney General’s 

Office requires that all facts to be alleged in the complaint be set forth in detail. While 
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broad, generalized allegations may be legally sufficient for many types of pleadings in 

California, the Attorney General’s Office believes that quo warranto litigation is 

expedited by immediately placing all of the facts before the defendant and the court, and 

therefore requires great specificity in factual allegations.  Moreover, such alleged facts 

must be based upon direct evidence, not on information and belief. (27 

Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 249, 253 (1956).)  The California Supreme Court has upheld the 

Attorney General’s refusal to permit quo warranto actions unless the supporting affidavits 

contain factual allegations so specific that perjury charges may be brought if any material 

allegation is false.  (Lamb v. Webb (1907) 151 Cal. 451, 455-456.)  This same certainty 

has also been required in the complaints.  In addition, the Attorney General’s Office 

frequently requires documents, maps, etc., to be submitted for examination. 

IV 

CONSIDERATION AND DETERMINATION  
BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL ON THE  

APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO SUE IN QUO WARRANTO 

A. Criteria Utilized by the Attorney General 

After the proposed relator and the proposed defendant have submitted all 

materials, the application is taken under consideration by the Attorney General’s Office.  

In deciding whether to grant leave to sue, the primary issue considered by the office is 

whether a public purpose will be served. As stated in 39 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 85, 89 

(1962): 

“In deciding whether to grant or deny leave to sue, the 
Attorney General must not only consider the factual and legal 
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problems involved, but also the overall public interest of the people 
of this state . . .” 

Or, as stated in 35 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen., supra, at page 124: 

“This office has the duty to conduct a preliminary 
investigation of proposed quo warranto litigation to determine 
whether a substantial issue of fact or law exists which should be 
judicially determined (11 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 182, 183; 27 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 33, 35), and leave should be granted only if there 
is some public interest to be served.  (People v. Bailey, 30 Cal.App. 
581, 584.)” 

(See also 67 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 151 (1984); 40 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 78, 81 (1962); 37 

Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 172, 175 (1961).) The “public purpose” requirement has been 

interpreted as requiring “a substantial question of law or fact which calls for judicial 

decision.” (67 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen., supra, at p. 153; 25 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 237, 240 

(1955).) 

The office will not, however, examine the likelihood of either party prevailing in 

court. As stated at 12 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 340, 341 (1949): 

“[I]n acting upon as application  for leave to sue in the name of the 
people of the State, it is not the province of the Attorney General  to pass 
upon the issues in controversy, but rather to determine whether there exists a 
state of facts or question of law that should be determined by a court in an 
action in quo warranto; that the action of the Attorney General is a 
preliminary investigation, and the granting of the leave is not an indication 
that the position taken by the relator is correct, but rather that the question 
should be judicially determined and that quo warranto is the only proper 
remedy.” 

That said, it should be noted that the office will require that the party seeking leave 

to sue make a showing of a substantial likelihood of success.  Although no final judgment 

will be made by the office on the merits, a strong prima facie showing must be made 
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before the office will permit the disruptive effect on governmental operations which 

accompanies most quo warranto actions.  Courts have required that ambiguities 

concerning potential disqualification from office should be resolved in favor of continued 

eligibility.  (Helena Rubenstein Internat. v. Younger (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 406, 418.) 

Thus, in determining whether it is in the public interest to permit a quo warranto action to 

go forward, the Attorney General’s Office addresses three fundamental questions: 

1. Is quo warranto the proper remedy to resolve the issues which are 

presented? 

2. Has the proposed relator raised a substantial question of law or fact? 

3. Would the public interest be served by judicial resolution of the question? 

All three questions must be resolved in the affirmative in order for this office to 

grant leave to sue. 

B. Discretion of the Attorney General in Granting or Denying 

Leave to Sue 

The statutes grant the Attorney General’s Office broad discretion in its 

determination of proposed quo warranto actions.  Code of Civil Procedure section 803 

provides that the Attorney General “may” bring the action on his or her own information 

or on complaint of a private party, and it “must” be brought when the Attorney General 

“has reason to believe” that the appropriate conditions exist or when directed to do so by 

the Governor. The use of the word “must” in the latter portion of the provision does not 

create a mandatory duty due to the qualifying language that the Attorney General must 

have “reason to believe” that the appropriate conditions exist.  (8 Witkin, Cal. Procedure 
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(3d ed. 1985) Extraordinary Writs, § 7 at p. 646; Internat. Assn. of Fire Fighters v. City 

of Oakland, supra, 174 Cal.App.3d at 697.)  Hence, the Attorney General “has discretion 

to refuse to sue where the issue is debatable.”  (Internat. Assn. of Fire Fighters, supra, at 

p. 697.) 

Although a writ of mandamus may theoretically be issued to compel the issuance 

of leave to sue where the Attorney General has abused his or her discretion, such a writ is 

available only where it may be shown that the refusal to issue leave to sue was “extreme 

and clearly indefensible.”  (Lamb v. Webb, supra, 151 Cal at 454; City of Campbell v. 

Mosk (1961) 197 Cal.App.2d 640, 645.) There is no instance in California law where a 

court has compelled the Attorney General to grant leave to sue in quo warranto. 

In City of Campbell, the proposed relator contended that the Attorney General had 

abused his discretion in denying leave to sue since a substantial issue of law had been 

presented. The court firmly rejected this proposition, reaffirming the importance of the 

Attorney General’s discretionary review: 

“To hold that the mere presentation of an issue forecloses any exercise of 
discretion would mean, in effect, that, contrary to the holding in the Lamb 
case, the Attorney General could exercise no discretion. The crystallization 
of an issue thus does not preclude an exercise of his discretion; it causes 
it . . .  [¶]  The exercise of the discretion of the Attorney General in the 
grant of such approval to sue calls for care and delicacy.  Certainly the 
private party’s right to it cannot be absolute; the public interest prevails. 
The presence of an issue here does not abort the application of such 
discretion; the issue generates the discretion.  Only in the event of an 
extreme abuse of the discretion should the courts annul the Attorney 
General’s decision.”  (197 Cal.App.2d at 650-651.) 

In International Association of Fire Fighters, the court in dicta suggests that 

where a proposed relator has an individual right distinct in kind from the right of the 
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general public enforceable by an action in the nature of quo warranto, a court should 

review the discretion of the Attorney General according to an “arbitrary, capricious, or 

unreasonable” standard rather than the “extreme and clearly indefensible” standard 

enunciated in the Lamb v. Webb and City of Campbell cases.  (174 Cal.App.3d at 697-

698.) It is the opinion of this office that the dicta set forth in International Association of 

Fire Fighters concerning the standard by which courts review the discretion of the 

Attorney General is not a correct statement of California law.  The Supreme Court’s 

ruling on the matter, first issued in 1907 in the Lamb case, continues to be the controlling 

doctrine in this state.  The International Association court based its reasoning upon the 

theory that where a private interest is involved, the privilege to be heard should not be 

lodged in a public official.  The court found this theory consistent with the rule in other 

states. It must be remembered, however, that California law differs from other states in 

that regardless of whether a private interest is at stake, the cause of action is always 

carried forward in the name of and on behalf of the public.  (People v. Milk Producers 

Assn. (1923) 60 Cal.App. 439, 442; People v. San Quentin Prison Officials (1963) 217 

Cal.App.2d 182, 183.)  While a different standard may be appropriate in some states 

depending upon whether the cause of action concerns private, as well as the public’s, 

interest, there is no basis for such a distinction in California law. 

C. The Decision of the Attorney General 

The decision to either grant or deny leave to sue is released following its approval 

by the Attorney General.  Until 1963, all such decisions were published in the opinions of 
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Attorney General of California.  Currently, these decisions are either published as formal 

opinions or issued as letters, depending on their precedential value. 

Copies will be sent to each party.  If leave to sue has been granted, the Attorney 

General’s Office will also issue a document entitled “Leave to Sue” that the proposed 

relator must file with the complaint, unless a provisional leave to sue has previously been 

granted under section 10 of the regulations.  The relator then causes the summons to be 

served and proceeds with the lawsuit. 

Before any complaint may be filed, and unless this requirement is waived or 

otherwise modified by the Attorney General, the proposed relator must file with the 

Attorney General’s Office a $500 undertaking payable to the State of California. (People 

v. Sutter St. Ry. Co. (1897) 117 Cal. 604, 612; Code Civ. Proc., § 810; C.C.R., tit. 11, §§ 

6, 28.) This undertaking is to protect the state from all costs, damages, or expenses which 

might be recovered against the plaintiff in the action.  The Attorney General’s Office 

requires the undertaking to be a corporate surety with the bond cosigned by the relator as 

principal. 

V 

PROSECUTION OF THE QUO WARRANTO ACTION 

The action remains under the control of the Attorney General’s Office.  The 

Attorney General retains the discretion to approve all court filings in advance and to 

require that the complaint (and subsequent pleadings) be modified in certain particulars 

or that the action be dismissed, and may refuse to permit an appeal from an adverse 
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ruling. Copies of all documents filed must be provided to the Attorney General. (People 

v. City of Huntington Beach, supra, 128 Cal.App.2d at 455; C.C.R., tit. 11, §§ 7, 8, 9, 11.) 

Quo warranto proceedings are considered civil actions and are governed by the 

applicable provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure.  (People v. City of Richmond 

(1956) 141 Cal.App.2d 107, 117.) With respect to the burden of proof, however, the 

common law rule reverses the plaintiff’s customary burden and requires the defendant to 

establish the lawfulness of holding the office or franchise.  (People v. City of San Jose 

(1950) 100 Cal.App.2d 57, 59; People v. Hayden (1935) 9 Cal.App.2d 312, 313.) 

Although this rule has never been formally changed, it has been suggested that under the 

statutory proceeding the state must prove that rights claimed under a disputed franchise 

have actually been exercised.  Where the exercise of those rights is not at issue and only 

the right to exercise them is challenged, however, the common law rule applies and the 

defendant has burden of establishing his or her right to the franchise.  (See 53 Cal.Jur.3d 

(1978) Quo Warranto, § 29.) 

Judgment against a defendant for usurping, intruding into, or unlawfully holding 

an office or franchise serves to oust the defendant from the office or franchise.  (Code 

Civ. Proc., § 809.) The defendant must pay costs, and the court in its discretion may 

impose a fine of up to $5,000, which must be paid into the State Treasury.  (Id.) 

Damages may be awarded to a successful relator who claims entitlement to the office 

unlawfully held by the defendant.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 807.)  The court may also order 

that such a relator be restored to the office.  (Code Civ. Proc., § 805; People v. Banvard 

(1865) 27 Cal. 470, 475.) 
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Bridget Cornell

From: Dennis Weaver <dennis.weaver@pressmail.ch>
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 9:30 PM
To: Joanne Marchetta; Marja Ambler; John Marshall; Katherine Hangeland
Cc: Bridget Cornell
Subject: Verizon/Tahoe Seasons New Telecommunications Facility; 3901 Saddle Road, City of South Lake 

Tahoe, El Dorado County, California; Assessor’s Parcel Number 028-231-001, TRPA File Number 
ERSP2021-0808

Attachments: mao-wallace_obey_attn.pdf; Acosta v City of Costa Mesa, 718 F.3d 800 (2013).pdf; Cohen v California, 
403 U.S. 15 (1971).pdf

Hey TRPA & City Council! WTF? 

 

Oh, hell no: 

 



2



3

 

No more Cell Towers!!! 
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This shit has got to stop. Tamara 
Wallace and the TRPA are dangerous 
and are all god damn power hungry liars! 
You all make false statements whenever 
you get caught with your fatuous hands 
in the cookie jar. Anyone who takes you 
for your word is a fool. 

 

Dennis Weaver 

















































Footnotes
* The Honorable Dee V. Benson, District Judge for the U.S. District Court for the District of Utah, sitting by designation.
1 The officers pertinent to the appeal are Lieutenant David Andersen, Sergeant Bryan Glass, and Officers David DeHuff,

and Daniel Guth, the officers who physically ejected Acosta from the meeting after Chief Hensley directed Acosta's
removal when he failed to cease his disruptive activities as requested by the Mayor.

2 “The Ralph M. Brown Act, [California Government Code § 54950 et seq.], is designed to encourage public participation
in government.” Coal. of Labor, Agric. & Bus. v. County of Santa Barbara Bd. of Supervisors, 129 Cal.App.4th 205, 28
Cal.Rptr.3d 198, 199 (2005). Section 54954.3(a) governs the circumstances under which the public must be allowed to
address a local legislative body. It provides in part: “Every agenda for regular meetings shall provide an opportunity for
members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public, before or during the
legislative body's consideration of the item, that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body....”

3 Acosta submitted a DVD that shows Acosta's remarks at the December 6, 2005, meeting. Three DVDs of the January 3,
2006, meeting were introduced into evidence. Acosta submitted one DVD that shows the relevant portions of proposal
supporter Jim Gilchrist's speech and Acosta's speech in opposition. It also includes local news footage taken once Acosta
was removed from the chambers. Acosta also submitted a DVD of footage taken by an immigration watch dog group.
This DVD depicts the meeting from a different angle that includes more footage of the audience. Appellees submitted a
DVD that shows the entire hour of the council meeting up to Acosta's removal and includes the Mayor's opening warning
to all participants that they could be removed for causing a disturbance.

4 Costa Mesa Municipal Code § 2–63 authorizes inquiry into speaker representation: “In order to expedite matters and
to avoid repetitious presentations, whenever any group of persons wishes to address the council on the same subject
matter, it shall be proper for the presiding officer to inquire whether or not the group has a spokesman and if so, that he
be heard with the following speakers in the group to be limited to facts not already presented by the group spokesman.”

5 We can determine that the jury made this finding by analyzing the jury instructions. See Weeks v. Angelone, 528 U.S.
225, 234, 120 S.Ct. 727, 145 L.Ed.2d 727 (2000) (“A jury is presumed to follow its instructions.”). Jury Instruction No.
27 provided that “In enforcing Costa Mesa Municipal Code sections 2–61 and 2–64, the defendant Alan Mansoor may
bar a speaker from further audience before the City council only if the speaker's activity itself ... substantially impairs the
conduct of the meeting.” Jury Instruction No. 28 further provided that “Whether a given instance of alleged misconduct
substantially impairs the effective conduct of a meeting depends on the actual impact of that conduct on the course of
the meeting.” Finally, Jury Instruction No. 29 stated that “A speaker may not be removed from a meeting solely because
of the use of profanity unless the use of profanity actually disturbs or impedes the meeting.” Thus, to conclude that



Mayor Mansoor did not violate Acosta's First Amendment rights, the jury must have concluded that Acosta's conduct
substantially impaired the conduct of the meeting.

6 The ordinance may reach protected speech, even though it uses the words “action” or “behavior.” The Supreme Court
has frequently rejected attempts to regulate speech under the guise of regulating conduct. See Cohen v. California, 403
U.S. 15, 18, 91 S.Ct. 1780, 29 L.Ed.2d 284 (1971) (“The only ‘conduct’ which the State sought to punish is the fact
of communication.”); Texas v. Johnson, 491 U.S. 397, 416, 109 S.Ct. 2533, 105 L.Ed.2d 342 (1989) (“The distinction
between written or spoken words and nonverbal conduct ... is of no moment where the nonverbal conduct is expressive,
as it is here, and where the regulation of that conduct is related to expression, as it is here.” (emphasis added)). Thus,
because certain “remarks” or “behavior” can be unlawful merely because of their expressive nature, the conclusion that
the ordinance reaches only “conduct” is not a narrowing construction that will save it.

7 This feature of the ordinance further distinguishes it from the ordinance at issue in City of Norwalk, which authorized police
officers to “remove” someone from a city council meeting only upon an “order” from the presiding officer. 900 F.2d at 1424.

8 Furthermore, because subsection (a) authorizes the presiding officer at a meeting to “bar from further audience before
the council, or have removed from the council chambers, any person who commits ... insolent ... behavior,” subsection
(a) itself is constitutionally infirm. The unqualified term “insolent” in subsection (a) opens the door to discrimination based
on viewpoint, just like the term “insolent” in subsection (b)(1).

9 It is unnecessary to determine whether all of subsection (b)(1) is invalid, because its prohibition on slander, which is
unprotected by the First Amendment, see Ashcroft v. Free Speech Coal., 535 U.S. 234, 245–46, 122 S.Ct. 1389, 152
L.Ed.2d 403 (2002), does not raise any constitutional concerns. Additionally, though subsection (b)(6) also contains the
term “insolent,” it does not prohibit such speech unless it “substantially delay[s], interrupt[s], or disturb[s] the proceedings
of the council.” Costa Mesa, Cal., Mun.Code § 2–61(b)(6). Arguably, this satisfies Norse's actual disturbance requirement
and—because Acosta does not address it—we will not analyze it further.

10 At oral argument, the City made an offhand remark that it favored severance over complete invalidation. It neither briefed
this argument, nor raised it below. Regardless, it does not effect our view of volitional severability. California courts look to
what the intentions were of the enacting body at the time of enactment to determine whether volitional severability is met.
See Gerken v. Fair Political Practices Comm'n, 6 Cal.4th 707, 25 Cal.Rptr.2d 449, 863 P.2d 694, 699 (1993). They do not
look to the post hoc litigating position taken by the government with respect to what should be done to the statute. In fact,
it is likely in most cases where a municipal enactment is invalidated that the enacting municipality would prefer severance
to complete invalidation. See, e.g., Long Beach Lesbian & Gay Pride, Inc. v. City of Long Beach, 14 Cal.App.4th 312,
17 Cal.Rptr.2d 861, 868 (1993) (stating municipal defendant's argument in favor of severance of unconstitutional part of
statute rather than complete invalidation). The fact that the City in this case took just such a position is unremarkable and
is not relevant to determining what the City intended when it enacted this provision.

11 In Katz v. Children's Hospital of Orange Cnty., 28 F.3d 1520, 1531 (9th Cir.1994), we were willing to interpret the statutory
language “to mean something other than what it says,” only because a previous California court had already interpreted
the statute in that way. We have no such precedent here.

12 Nor does Acosta argue that we should recognize a constitutional tort action for damages based upon a violation of article
I, § 2 of the California Constitution. Without deciding the issue, we note that the companion cases of Degrassi v. Cook,
29 Cal.4th 333, 127 Cal.Rptr.2d 508, 58 P.3d 360 (2002), and Katzberg v. Regents of University of California, 29 Cal.4th
300, 127 Cal.Rptr.2d 482, 58 P.3d 339, 350 (2002), suggest that there is no basis to recognize a constitutional tort action
for damages for a violation of article I, § 2. Indeed, much like the plaintiff in Degrassi, 127 Cal.Rptr.2d 508, 58 P.3d at
366, alternative adequate remedies were readily available to Acosta under both the California Civil Procedure Code §
1085 and the Ralph Brown Act, Government Code § 54960. See Cal. Gov't Code § 54960 (“The district attorney or any
interested person may commence an action by mandamus, injunction, or declaratory relief for the purpose of stopping
or preventing violations or threatened violations of this chapter....”).

13 The arresting officers testified that Acosta was not under arrest when they asked him to exit the Council Chambers. The
decision to arrest him was not made until Acosta began physically resisting the officers after he was removed and was
outside chambers. Acosta offered no evidence to contest these assertions.

14 We note that if we were to find that no probable cause existed, the officers would still be entitled to qualified immunity.
An officer is entitled to immunity where a reasonable officer would believe that probable cause existed, even if that
determination was a mistake. See Anderson, 483 U.S. at 641, 107 S.Ct. 3034; Smiddy v. Varney, 665 F.2d 261, 266 (9th
Cir.1981), overruled on different grounds by Beck v. City of Upland, 527 F.3d 853, 865 (9th Cir.2008). Here, given the
Mayor's repeated directives to cease speaking, the fact that the council meeting was now in recess, and the undisputed



fact that Acosta remained at the podium addressing both the audience and the council, a reasonable officer would have
believed that probable cause existed to arrest Acosta for a violation of § 2–61.

15 The remaining three issues relate to Acosta's as-applied challenge that was before the jury. For the reasons set forth
in Part III A, our determination that § 2–61 is facially overbroad does not require reversal of the district court on any of
these issues.

16 It is questionable whether the evidence was in fact offered to prove a character trait. The district court initially admitted the
evidence as relevant to the Mayor's state of mind when exercising his discretion in enforcing the City's ordinances and
Acosta points to nowhere in the trial record where the appellees actually argue that Acosta had a disruptive character. It
ignores common experience to suggest the presiding officer would not have been influenced by his knowledge of Acosta
from the December address. Judges certainly experience this in the their courtrooms when lawyers approach the podium
who are known to the court from prior appearances.

End of Document © 2021 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.

















Footnotes
* NOTE: The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion of the Court but has been prepared by the Reporter of Decisions

for the convenience of the reader. See United States v. Detroit Timber & Lumber Co., 200 U.S. 321, 337, 26 S.Ct. 282,
287, 50 L.Ed. 499.

1 The statute provides in full:
‘Every person who maliciously and willfully disturbs the peace or quiet of any neighborhood or person, by loud or unusual
noise, or by tumultuous or offensive conduct, or threatening, traducing, quarreling, challenging to fight, or fighting, or
who, on the public streets of any unincorporated town, or upon the public highways in such unincorporated town, run any
horse race, either for a wager of for amusement, or fire any gun or pistol in such unincorporated town, or use any vulgar,
profane, or indecent language within the presence or hearing of women or children, in a loud and boisterous manner,



is guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction by any Court of competent jurisdiction shall be punished by fine not
exceeding two hundred dollars, or by imprisonment in the County Jail for not more than ninety days, or by both fine and
imprisonment, or either, at the discretion of the Court.’

2 The suggestion has been made that, in light of the supervening opinion of the California Supreme Court in In re Bushman,
1 Cal.3d 767, 83 Cal.Rptr. 375, 463 P.2d 727 (1970), it is ‘not at all certain that the California Court of Appeal's construction
of s 415 is now the authoritative California construction.’ Post, at 1789 (BLACKMUN, J., dissenting). In the course of the
Bushman opinion, Chief Justice Traynor stated:
‘(One may) * * * be guilty of disturbing the peace through ‘offensive’ conduct (within the meaning of s 415) if by his actions
he wilfully and maliciously incites others to violence or engages in conduct likely to incite others to violence. (People v.
Cohen (1969) 1 Cal.App.3d 94, 101, 81 Cal.Rptr. 503.)' 1 Cal.3d, at 773, 463 P.2d, at 730.
We perceive no difference of substance between the Bushman construction and that of the Court of Appeal, particularly
in light of the Bushman court's approving citation of Cohen.

3 It is illuminating to note what transpired when Cohen entered a courtroom in the building. He removed his jacket and
stood with it folder over his arm. Meanwhile, a policeman sent the presiding judge a note suggesting that Cohen be held
in contempt of court. The judge declined to do so and Cohen was arrested by the officer only after he emerged from
the courtroom. App. 18—19.

4 In fact, other portions of the same statute do make some such distinctions. For example, the statute also prohibits
disturbing ‘the peace or quiet * * * by loud or unusual noise’ and using ‘vulgar, profane, or indecent language within
the presence or hearing of women or children, in a loud and boisterous manner.’ See n. 1, supra. This secondquoted
provision in particular serves to put the actor on much fairer notice as to what is prohibited. It also buttresses our view
that the ‘offensive conduct’ portion, as construed and applied in this case, cannot legitimately be justified in this Court as
designed or intended to make fine distinctions between differently situated recipients.

5 The amicus urges, with some force, that this issue is not properly before us since the statute, as construed, punishes
only conduct that might cause others to react violently. However, because the opinion below appears to erect a virtually
irrebuttable presumption that use of this word will produce such results, the statute as thus construed appears to impose,
in effect, a flat ban on the public utterance of this word. With the case in this posture, it does not seem inappropriate to
inquire whether any other rationale might properly support this result. While we think it clear, for the reasons expressed
above, that no statute which merely proscribes ‘offensive conduct’ and has been construed as broadly as this one was
below can subsequently be justified in this Court as discriminating between conduct that occurs in different places or that
offends only certain persons, it is not so unreasonable to seek to justify its full broad sweep on an alternate rationale
such as this. Because it is not so patently clear that acceptance of the justification presently under consideration would
render the statute overbroad or unconstitutionally vague, and because the answer to appellee's argument seems quite
clear, we do not pass on the contention that this claim is not presented on this record.

End of Document © 2021 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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Bridget Cornell

From: Thomas E. Lawrence <thomas.edward.lawrence@diplomail.ch>
Sent: Sunday, May 1, 2022 5:27 PM
To: Joanne Marchetta; John Marshall; Marja Ambler; Katherine Hangeland
Cc: Bridget Cornell
Subject: Verizon/Tahoe Seasons New Telecommunications Facility; 3901 Saddle Road, City of South Lake 

Tahoe, El Dorado County, California; Assessor’s Parcel Number 028-231-001, TRPA File Number 
ERSP2021-0808

Attachments: Heavenly Fiber Plan--Deception.pdf; TC-LTVA-TPC.pdf; NSF Award #0087344.pdf; NSF Award #
9807479.pdf; NSF Award #9796124.pdf; NSF Award #0426879.pdf; Heidi Hill-Drum.pdf; TPC Violating 
City Ordinance.pdf; Middlebrook Scandal.pdf; Tahoe Chamber PAC—FPPC Form 460_01 04 2022.pdf

Dear Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, 

 

Heidi Hill-Drum has apparently been submitting "staff report" articles for the 
Tahoe Daily Tribune, that consists of propaganda and false statements. The 
Tribune, a substantive public relations (PR) enterprise for most Tahoe Chamber of 
Commerce interests, has a list of guest columnists, anonymous "Staff Reporters," 
and "Sponsored Content Providers" who provide advertisement material disguised 
as news—all of whom are advancing political agendas, and none of whom are 
employed by the newspaper.  

She submits one of her fake news articles every other month or so—one this 
week! In one egregious episode of this, the Tahoe Prosperity Center (TPC) took 
credit for experimental technology developed decades ago by the University of 
California-San Diego under NSF Grant(s), and long deployed to cover the 
Cleveland, San Bernardino, and Angles National Forests—HPWREN. Having failed 
at requisite globally important research, the somewhat disgraced Dr. Graham M. 
Kent packed up his ocean front office at Scripps (UCSD) and moved to Reno 
where the tenure standards are frankly lower—to pursue subjective public safety 
research. 

Hedi had Mr. Kent falsely testify that the "Angel's Roost" fiber-optically wired 
cameras needed a macro cell tower at Ski Run Boulevard in order to communicate 
with the world. Dr. Kent depends on Heidi for funding, and after having fallen on 
hard times, is clearly for sale. Full UCSD Professors Beatrice Golomb, MD, PhD 
and David Whelan, PhD would both differ on Kent's baseless opinion that 
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radiofrquency radiation has no health or environmental effects. UC Berkeley 
Professor Joel Moskowitz joins this consensus, and even weighed-in on the Tahoe 
debate. If that somehow weren't enough, add Stanford Professor David A. 
Relman, MD.   

The camera technology tries to replicate 1970's lookout towers, long made 
obsolete by heavy human presence and by satellite remote sensing. The Forest 
Service stopped even having volunteers staff lookout facilities around urbanized 
areas. There are already cameras on many of the peaks, and there is a lot less 
value than hyped added by "Alert Tahoe." This camera money would have been 
better spent on getting rapid-response fire aviation resources permanently based 
at our large airport. 

Without notice of authorship to anyone, the TPC had published a Tribune "staff 
report" falsely claiming to have been "the first" to deploy this technology of 
vastly overstated importance. So why this article, and why now? Well, it is a timed 
PR stunt, used to suppress the due diligent questioning of this organization's 
unethical behavior, at a time when it thirsts for more power. 
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You can read this public comment's enclosed evidence (double-click if presented 
as attachments) to discover the cozy relationship the TPC has with the Tahoe 
Chamber of Commerce and the Lake Tahoe Visitor's Authority (LTVA). They all 
share the same office space and represent the same interests. Indeed their 
economic plan—is really Tahoe Chamber CEO Steve Teshara's plan (that's from 
his website). This economic plan is a cooked-up political opinion, enshrouded in a 
bunch of stilted economic jargon—and the public was not invited to the table by 
design. They don't want low-income housing built in Nevada, they don't want their 
businesses to have to pay their employees more. They want California to subsidize 
all of their exploited employee's needs. As you'll see, I have deep sources. 

 

Word. 

 

Thomas E. Lawrence 



Verizon's Unfair and Deceptive Business Practice:
Concurrent National Forest Deployment

Verizon and the Tahoe Prosperity Center deceived City of South Lake Tahoe elected leaders, officials, staff, and residents
into believing it was too burdensome to deploy towers in the adjacent National Forest lands, while simultaneously using
existing special use permits to "fast-track" cell tower deployments and side-step non-discretionalry environmental review
of which they had feigned as onerous. This constitutes Unfair and Deceptive Business Practices.

(See Business & Professions Code §§ 17200 et seq.):

WTF Infrastructure

Heavenly WTF 2020 Deployment

Heavenly Fiber Plan

Aerial Fiber

Buried Fiber

Buried Lateral

Directional Bore

Concurrent WTF Deployments

Approved Cell Towers

Tahoe Seasons Resort

Sensitive Environmental Zones

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Habitat

Riparian Area

Northern Goshawk - Nesting Zone

Scenic Environmental Improvement Area

Legend

Unfair and Deceptive Business Practices





















Award Abstract #0087344

An Interdisciplinary Collaboration on Performance Aspects of a High Performance Wireless
Research and Education Network

NSF Org: OAC
Office of Advanced Cyberinfrastructure (OAC)

Initial Amendment Date: August 11, 2000

Latest Amendment Date: September 4, 2003

Award Number: 0087344

Award Instrument: Continuing grant

Program Manager: Kevin L. Thompson
OAC Office of Advanced Cyberinfrastructure (OAC)
CSE Direct For Computer & Info Scie & Enginr

Start Date: August 15, 2000

End Date: July 31, 2005 (Estimated)

Awarded Amount to Date: $2,762,230.00

Investigator(s): Hans-Werner Braun hwb@ucsd.edu (Principal Investigator)
Frank Vernon (Co-Principal Investigator)

Sponsor: University of California-San Diego
Office of Contract & Grant Admin
La Jolla, CA 92093-0621 (858)534-4896

NSF Program(s): ADVANCED NET INFRA & RSCH,
NETWORK INFRASTRUCTURE

Program Reference Code(s): 1087, 9217, 9251, HPCC

Program Element Code(s): 4090, 4091

ABSTRACT

An unresolved and underdeveloped area for the evolving Internet is the issue of ubiquity. Rural areas

across the nation are affected by the lack of network access; solutions are either prohibitively expensive,

or many years away from implementation. The research and education communities have immediate

connection needs, for researchers working in remote areas (in the field, in observatories, and with

autonomous telemetry sensors) and for remote educational facilities, at reasonable performance levels to
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the Internet.

The goal of this project is to create a substantial and robust wireless backbone network for bidirectional

traffic flows by expanding upon a prototype connection recently installed by the Measurement and Network

Analysis Group of the National Laboratory for Applied Network Research (NLANR) and the San Diego

Supercomputer Center (SDSC), the Scripps Institution of Oceanography (SIO), as well as the School of

Engineering and its Center for Wireless Communications (CWC).

This proposal is a collaboration between network researchers and disciplinary researchers in geophysics,

and other fields. Multiple different users with different impacts will help to define and understand

requirements, as well as appropriate parameters for the implementation of a high performance wireless

networking environment, with high performance extending beyond raw speed and including aspects of

predictability, as well as spacial and temporal availability. The project is heavily leveraged with the existing

network measurement and analysis activity of NLANR, as well as the seismic measurement and analysis

activities at SIO.

The immediate impact of providing services to researchers and telemetry stations in the field and a delivery mechanism for
distance education in disadvantaged areas (in San Diego County) is clear. This network will have the technological capability
to accommodate a high volume of data (for both communications and telemetry), thus increasing the scope and area of
many projects currently limited by these constraints. The wireless network's primary function as an applied test bed to
address distance access issues over a

relatively large rural area in general, and to assess performance characteristics of such a network will result in long-term
developments and advances in the area of Internet technology.

The impact of this Internet Technologies project will be substantial and wide-spread. Benefits to the

research and education communities - and ultimately, the public - include improved functional capabilities

(across a variety of disciplines), facilitated collaborations between institutions, better and more reliable

network access, and a prototype which can be emulated throughout rural areas in the U.S.

Please report errors in award information by writing to: awardsearch@nsf.gov.
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Award Abstract #9807479

National Laboratory for Applied Network Research (NLANR)

NSF Org: CNS
Division Of Computer and Network Systems

Initial Amendment Date: April 15, 1998

Latest Amendment Date: March 17, 2003

Award Number: 9807479

Award Instrument: Cooperative Agreement

Program Manager: Thomas J. Greene
CNS Division Of Computer and Network Systems
CSE Direct For Computer & Info Scie & Enginr

Start Date: April 15, 1998

End Date: July 31, 2002 (Estimated)

Awarded Amount to Date: $3,159,352.00

Investigator(s): Hans-Werner Braun hwb@ucsd.edu (Principal Investigator)
Ronn Ritke (Co-Principal Investigator)
Kimberly Claffy (Former Co-Principal Investigator)

Sponsor: University of California-San Diego
Office of Contract & Grant Admin
La Jolla, CA 92093-0621 (858)534-4896

NSF Program(s): ADVANCED NET INFRA & RSCH

Program Reference Code(s): 9217, 9251, HPCC

Program Element Code(s): 4090

ABSTRACT

The agreement provides for the National Laboratory for Applied Networking Research (NLANR)s Measurement and
Operations Analysis Team (MOAT), led by Principal Investigator Hans-Werner Braun, to continue the NLANR research
activities that have been ongoing at UCSD since 1995. In addition to measuring and analyzing vBNS traffic data,
NLANR/MOAT will promote the continued development, testing and deployment of publicly-available measurement and
analysis tools and techniques. NLANR/MOAT will facilitate the early identification and analisis of performance (both network-
centric and applications-centric) trends and problems (related to the VBNS and interconnected High Performance networks
and institutions). This will be accomplished by deploying flow monitors and conducting performance measurements on HPC
connections to the vBNS, on select vBNS partner nodes, and at other key sites (particularly vBNS aggregation points, such
as GigaPOPs and NGIXen). Resulting data and analysis on Internet traffic performance and traffic flows will then be made
available to the research community and the general public.

SEARCH

RESEARCH AREAS FUNDING AWARDS DOCUMENT LIBRARY NEWS ABOUT NSF



BOOKS/ONE TIME PROCEEDING

n/a. "Proceedings of the 'Measurement and Analysis Collaborationsö Workshop. 29-30 June 1999", 01/01/1999-12
/01/1999, , Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen. 1999, "overview of workshop topics: all slides used by speakers".

n/a. "Proceedings of the 'Challenges and Opportunities for Measurement and Analysis in a High Performance Computing
Environment' Workshop. 1 July 1999", 01/01/1999-12/01/1999, , Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "overview of
workshop topics: all slides used by speakers".

--. "Proceedings of the Measurement and Analysis Collaborations Workshop. 29-30 June 1999", 01/01/2000-01/01/2001, ,
Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".

--. "Proceedings of the Challenges and Opportunities for Measurement and Analysis in a High Performance Computing
Environment Workshop. 1 July 1999", 01/01/2000-01/01/2001, , Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from
http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".

--. "Proceedings of the Measurement and Analysis Collaborations Workshop. 29-30 June 1999", 01/01/2001-01/01/2002, ,
Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".

--. "Proceedings of the Challenges and Opportunities for Measurement and Analysis in a High Performance Computing
Environment Workshop. 1 July 1999", 01/01/2001-01/01/2002, , Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from
http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".

--. "Proceedings of the Measurement and Analysis Collaborations Workshop. 29-30 June 1999", 04/15/1998-07/31/2002, ,
Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".

--. "Proceedings of the Challenges and Opportunities for Measurement and Analysis in a High Performance Computing
Environment Workshop. 1 July 1999", 04/15/1998-07/31/2002, , Mike Gannis and Todd Hansen 1999, "available from
http://moat.nlanr.net/Workshops/".
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Award Abstract #9796124

Proposal for the Creation of a Distributed National Labortory for Applied Network Research
(NLANR

NSF Org: CNS
Division Of Computer and Network Systems

Initial Amendment Date: February 21, 1997

Latest Amendment Date: November 7, 1997

Award Number: 9796124

Award Instrument: Cooperative Agreement

Program Manager: William Decker
CNS Division Of Computer and Network Systems
CSE Direct For Computer & Info Scie & Enginr

Start Date: July 1, 1996

End Date: September 30, 1998 (Estimated)

Awarded Amount to Date: $1,231,889.00

Investigator(s): Hans-Werner Braun hwb@ucsd.edu (Principal Investigator)

Sponsor: University of California-San Diego
Office of Contract & Grant Admin
La Jolla, CA 92093-0621 (858)534-4896

NSF Program(s): ADVANCED NET INFRA & RSCH

Program Reference Code(s): 9217, HPCC

Program Element Code(s): 4090

ABSTRACT

Not Available

Please report errors in award information by writing to: awardsearch@nsf.gov.
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Award Abstract #0426879

ITR: Integration and Analysis of Reliable Networking for Remote Science, Education, and First
Responders

NSF Org: OAC
Office of Advanced Cyberinfrastructure (OAC)

Initial Amendment Date: September 3, 2004

Latest Amendment Date: April 22, 2008

Award Number: 0426879

Award Instrument: Continuing grant

Program Manager: Kevin L. Thompson
OAC Office of Advanced Cyberinfrastructure (OAC)
CSE Direct For Computer & Info Scie & Enginr

Start Date: October 1, 2004

End Date: March 31, 2010 (Estimated)

Awarded Amount to Date: $2,995,451.00

Investigator(s): Hans-Werner Braun hwb@ucsd.edu (Principal Investigator)
Frank Vernon (Co-Principal Investigator)

Sponsor: University of California-San Diego
Office of Contract & Grant Admin
La Jolla, CA 92093-0621 (858)534-4896

NSF Program(s): ITR FOR NATIONAL PRIORITIES,
SCI TESTBEDS

Program Reference Code(s): 0000, 1206, 1652, 1661, 4444, 7314, 9217, HPCC, OTHR

Program Element Code(s): 7314, 7368

ABSTRACT

This proposal was submitted to NSF in response to the ITR solicitation NSF 04-012. This proposal is follow-on to an existing
award: 0087344. This project will conduct systemic interdisciplinary and multi-institutional research regarding the quality of
service achievable by a highly functional wireless cyberinfrastructure environment. While doing so, it addresses several
diverse scientific networking predictability needs for rural and remote areas.

BOOKS/ONE TIME PROCEEDING

Bruch, K. M., Braun, H-W., Teel, S.. "Live Interactive Virtual Explorations via the High Performance Wireless Research and
Education Network.", 10/01/2009-09/30/2010, , In S. Mukerji (Ed.)"Cases on Technological Adaptability and Transnational
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Learning: Issues and Challenges",  2010, "Pennsylvania: IGI Global. (textbook chapter, published in 2010)".

Bruch, K. M., Braun, H-W., Teel, S.. "Live Interactive Virtual Explorations via the High Performance Wireless Research and
Education Network.", 10/01/2010-09/30/2011, , In S. Mukerji (Ed.)"Cases on Technological Adaptability and Transnational
Learning: Issues and Challenges",  2010, "Pennsylvania: IGI Global. (textbook chapter, published in 2010)".

Please report errors in award information by writing to: awardsearch@nsf.gov.

RESEARCH AREAS FUNDING AWARDS DOCUMENT LIBRARY NEWS ABOUT NSF

National Science Foundation, 2415 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia 22314, USA
Tel: (703) 292-5111, FIRS: (800) 877-8339 | TDD: (800) 281-8749

Text Only Version



 
F  

 

       State of California 
Secretary of State 

 
 

Statement of Information 
(Foreign Corporation) 

FEES (Filing and Disclosure): $25.00.  
If this is an amendment, see instructions. 

IMPORTANT – READ INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE COMPLETING THIS FORM 
 

1. CORPORATE NAME   
 

 

2.   CALIFORNIA CORPORATE NUMBER This Space for Filing Use Only 

No Change Statement  (Not applicable if agent address of record is a P.O. Box address.  See instructions.) 
 

3. If there have been any changes to the information contained in the last Statement of Information filed with the California Secretary  
of State, or no statement of information has been previously filed, this form must be completed in its entirety. 

 If there has been no change in any of the information contained in the last Statement of Information filed with the California Secretary  
 of State, check the box and proceed to Item 13. 

   

Complete Addresses for the Following  (Do not abbreviate the name of the city.  Items 4 and 5 cannot be P.O. Boxes.)  
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CITY 
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CITY 
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CITY 
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ZIP CODE 

6.    EMAIL ADDRESS FOR RECEIVING STATUTORY NOTIFICATIONS 

Names and Complete Addresses of the Following Officers  (The corporation must list these three officers.  A comparable title for the specific 
officer may be added; however, the preprinted titles on this form must not be altered.) 
 

7. CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER/ 
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CITY 
 

STATE    

 

ZIP CODE 

 

8. SECRETARY 
 

ADDRESS 
 

CITY 
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ZIP CODE 

 

9. CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER/ 
 

ADDRESS 
 

CITY 
 

STATE    

 

ZIP CODE 

Agent for Service of Process  If the agent is an individual, the agent must reside in California and Item 11 must be completed with a California street 
address, a P.O. Box address is not acceptable.  If the agent is another corporation, the agent must have on file with the California Secretary of State a 
certificate pursuant to California Corporations Code section 1505 and Item 11 must be left blank. 
 

10. NAME OF AGENT FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 

 

11. STREET ADDRESS OF AGENT FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS IN CALIFORNIA, IF AN INDIVIDUAL 
 

CITY 
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ZIP CODE 

Type of Business 
 

12. DESCRIBE THE TYPE OF BUSINESS OF THE CORPORATION 
        

 

13. THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS TRUE AND CORRECT. 

 DATE  TYPE/PRINT NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING FORM  TITLE  SIGNATURE  
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1.20.030 Use of city seal and logo.

A. The city seal and logo are the property of the city of South Lake Tahoe.

B. The city clerk is the o�cial custodian of the city seal and will a�x the city seal to all
certi�cates and documents as may be required by law, by this code, or by ordinance of the
city.

C. All other uses of the city seal are restricted to o�cial city business and such other
appropriate uses that promote the interests of the city as may be authorized in writing by
the city clerk.

D. The city manager or designee is the o�cial custodian of the city logo.

E. Use of the city logo is restricted to o�cial city business to identify city programs,
initiatives, partnerships and sponsorships and such other appropriate uses that promote
the interests of the city as may be authorized in writing by the city manager.

F. No person may make or use the city seal or logo or any cut, facsimile, or reproduction
of the city seal or logo, or make or use any seal or logo or any design which is an imitation,
in the design of, or which may be mistaken for the city seal or logo or the design of the city
seal or logo, while acting within the scope of their o�ce or employment.

G. City o�cers, city employees, members of the city council, and members of the city
boards and commissions may use stationery and printed materials with the city seal or
logo, or facsimile of the city seal or logo, while acting within the scope of their o�ce or
employment.

H. No person, including any elected o�cer of the city, may use the city seal or logo, or
facsimile of the city seal or logo, in any correspondence or other printed materials
distributed in favor of or against any candidate for public o�ce.

I. Additional City Seals. The South Lake Tahoe city council retains the right to create
variations of the city seal or logo and to adopt and establish other o�cial seals or logos.
Such variations may include, but are not limited to, centennial seals or logos, or other
seals or logos which mark anniversaries, events, and/or any other city occasion the city
council wishes to commemorate. (Ord. 1133 § 1)



Real property, car, boat, etc.)( Real property, car, boat, etc.)

SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business

Positions
Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED No Income - Business Position Only No Income - Business PositionOnlyGROSSINCOME RECEIVED

Name

OVER $ 100,000 OVER $ 100,000

500 - $ 1,000  $ 500 - $ 1,000 $1,001 - $ 10,000  $ 1,001 - $ 10,000

10,001 - $ 100,000  $ 10,001 - $ 100,000

700
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA FORM

1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS ( Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS ( Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS ( Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM ( Months/ Years)

None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD

500 - $ 1,000

1,001 - $ 10,000

10,001 - $ 100,000

OVER $ 100,000

Comments:  

2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender ’s regular course of business on terms available
to members of the public without regard to your official status.  Personal loans and loans received not in a lender ’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

SECURITY FOR LOAN

None Personal residence

Real Property

Guarantor

Other

Street address

City

Describe)

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary Spouse’ s or registered domestic partner’ s income
For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

Partnership ( Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

Sale of

Other

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary Spouse’ s or registered domestic partner’ s income
For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

Partnership ( Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

Sale of

Other

Describe)( Describe)

Describe)( Describe)

Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 ormoreCommissionor Commission or

Loan repayment Loan repayment

FPPC Form 700  - Schedule C (2020/ 2021)
advice@fppc. ca.gov • 866-275-3772 • www.fppc.ca.gov
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Devin Middlebrook

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California

919 US HWY 395 N Gardnerville, NV89410

Tribal Administrator



FCC Form FCC Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Approved by OMB
3060 – 1039

Notification Date:   See instructions for

File Number:  public burden estimates

General Information

1) ( Select only one)  (          ) 
NE – New UA – Update of Application WD – Withdrawal of Application

2) If this application is for an Update or Withdrawal, enter the file number of the pending application
currently on file. 

File Number: 

Applicant Information

3) FCC Registration Number ( FRN): 

4) Name: 

Contact Name

5) First Name: 6) MI: 7) Last Name: 8) Suffix: 

9) Title: 

Contact Information

10) P.O. Box: 
And
Or

11) Street Address: 

12) City: 13) State: 14) Zip Code: 

15) Telephone Number: 16) Fax Number: 

17) E-mail Address: 

Consultant Information

18) FCC Registration Number ( FRN): 

19) Name: 

Principal Investigator

20) First Name: 21) MI:  22) Last Name: 23) Suffix:  

24) Title: 

Principal Investigator Contact Information

25) P.O. Box: 
And
Or

26) Street Address: 

27) City: 28) State: 29) Zip Code: 

30) Telephone Number: 31) Fax Number: 

32) E-mail Address: 

Verizon Wireless

0012845343

Robin Haeffner

VZW HQ - NEPA Regulatory Compliance

1301 Solana Boulevard Building 2, Suite 2500

Westlake TX 76262

501) 529- 5377

0016385759

EnviroBusiness, Inc. d/b/a EBI Consulting ( EBI 6118004920)

npa@verizonwireless. com

Cory Johnson

Architectural Historian

6876 Susquehanna Trail South

York PA 17403

717) 428- 0401

mbandstra@ebiconsulting. com

1 of 24

NE

620

FCC Form 620

New Tower (NT) Submission Packet

0008374797

7AM EST 09/ 21/ 2018

May 2014



Other Consulting Parties
Other Consulting Parties Contacted

1) Has any other agency been contacted and invited to become a consulting party?   (        ) Yes  (        ) No

Consulting Party

2) FCC Registration Number ( FRN): 

3) Name: 

Contact Name

4) First Name: 5) MI: 6) Last Name: 7) Suffix: 

8) Title: 

Contact Information

9) P.O. Box: 
And
Or

10) Street Address: 

11) City: 12) State: 13) Zip Code: 

14) Telephone Number: 15) Fax Number: 

16) E-mail Address: 

17) Preferred means of communication: 

E-mail

Letter

Both

Dates & Response

18) Date Contacted  _______________ 19) Date Replied  _______________ 

No Reply

Replied/ No Interest

Replied/ Have Interest

Replied/ Other

Additional Information

20) Information on other consulting parties’ role or interest ( optional): 

X

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California

Darrel Cruz

919 Highway 395 South

Gardnerville NV 89410

775) 265- 8600

Darrel. cruz@washoetribe. us

X

09/06/2018

X

22 of 24 FCC Form 620
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Ski Run Blvd - A (6118004920) Cultural Report
August 29, 2018
Page 3

Early Archaic (5000-2000 B.C.) sites are characterized by projectile points, atlatls and darts, knives, bone awls and
ornaments. Lack of grinding tools suggests that the inhabitants were not exploiting the plant foods to the extent that
later cultures were.  They were nomadic hunters, following the game throughout the seasons. Archaeological sites
representing this early period are scarce. 

Middle Archaic (about 2000 B.C. to 500 A.D.) represents a long period of time characterized by the utilization of a
wide variety of resources.  They relied primarily on large game and rabbits, but grinding stones are common at sites. 
Trade in marine shells and obsidian became important. 

Late Archaic (A.D. 500 to Historic Contact) saw a more semi-sedentary settlement pattern.  Smaller projectile points
suggest the introduction of the bow and arrow and less or no reliance on the spear thrower.  Plant processing tools
became more abundant, indicating increased dependence on plants and small game, rather than large game. 

Washoe

Historically, the Lake Tahoe area was part of the territory occupied by the Washoe Native American group, who are
members of the Hokan linguistic group, and are classified as Great Basin Indians.  The name “ washoe” is derived
from the autonym waashiw, meaning “ people from here” in the Washoe language.  The Wahoe occupied land
throughout California and Nevada, including the Sierra Nevada Mountain range.  They were the first known Lake
Tahoe region inhabitants.  Their settlement pattern included permanent locations on higher ground, near rivers and
springs, while temporary camps were utilized anywhere in valleys or mountains, close to food sources (D’Azevedo
1986). 

The Washoe utilized seasonal resources available in the region.  The area of Lake Tahoe and surrounding rivers and
streams were important resources for fishing during the spring and fall, with the higher elevations of the Sierra
Nevada utilized for hunting game during the summer.  During the winter months stored foods including dried meat
and fish and nuts were utilized.  Important food resources would have been cattail seeds and shoots, and pinon nuts, 
as well as a variety of berries, seeds, and roots.  Protein would have been provided by hunting game, small
mammals, birds, and fishing (Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 2009). 

Establishment of APE and Cultural Resources Within

On August 17, 2018, HELIX Professional Archaeologist Carrie D. Wills, M.A., RPA, visited the candidate location
for the purpose of establishing the APE ( see Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2).  Ms. Wills satisfies the Secretary of the
Interior’ s qualifications for a field archaeologist ( see Resume).  The APE was ascertained by examining the planned
candidate construction methods, the existing topography, and the current level of urbanization.  Verizon
Wireless proposes the construction of a new unmanned tower telecommunications facility at this location.  
Proposed is the installation of antennas and associated equipment on a new 112’- high monopine within a 30' by 30' 
lease area.  A proposed 5' wide joint utility easement will extend approximately 165' southeast, southwest, and
northwest from an existing utility pole to the lease area.  Access will be provided with a proposed 12’- wide access
road that will extend southeast from the proposed lease area for approximately 15’ to Needle Peak Road. 
Approximately 13 trees will be removed to accomidate the APE-DE.  The APE-DE totals approximately 0.04
acres..  The visual indirect APE is considered all that area within a ½-mile radius of those portions of the candidate
once completed. 

Direct APE Cultural Resources
The results of the site investigation confirm no prehistoric cultural resources will be affected by installation of the
new monopine telecommunications facility.  The candidate location is a pine tree grove within the grounds of
Hansen’ s Snow Tube and Saucer Hill Resort.  A pedestrian survey of all areas of proposed ground disturbance did
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jmann@easternshoshone.org; falene.russette@iresponse106.com - 307-438-0094
Details: The Eastern Shoshone Tribe has established a new online procedure for FCC TCNS
review/consultation. Online submissions can now be completed at http://app.tribal106.com. The data platform is
currently being administered by a third party who are providing consultation servicing through the online
system on behalf of the Eastern Shoshone Tribe. For questions, please call Shastelle Swan at 406-395-4700

Based on the location of the proposed project and the pole( s) that you will be constructing as part of the Section
106 process in our particular aboriginal homelands, we are REQUESTING TO BE CONSULTED on this
proposed project. 

Please utilize the Tribal 106 NHPA consultation processing system website. Online submissions can be
completed at http://app.tribal106.com

The Eastern Shoshone Tribe through the Historic Preservation Department has established a fee of $500.00 per
consultation. We are only accepting checks at this time. All checks should be mailed to the following address: 

I-Response LLC - EST
PO Box 87
Box Elder, MT 59521

If you have questions, please feel free to contact either Mr. Josh Mann, THPO, at jmann@easternshoshone. org
or Shastelle Swan, AR Clerk, at shastelle.swan@iresponse106.com. 

Sincerely, 
Josh Mann, THPO
Eastern Shoshone Tribe

2. THPO Darrel Cruz - Washoe Tribe of Nevada & California - 919 Highway 395 South Gardnerville, NV - 
darrel.cruz@washoetribe.us - 775-546-3421

If the applicant/tower builder receives no response from the Washoe Tribe of Nevada & California within 30
days after notification through TCNS, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada & California has no interest in participating
in pre-construction review for the proposed site. The Applicant/tower builder, 
however, must immediately notify the Washoe Tribe of Nevada & California in the event archaeological
properties or human remains are discovered during construction, consistent with Section IX of the Nationwide
Programmatic Agreement and applicable law. 

3. Attorney Montana & Associates LLC - Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians - N12923 N Prairie Rd Osseo, 
WI - skullvalleybandofgoshutefcctcns@outlook. com - 605- 881- 1227
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Campaign Disclosure Statement SLIMMARYPAGE

a - NIA
Amounts may be rounded Statement

Summary Page to whole dollars. 
covers period

from O7/ O1/ 2021

through 12/ 31/ 2021 Page 3 of 8
SEE INS7RUCTIONt:Off RE°dERSSE

LAME OF FILER I. C. mvmgER

Tahoe Chxmher Independent Expenditure COTMittee 1" 7096

Co[urmn A Column a Calendar Year Summary for CandidaWContributions Received TOYLTHISPERIOO CALENLIARYEAi

PrimaryRunning in Both the State Prima andFROM ATTACHED SCHEDULES) TOTALTO DATE

General Elections

1. Monetary Contributions ........................................... Schedule A, Line 3 0. 00 $ 0. 00

111 through 613C 711 to Clair

2, Loans Received' ......................... I............ . .............. Schedule B, Lile 3
0. 00 0. 00

3, SUBTCTALCASH CONTFZIRUTIONS Add Limsf+2 S 0. 00 S 0. 00 20. Contributions Received

i S 4. 

Nonmonetary Contributions .... .... ......... ..--- ............. scheable r, Line i 0. 00 48. 20 21- 

Expenditures 5, 

TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS RECEIVED .......................... Add L Ines 3 + 4 5 0 + 00 $ 40, 20 Made S 5 Expenditures

Made5- 
Payments Made ....................................................... Schedule E. Line 4 S 2-. 50. 00 7. 

Loans Made ........................................+.................... sthsdule H, Line 3 0. 00 a . DD 8. 

SUBTOTAL CASH PAYMENTS .................................... Add Lines 6+7 g. 0- 00 50. ao 9- 

Accrued Expenses ( Unpaid Billt) ................................ scheduleF, Line 3 1, 475. 63 2, 848. 54 10. 

Nonmonetary Adjustment ..................................... -1-, - saneer. Mc, Linea 0. 00 48. 20 11. 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES MADE ............................. .....AMcM- 8+9+ 10 S 1., 4? 5. 63 2, 946. 74 Current. 

Cash, Statement 12. 

Beginning Cash. Balance ...................+... PreVous summary Page, Line 16 S 1, 110. 42 To

calculate ColumnB, add 13. 

Cash Receipts .................... Column A. Linea above 14. 

Miscellaneous Increases. to Cash ........................... schedule 1, Lore s 0.

00 0.

00 amounts

in Column A to the corresponding

amounts from

Column B of your last 15- 

Cash Payments....-... .............""'"""""""'.... Cou mrrA, Line 8 above 00
report. 

Some amounts in Column

A may be negative 16. 

ENOING- CASH BALANCE .......... Add Lines 12+ 13 + 24, then su6heel line 13 1,
110. 42 figures that should be subtracted

from previous If
this rs a termination statement, Line 16 must be zero. period amounts. ff this 8 the

first report being filed 17. 

LOAN GUARANTEES. RECEIVE D .......................... schraW6 e, Part 2 9 0 . y0 for this calendar year, only carry
over the amounts from

Lines 2, 7, and 9 (if any). 

CashEquivalents and Outstanding Debts 18. 
Cash Equivalents ........................................ See instructi6rs orr reverse S O . O0 19. 

Outstanding Debts ......................... Add Line 2 . Line 9 in Column8 above S 2, 848. 54 www.

netfile. com IExpenditure

Limit Summary for State Candidates
22. 

Cumulative Expenditures Made' rf

Subject to Wunuiry Expenditure LimR) Date

of Election Total to Date mmlddtyy) 

i

IIS Amounts

in this section may be different from amounts reported
In ColumnB. FPPC

Form 460 (Jan12131116) FPPC

Advice: advice& ppc. ca. gov ( SW275- 3772) i www.

fppc. ca. gov ca.gov



SCHEDULE

Schedule F
Amounts may be rounded

Staitem6nitirovers CALIFORNIA

Accrued Expenses ( Unpaid Bills) to whole dollars. 
from

FORM ' o7/ vzf2yal

SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE

through 12j31I2021
pmgs 4 of a

NAME OF FILER I. D. NUMBER

Tahoe Ck.9rftb?' independent cxVetitiiturs C6lafnitCee 1367096

CODES, If One of the following codes accurately elescrnbes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describc ; he payrient. - 
CW r,.aropagn paraphomaiiaimisc. MBR membercommunicmic" RAID radio airtime and pfcdutxion cmtz
CNS carhI) Aign consuilants W.G meetings and appearances RFD i' Urn6d tntributions

CTB contribution ( explain nonmonetary)` OFC office expenses SAL Campaign workers' salaries

CVC civic donations PET petition circula. tirg TEL t. r. or cable airtime and producton costs
FIL Candidate fli nglbalbt fees F' I- 0 phoria banks TK candidate travel, lodging, and meals. 
FNO ivridlraMing evenis FCC patlinq and survey research TRS staFlspotis- trawl. IrAiging, and meals
W indepe* Ident expenditure supportinglopposing others ( explain)* POS postage, delivery and messenger services TSF transfer between committees of the same candidate/ sponsor

LEG legal defence PRO pfotSsdonal services { legal, accountingf VOT voter registration

LIT campaign Iftrature and mailings PRT print adls 1M1IIE-B informacivrr technology costs. [ Internet, e- mail.) 

a) IN tct dl
NAME AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR CODE OR

OUTSTANDING AMOUNTINCURRED AMOUNTPAIO OUTSTANDING
IIF COMM' TTEE. ALSO ENTER I. 9. KNIBERJ DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT BALANCE t3EOINNING THIS PER101) 7H15 PEF 100 BALANCE AT CLOSE

OF THIS PERIOD ALSO REPORT ON Q OF THIS PERIOD

J. Richard Eichman, CPA PRO 0. 50 0, 00 0. 4] 0 s 

1127- 11th Street Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

J: Rniczard E_ rnan, CPA
PRD

275. 92 V.- 00 Q: ot1 275- 9:. 
1127- 11th Street Suite 30. 0

Sacraufmnt. o, CA g581A

J. Richard Eichman, CPA PA'O 76. 10 fl- 00 0. 00 10

11. 127- 11th Street Swzte 30C
Sacramento, CA 95814

Payments that are contributions. or independent a%pendfluroe must also ba
sume6arized on. Schedule P. 

SUBTOTALS S 354. 52$ 0. 0o$ o. 00$ 354. 52

Schedule. F Summary
1. Total accrued expenses incurred this period. ( Include all 5ched'ule F, Column ( b) subtotals for

accrued expenses of $'600- or more, plus total unitemized accrued expenses under$ 100_).__---------------------.................. .. INCURRED TOTALS S 1, 475. 63

2. Total accrued expenses paid this oeriod. ( include all Schedule F, Column ( c) subtotals for payments on
accrued expenses of $100 or more, plus total unitemi.zed payments on accrued expenses under $ 100) ................................ PAID TOTALS $ 0. 00

3. Net change this period. ( Subtract Line 2 from Line 1. Enter the difference here and

onthe Summary Page, Go'lumn A, Line 9.)'.....................................,...................................,...,..........................,....................................... NET $ 1, 475. 63

ay 6e a nega[ rve ncxnher

FPPC Form 460 tJanf2016) 

w.netFile. com

FPPC Toll -Free Helpline: 866/ ASK- FPPC ( 85151275. 3772) 

www. fppc. ra. lavW



ScheduleSC'
HE DOLE IFCGNT.) 

Schedule
Contiera Sheet} Amounts

may be rounded Statement covers periodCALIFORNIA . to
whole dollars. Accrued

Expenses (Unpaid Bills) from 07/ 01; 2021 FORM through

12/ 31/ 2021 Page
5 of a NAME

Or FILER --- I. D. NUMBER Tahoe

Chamber Ind2pernd- entExpenditure Committee 1367096 CODES: 

If one of the following codes accurately describes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describe the payment. CW
campaign paraphernaliafinisc_ KER mem° rbercommunicaUons RAD radio airtime and production costs CM
campaign consultanlis M* meetings and- appearances RFD returned contributions CT8

conf ibutiatr ( explain noPmcn4Wq)' OFC office expenses SAL caSr' mpnign wnrkeM' salariag CVC

caNic donations PET pelltion circulating TEL t.v, or cabal airtime and production costs FIL

candidate filing/ballot tees Pi D phone banks TRC candidate travel, lodging, and meals EV
fu[ ndlraising events PM pollute and survey research TRS• stafflspouse travel, lodging, and meals IND
inPdepen& nt expenditure supportinglopposing others (explain)' POS postage, delivery' and messenger services TSF transfer betyeeen committees of the same candidatelsponsor LEG

Ieegal defense PRO prntesSional' se iices ( legal, accounting) VDT voter registration LIT

campaign literature and mailings PITT print ads VI EB information technology costs (intemet, e-mail; Payments

that are contributlons or ictlependentexpenditures rmustalsa be Summarized on Schedule D. I:

t b) d) NAME, 

AND ADURIESS OF CREDITOR CODE OR OUTSTANDING AMOUNT INCURRED AMOUNT PAID OUTSTANDING 0F'
WMNfT7EE.. ACS0 EWER NUMBER, DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT BALANCE BEGINNING THIS PERIOD THIS PERiOE] BALANCE AT CLOSE OF

THIS PERIOD ALSO REPMTONE) OF THIS PERIOD S. 

Richard Eichman, CPA PRE 75. 70 0. 00 0. 00 75. 70 13.

27- 11th. Street Suite- 300 Sacramento, 

CA 95814 J. 

Richard Elchman, CPA PRO 78. 45 0. 00 0. 00 76. 45 1127-
11th Street Suite 3Q0 Sacramento, 

CA 9, 581. 4 T

76.

10 JIRichardmEichman, CPA PRO 76. 10 0, 00 0. 00 1127-

ilch Street Suite 300 5acram+
ento., CA 9581. 4 J. 

Richard Eichman, CPA PRO 50. 00 0. 00 0. 00 60- 00 2127-

11t. t7. Street suite 30C Saczi

ato. C4. 95814 www.

r?etfile. com SUBT0'

TAL3 $ 290. 25$ 0. 00$ 0. 00 $ 290. 25 FPPC

Form 460 (Jan/ 2016) FPPC

Toll -Free Helpline: 86WASK- FPPC (8661275- 3772) www.

fppc. ca.gov



Schedule F
Continiuettrtln. Sheet) Amntowhol yGeros. tr, whole dollars. 

Accrued Expenses ( Unpaid Bills) 

Statement cover period

irORn_..... 07101i 2021

SCHEDULE F ( CONT.) 

through 12/ 31/ 2021
page 6 of 9

NAME OF FILER I. D. NulitBER

Tahoe Chamber indeperndent Expenditure Committee 1357096

CODES: If one of the following codes accurate y describes the payment, you may enter the code- Otherwise, describe the payment. 
CW campaign Daraphernalia, inisc- V8R mern be r co m m u n (cat [on$ RAID radio airtime and production costs
CNs campaign consultants M` G meetings and app- arances RFD returned cantribulions

CTR contsibuiion ( explain nonmometaryr OFC. office- ex.pensas SAL campaign + vorkem' salaries

CVC dvic dvrlafions PET petition circulating TEL t v or cable ai- time and production costs
FIL candidate Wnglbalbt fees PFO phone banks TRC candidate travel, lodging, and meals
FIND fundraising events POL poling and survey research TR5 staff/ spouse travel, lodging, and meals
R+IIJ ndependent expenditure: supportingfopposing others ( explain)" PGS postage, delivery and messerger services TSF transfer between committees of the same candidatelsponsor

LEG legal defense PRO- professrenal services ( Legal, accounling;! VOT voter registration

LrT zampaiqn literature and mailings PRT print ads AEB informa• ion technology costs ( Internet, e- mail', 

Payments that are Contributions or indeperident expendituret must also be summarized on Schedule D. 

a) cbi kl d) 
NAME AND ADDRESS OF CREDITOR CODE OR

OUTSTANDING AMOUNT INCURRED AMOUNT PAID OUTSTANDING
PF r: rWWrEE, ALSO ENTER 1. 0. WADER) DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT BALANCE BEGINNING THISPERIOD THIS PERICID BALANCE AT CLOSE

OF THIS PERIOD A184 REPORT ON E) OF THIS PERIOD

J. Richard Eichman, CPA PRC 324. 52 0. 00 0. 00 324. 52
1127 11th 52reet gaire 300

aeramentc. CA 95814

J. Richard Eichman, CPA FRO 225. 30 0. 00 Q, 00 125, 30
i127- 11thr. Street Suite 300

Sacraments, CA. 55824

J. Richard Eichman, CPA PRO 78. 40 0. 00 0. 00 78. 4D

1127- ii" 5t.reet suite. SOO

Sacrament©, CA. 55814

J. Richard Eichman, CPA PRO 1= 3. 40 0. 00 0, 00 113. 40- 
1127- 1. 1th Street Suite 300

S,ACYamento, CA 95814

SLISTOTA' ILS$ 641. 62S 0. 00S 0. 00: 641. 62

FP PC Form 460 ( JaW2015) 

FPPC Toll -Free Helpline: 8fiWASK- FPPC ( SE6A275- 3772) 

www. fppc. ca. gav
www.nettile.com



Schedule F
SCHEDULEF(' CONT.) 

Continuation Sheet} 
Amounts may be rounded Stabementcovers period r- to

whole dollars. Accrued

Expenses (Unpaid WHs) fFom 07 0. 12021 throe fL

123212021 9 Paya 7of 9. - N' A: AC.

OF FILi; R i.p. NUMBER Tahoe Chamber Imd®

p-rident Expeenditure Committee 1367* 96 CODES: If one

of the follawring codes accurate4y describes the payment, you may enter the code. Otherwise, describe the payment. CW carnpagn paraphernalialmisc. 

MR. memberwrnmunicatians RAD radioa- rlime and production costs CNS campaign consultarsts
MT3 meetings and appearances RFD returned contributions CTH uorltribution (explain

nonmonetaryr OFC n#iicp Pxnp. meg AI campaign workers salanes CVC civic dona7ons

PET petition wculaftng TEL- t.v. or cable airtime and produc€ ion costs FIL candidate flin0altot
fees PHO phone banks TRG candidate travel, lodging. and meals FND fundraising events
POIL polling and survey research TR5 stafrlspouse travel, I0d9i0q, and meals ND independenf expenditure
supportinglopposing others (explain)* POS postage, delivery and messenger services TEF transfer between committees of the same candidatelsponsor LEG legal defense

PRO professional services ( legal, accoun, ing) VOT voter registration lJ' T camps

gn literature and mailings PRT' print ads WEB information technology costs ( intemet, e-mail) Peyment3 that are

contributions or independent expenditures mustataobe aummarixed on Schedule D. b) dl NAME

AND AODRESS
OF C,RFnITOR CODE OR OUTSTANDfNG AMCiUNTINCl1RRED A141GUNTPAdD OUTSTANDING 11F 00PA WT-

TE E, ALSP E NTE R. 10 N6WeE R) DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT BALANCE BEGINNING THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD BALANCE AT CLOSE OF THIS PERIOD] 
ALSO REPORT ON ElOF THIS P' ERIOO Bell, McAndrews & HilTachk

VFir: 86. 52 0. 00 0. 00 86, 52 4. 55 Capi.

2ol Mali, Suite GOO Sacr- ameri. to, 

CA95814i Bell, McAndrews & 

Hiltachk

PR€. 6.00 86. 52 0, 04D. 86. 52 455 Capitol MA11, 

Suite 600 Satr6" rito, CA

95814 Be1, McAndrews & Hi_

tachk o. 04 PRO. 0. 00 331.83 331. 83 455 capitol gall. su_

te 600 Sacrament©, CA 55814 Bell, 

McAndrews & Hiltac. hk

FRO 0.00 200. 76 O. Ofl 200- 76- 4. 55 Capitol Mall, 
Suite 4SUO Sir: name ilt 25. 

CA 95814 l www. netfile. com

S.

l!.11STfv7iALS i

96. 52$ 619. 11.$ 0. 00 = 705. 63 FPPG Form 460 ( Jam12016) 

FPPG Toll -Prue Helpline: 

866/A3K- FPPC (8$61275- 3772) wvww. fp pa. ra, g dv



Schedule F
SCHEDULE F ( C0144T.) 

Amounts may be rounded Slatementcaversperiod ti`  Continuation Sheet) 
i

Ito whole dollars. 

Accrued Expenses ( l['! paid Bill1s) from 07/ 01/ 2022 • - 

though 12/ 31/ 2021
Pfage _... s of a

NAME OF; NLER 1. 0 NUMBER

Tahoe Chamber lr4OePendlent ExpendAture Committee 1367096

CODES' If One of the fdl!lovving codes accurately describes the payment, youmay ender the code. Otherwise, describe the paymerlt. CNP
campaign paraphernalliafimisc. MSR membercommunications RAID radio airtime and production costs NS

tampraign zorasuitanis VTG meeting& and appearwces RFD returned contributions CT6

cantributiorr ( explain nonmonetary)' E7t= G office. expenses SAI.. campaign workers' salaries CVC

6vic donations PET petition circulating TEL t. v. or cable airtime and production casts 9L
candidate flinglba. 11ot fees PHO phone banks TRC candidate travel, iodgingT and meals ND

fundralsino events POL palling and survey research TR5 staff/ spouse travel, lodging, and meals PU
independent expwdilute supporting/ opposing others ( explain)` PO5 postage, delivery and messenger services TSr transfer between committees of the same candidate/ sponsor EG

leg21 deferse PRO pfafessidnal services ( tegai. accounting). VDT voter registration JT

campaign I terat. ure and marlings PRT print ads WEl3 information technology casts (internet, e-mail) itr

Payments that are contributionsor Indepen dent expendlitures must, aFso be s unnmarizedo nSchedutoD. a) 

b) 0 d) NAME
ANO AnDRFas OF GREmTOR CODE OR OUTSTANDING AMOUNTINCukkLb AMOt) NTPAiD CUTSTANDING IIR

COMIArrE , ALSO ENTER rD NUMBER) DESCRIPTION OF PAYMENT 13AILANGEBEGINNING THIS PERIOD THIS PERIOD BALANCE AT CLOSE OF
THIS PERIOD ALSO FZVORT ON E) OF THIS PERIOD Bell, 

McAndrews & Hiltachk PRO 0, 00 187. 50 Q 00 187. 50 49s, 
Capit. 01. Mall, quite € OE} Sacramento, 

CA, 9581. 4 Bell, 

McAndrews & K ltarbk PRO 0. 00 200. 76 o. 40 200, 76 455

Capitol Mall, bUitd 600 Sa_,

aamvento, CA 958146 Bell, 

McAndrews & Hiltachk PRE) O. Qo 127. 50 0. mj 127. 50 455
Capitol. Mall, suite 60-a I

Ra 
ametiCo, CA 95811 Bell, 

McAndrews & Hiltachk PRo 0. 00 340. 76 0. 00 340. 76 455
Capitol. Malls SUite 600 5'

acxamehto, CA 95814 tArWW.

iite ffkle.+~am SUBTOTALS $ 

0. 00S 856. 52$, 0. 00: 856. 52 FPPG

Form 460 (Jan12016) FPPC

Toll -Free Helpline: 88fi1ASK- FPPG (8661275- 3772) www.

iPPC. ca.g0V
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Bridget Cornell

From: Katherine Hangeland
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 10:46 AM
To: Georgina Balkwell
Cc: Bridget Cornell; Marja Ambler
Subject: RE: Hearings Officer/GB Meeting: Verizon/Tahoe Seasons New Telecommunications Facility; 3901 

Saddle Road, City of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, California; Assessor’s Parcel Number 
028-231-001, TRPA File Number ERSP2021-0808

FYI 
 

From: Paul Weitz <paul.weitz@barmail.ch>  
Sent: Sunday, May 1, 2022 5:40 PM 
To: Joanne Marchetta <jMarchetta@trpa.gov>; John Marshall <jmarshall@trpa.gov>; Marja Ambler 
<mambler@trpa.gov>; Katherine Hangeland <khangeland@trpa.gov> 
Cc: Bridget Cornell <bcornell@trpa.gov> 
Subject: Hearings Officer/GB Meeting: Verizon/Tahoe Seasons New Telecommunications Facility; 3901 Saddle Road, City 
of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County, California; Assessor’s Parcel Number 028‐231‐001, TRPA File Number ERSP2021‐
0808 
 

Dear TRPA, 

 

Don't listen to Christi Creegan's business crony Jamie Orr. She is a greedy 
"mad woman" with little interest or capacity to comprehend the societal 
implications of her unethical human experimentation with cell towers. She is 
trying to discredit the overwhelming science that has one of the most 
prestigious environmental groups in the world taking down the FCC. Even 
professors from her alma mater would agree with the concern. 

Jamie cut her teeth selling-out her PhD expertise to wealthy executives and 
start-ups who were trying to push through anti-science policy in order to 
cut existing or prevent new regulations that hinder corporate profits. When 
anyone calls her out on this bullshit, she flips the tables and wraps herself 
in her PhD that NO university would take seriously: 
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Fleming's Dr. No. was actually competent. Perhaps "Dr. No-No!" is more 
appropriate in this greedy and senseless radiation farce: 

 

Our unscrupulous businesses executives, the casinos and hotels, are now 
having her do the same abuse on their behalf. This City and its residents 
should not listen to her anymore. She has lost her integrity as a science 
expert and is completely flying-by-the-seat-of-her-pants as an economic 
expert. She has never taken so much as one upper-division undergraduate 
course in economics! According to mandatory public records on file with 
the Nevada Secretary of State (Entity Number: E8921322020-6), she does 
not even live within our city limits: 

NRS 78.035, 78.090, 78.150, 239.010; 15 U.S.C. §§ 77f(d) & 77aa(4)-(6); 17 CFR Part 210 (Securities Act of 1933) 
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Orr: 

 
https://recorderclerkservice.edcgov.us/elweb/document/DOCCGD-2018-
0013012-00 
  
  
Wilson: 

 
https://recorderclerkservice.edcgov.us/elweb/document/DOCCGD-2012-
0056314-00 

 

This unequivocally means that she and her neighbor Christina Wilson are 
not allowed to run for any South Lake Tahoe elective office (Elections Code 
§ 201). It follows to reason that they should not be a proxy for those very 
offices either, and sure as hell should not be reigning over and oppressing 
legitimate city residents—as a foreign influence. 

 

 
Paul Weitz 
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Bridget Cornell

From: Granville Fortescue <granville.fortescue@pressmail.ch>
Sent: Saturday, May 7, 2022 8:50 PM
To: PublicComment
Subject: 05 12 2022 Planning Commission Meeting {ITEM #General}
Attachments: SHC § 262.1.pdf; SHC § 263.1.pdf; SHC § 263.4.pdf; Scenic_Res_82_Roadways_El Dorado.pdf; 

Scenic_Res_82_Shoreline_El Dorado Beach.pdf; Scenic_Recreation_Areas_36-37.pdf; Scenic Maps.pdf; 
SCENIC-CORRIDORS.pdf; Visual Impact on Scenic Resources.pdf; Environmental Zone.pdf; 
Constructing a 112-foot cell tower in a residential area is no minor project.pdf; EO-13057.pdf; PRC § 
21084.pdf; SouthLakeTahoe City Code -- 6.10.190 -- Scenic highway corridors.pdf; SouthLakeTahoe 
City Code -- Chapter 6 -- Trees.pdf; SouthLakeTahoe City Code -- Chapter 6 -- National Treasure.pdf

Dear City of South Lake Tahoe Planning Commission, Manager, and all other 
interested parties; 

 

Please don't allow anymore thoughtless development 
of our Scenic Corridors! 
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The success of prior preservation efforts to set aside these lands and scenic corridors 
from development is precisely the reason we are even able to have this discussion! This 
land has been saved on purpose and it is not yours to ruin! A line has been drawn in 
the sand; if we keep moving it, then we have decided to be on a bona fide slippery slope 
to the very nightmare a prior generation hoped to prevent. There is no good reason to 
put an ugly, noisy, bright indoor recreation center on the precious rim of Lake Tahoe, 
just as there is no good reason to spoil the scenic return drive from Heavenly Valley Ski 
Resort Scenic Recreation Area with a hideous 12-story Macro Cell Tower, a cyclone fence, 
and an industrial shack. This is America's outdoor playground. Don't ruin it. DON'T 
DO IT! 

 

Thanks for considering, 

 
Granville R. Fortescue 



State of California

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE

Section  262.1

262.1. A local agency, as defined in subdivision (c) of Section 65402 of the
Government Code, shall coordinate its planning with, and obtain the approval from,
the appropriate local planning agency on the location and construction of any new
district facility that would be within the scenic corridor of any state scenic highway.

(Added by Stats. 1971, Ch. 1531.)



State of California 

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE 

Section  263.1 

263.1. The state scenic highway system shall include all of the following state routes: 
Routes 28, 35, 38, 52, 53, 62, 74, 75, 76, 89, 96, 97, 127, 128, 150, 151, 154, 156, 

158, 161, 173, 197, 199, 203, 209, 221, 236, 239, 243, 247, 254, and 330 in their 
entirety. 

(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 104, Sec. 1.  (AB 998)  Effective January 1, 2020.) 



State of California

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS CODE

Section  263.4

263.4. The state scenic highway system shall also include:
Route 37 from:
(a)  Route 251 near Nicasio to Route 101 near Novato.
(b)  Route 101 near Ignacio to Route 29 near Vallejo.
Route 39 from Route 210 near Azusa to Route 2.
Route 40 from Barstow to Needles.
Route 41 from:
(a)  Route 1 near Morro Bay to Route 101 near Atascadero.
(b)  Route 46 near Cholame to Route 33.
(c)  Route 49 near Oakhurst to Yosemite National Park.
Route 44 from Route 5 near Redding to Route 89 near Old Station.
Route 46 from:
(a)  Route 1 near Cambria to Route 101 near Paso Robles.
(b)  Route 101 near Paso Robles to Route 41 near Cholame.
Route 49 from:
(a)  Route 41 near Oakhurst to Route 120 near Moccasin.
(b)  Route 120 to Route 20 near Grass Valley.
(c)  Route 20 near Nevada City to Route 89 near Sattley.
Route 50 from Route 49 near Placerville to the Nevada state line near Lake Tahoe.
Route 57 from Route 90 to Route 60 near Industry.
Route 58 from Route 14 near Mojave to Route 15 near Barstow.
Route 68 from Monterey to Route 101 near Salinas.
Route 70 from Route 149 near Wicks Corner to Route 89 near Blairsden.
Route 71 from Route 91 near Corona to Route 83 north of Corona.
(Amended by Stats. 1988, Ch. 106, Sec. 12.  Effective May 13, 1988.  Operative January 1, 1989, by

Sec. 31 of Ch. 106.)
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Visual Impact on Scenic Parkway  

The Needle Peak Road-Ski Run Blvd. route is the designated parkway connecting tourist traffic from the 

TRPA designated Pioneer Trail “Scenic Corridor” to the world destination Heavenly Valley Ski Resort 

“Scenic Recreation Area.” The aspen grove that tangentially crosses Upper Ski Run Blvd., is a heavy scenic 

attraction during the fall. Visitors regularly turnout here to take souvenir photographs. 

  

The proposal would deforest the above scenic turn of 13 trees, replacing them with a 112-foot tower.  

  
 

 

 



The entire length of Needle Peak Road is directionally aligned to its spectacular allusion, the iconic 

“needle tipped” Pyramid Peak—for which congress created the federal Desolation Wilderness. Traffic 

departing Heavenly Valley Ski Resort “Scenic Recreation Area” enjoys this view on the return to Pioneer 

Trail “Scenic Corridor.” The tower also would be visible from the yards of many cabins along this road.  

 
 

 



 

 

The spectacular Bijou Park Creek aspen grove runs along the right side of Ski Run Boulevard and crosses 

the street at the intersection with Needle Peak Road.  

The Tower site parcel is marked by the red trapezoid. Thirteen of these pine trees are to be cut down to 

install one 112-foot tall monopole cell tower along this scenic drive. The heat generated by the antenna 

panels would conspicuously melt snow flocking the surrounding trees, an unnatural change in the view.  

 
  

The Aspen Grove is a fall destination for tourists. A 12-story structure would ruin its photographic appeal. 

The tower could be especially visible in the winter after the aspen loses its foliage.  

  



Locations like the Aspen Grove are used for wedding photographs. Quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) 

forests are typically single living organisms having one massive underground root system, making them 

particularly vulnerable to deleterious environmental encroachments.  

 



Tourists also stop for the abundant wildlife viewing as well. The riparian habitat along Upper Bijou Park 

Creek attracts rodents, bears, hawks, and eagles. This photograph of a federally protected osprey was 

taken less than 500 feet away from the proposed tower site. Eagles rest in the tallest trees in order to 

swoop down upon prey perched in shorter trees below. By mimicking their habitat, the proposed tower 

invites these protected birds into the harmful near-field radiation of the antenna.  

 









Visual Impact of Proposed 112-Foot Tall Ski Run Cell Tower with 20-Foot Co-location

Photo-simulation of tower as viewed from the top of Harrah's Casino on U.S. 50 "Scenic Corridor."

Photo-simulation of tower as viewed from Gondola Observation Deck, within Heavenly Ski Area
“Recreational Scenic Zone."

Tree locations and their respective heights in vicinity to the proposed tower site. Numbers denote
height in feet. The proposed tower will be 112 feet tall, and the leassor plans to extended the tower
an additional 20 feet for co-locations which must be allowed under 47 U.S.C. §  1455(a). The
adjacent trees are generally 60' tall which means the tower will extend 70' above the forest canopy.
The tower site is on a ridge which adds substantially to the height differential of all downhill trees.

Tower Site 
(approximate)



In South Lake Tahoe, a 2005 Verizon Macro Cell Tower can be seen from Stateline Casinos nearly two-and-a-half 
miles away. If the tower were a “monopine,” design, it would require unnaturally long branches and a 10-foot 
“topper” which would paradoxically increase the silhouette by a substantial amount. This profile with an additional 
47 U.S.C. § 1455(a) 20 foot co-location would extend to the top of the red oval. The closer proposed Ski Run Tower 
a mile-and-a-half away would be substantially more visible from the casinos. The “monopine” design may decrease 
discernibility at short range, but in creating a gargantuan “species” outlier in an otherwise homogeneous forest, it 
increases visibility at long range.  It is harder to see a treetop (crown) from the very base of a tall tree. 



Proposed Antenna Viewshed & Scenic Environmental Improvement Areas

The proposed Antenna would be visible from sienna colored areas, including from the TRPA designated "Heavenly Valley Ski Resort Scenic Recreation Area" and would
potentially be visible from State Scenic Highway U.S. 50 (CA Street and Highway Code § 263.4(c) ) as well as TRPA designated travel coridors and improvement programs, and
hence will adversely affect scenic environmental quality which expressly disqualifies it from categorical exemption under state regulation (14 C.C.R. § 15300.2(d)). Lake Tahoe
is an area of statewide importance as well as national importance (14 C.C.R. §§ 15125(d), 15206(b)(4)(A); E.O. 13057 ).

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Scenic Travel EIP

Scenic Recreation EIP

Scenic Travel Threshold
Attainment

Non-attainment

Legend

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Scenic Travel EIP

Scenic Recreation EIP

Scenic Travel Threshold
Attainment

Non-attainment

Legend

Heavenly Valley Ski Resort
Scenic Recreation Area



Proposed Antenna will spoil view from the TRPA-designated Heavenly 
Valley Ski Resort Scenic Recreation Area



Lakeview Heights Small Cell with Angel’s Roost in the 
background (circled). All of the Angels Roost antennas face down 

upon the City of South Lake Tahoe.

Angel’s Roost Macro Tower antennas with faux 
plastic needles.

In the Ski Run Macro Tower 
application & appeal, Verizon lied to 
City of South Lake Tahoe Officials that: 
(1) Angel’s Roost was entirely facing 
towards Monument Peak to service the 
Heavenly Ski Resort; (2) the panels 
couldn't face downward towards the 
City because of interference with the 
lake water—the elevation difference 
and the lake actually improve signal 
quality; (3) the monopine design was 
environmentally friendly.

West Facing antenna array 
directly points at city center.

Nylon faux needles rapidly degrade 
into microplastics, which wash into 

protected Lake Tahoe.

Angel’s Roost Macro Tower & Lakeview Heights Small Cell



Prima facie evidence that the Angel’s Roost Tower services the City of South Lake Tahoe 

The Angel’s Roost macro cell tower has a large array of panels which are oriented to provide 
service to the town below. Macro cell towers have a powerful broadcast radius potential of 30 
km (18.5 mi), greater than the width of Lake Tahoe; the alleged “significant gap” is a mile away. 

It is also evident by direct inspection of the Angel’s Roost cell facility, that its antenna panel 
arrays are directly pointed both northward and southwestward at the City of South Lake Tahoe. 
Verizon purported in its permit application to the city that the tower could only service the top of 
the seasonal ski resort, evidencing a “coverage gap,” and hence the necessity of the Ski Run site. 



Proposed Tower is Adjacent to Stream Environmental Zone (SEZ)

The proposed Ski Run Cell tower would be extremely close to the Bijou Park Creek Stream Environmental Zone
(SEZ) and riparian habitat. This wetland zone includes one of the largest aspen groves in South Lake Tahoe.
Aspen groves are relatively rare, scenic, and are a tourist attraction during the fall. The wetland meadows are very
sensitive to disruption, are waterfowl habitat during the spring meltoff, and are critical to alpine ecosystems. The
meadows filter sediment that would otherwise cloud the clarity of Lake Tahoe. Excavation of soil and installation
of a diesel tank within 200 feet of SEZ can cause severe impacts to aquatic life including toxic turbidity and direct
poisoning. The Water Tank, Powerline, Sherman, Sitzmark Knoll, Saddle, and Upper and Lower World Cup
alternative sites are superior options to the Ski Run site in terms of  impact to wetland areas, scenic impacts, and
distance to the nearest residential units.

Bijou Park Creek

Bijou Park Wetlands

Aspen Grove

Cell Towers:

Cantenna

Stealth Monopole

Alternative Towers Sites

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Legend
Bijou Park Creek

Bijou Park Wetlands

Aspen Grove

Cell Towers:

Cantenna

Stealth Monopole

Alternative Towers Sites

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Legend



Bijou Park Creek Wetlands

Bijou Park Creek

Bijou Park Creek Wetlands

Aspen Grove

40-Foot Contours

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Legend
Bijou Park Creek

Bijou Park Creek Wetlands

Aspen Grove

40-Foot Contours

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Legend



TRPA SEZ vs DOI NWI

Bijou Park Creek

DOI National Wetlands Inventory

Freshwater Emergent Wetland

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland

Riverine

TRPA Stream Environmental Zone

Development in Historic Meadows

Development in Historic Riparian Areas

Riparian Area

Sagebrush Encroachment

Ditches and Gullies

Legend

Bijou Park Creek

DOI National Wetlands Inventory

Freshwater Emergent Wetland

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland

Riverine

TRPA Stream Environmental Zone

Development in Historic Meadows

Development in Historic Riparian Areas

Riparian Area

Sagebrush Encroachment

Ditches and Gullies

Legend



Known Endangered, Threatened, Likely Candidate, and Sensitive Species
Suitable Habitat Surrounding Proposed Antenna Site

Ski Run Proposed Macro Cell Tower

Bijou Park Creek

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Habitat

Bald Eagle Winter Habitat

Northern Goshawk Zone

Waterfowl Habitat

Deer Fawning Habitat

Lake, Pond, or Riverine

Legend

Ski Run Proposed Macro Cell Tower

Bijou Park Creek

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Habitat

Bald Eagle Winter Habitat

Northern Goshawk Zone

Waterfowl Habitat

Deer Fawning Habitat

Lake, Pond, or Riverine

Legend

Data Source: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, https://www.tahoeopendata.org. 
This data may be interactively explored at the TRPA Wildlife ArcGIS Online Map Viewer: 
http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmaps.trpa.org%2Fserver%2Frest%2Fservices%2FDatadownloader_Wildlife%2FMapServer&source=sd. 
See also: TRPA Tahoe Stream Environmental Zone (SEZ) Viewer: https://gis.trpa.org/tahoesezviewer.



Applicant Neglected to Report Environmental and Cultural Resources

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Bijou Park Creek

TRPA Designated Historic Resource

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Habitat

Scenic Roadway EIP: Non-attainment

Scenic Recreation EIP

Soil Conservation EIP

Water Quality Threshold Zone

Legend

Ski Run Proposed Tower

Bijou Park Creek

TRPA Designated Historic Resource

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Habitat

Scenic Roadway EIP: Non-attainment

Scenic Recreation EIP

Soil Conservation EIP

Water Quality Threshold Zone

Legend

The NEPA Review performed by EBI Consulting on behalf of their client Verizon, omits the above sensitive environmental and cultural areas, as
well as improvement (EIP) zones. In exercise of due diligence, this data ought to have been obtained by conferring with the local USFS field office
and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.
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Constructing a 112-foot cell tower in
a residential area is no minor project
Governments, like people, can

make mistakes. The government is
not always right, and the mistake
does not have to be intentional.
When officials err, as we all do

at times, elected officials and their

executives need to take corrective

action as soon as possible. Most

elected leaders want to do what is
right, but they are not always pro-
vided with the right advice.

People who elect their represen-
tatives to the City Council want
their elected leaders to look out for
their health, safety and welfare and
protect their property rights and not
cave to powerful corporate interests

on land use matters.
Approval ofa 112-foot cell tower

at 1360 Ski Run Boulevard and
Needle Peak Road is bad policy, bad
planning and based on bad advice.

Yes, we all want improved cell
phone service. This can be achieved
without degrading residential
neighborhoods.
Here are a few thoughts based on

my experience in local government.
1. General Plan — A 112-foot com-

mercial cell tower in a residential
area is not consistent with the char-
acteristics ofa residential area in
the city’s adopted General Plan. It is
not a residential use, and it detracts

from the characteristics ofa resi-
dential area. WhenVerizon Wireless
first applied for a permit to build
the tower, city staff should have told
them to find another location.

2. Could you build one? — No
one living in a residential area
could build a 112-foot-tall structure
whether commercial or residential.
While the FCC does limit the city’s
zoning authority to consider health
effects, city council still can, and

must, consider conventional aes-

thetic factors.
3. Environmentally exempt? -—

Nowhere in the city codes can I find
a specific exemption from environ-
mental review for a 112-foot tall
cell tower, yet city staff allowed the
commercial project to be processed
without even an environmental
assessment. An environmental as-

sessment would have evaluated the
possible impacts ofthe tower on the
area and identified the long-term
proposed use ofthe tower (i.e. what
add-on cell facilities are expected in
the future).

4. General Plan must be followed
under state law — No cell tower or-
dinance was needed to do the basic
work required on this project that
planners are supposed to do. All that
was needed was to follow the city’s
adopted General Plan, the “consti-
tution” for all development. Yes, I
support a comprehensive cell tower
ordinance now, but at Ski Run/

Needle Peak the proverbial “horse
is already out ofthe barn,’ and the
people who suffer are those people
who live in the area, not the officials

and staffwho approved it.
5. Policy makers not given good

advice — The planning commis-
sion and city council were not made
aware oftheir options to further
evaluate or deny the project when it
was first brought to them.

6. Evidence not given fair con-
sideration — The appeal ofthe
planning commission's decision to
approve the tower was then mis-
handled at the council level with the
abundance ofevidence submitted
by the appellant and hundreds of
people were apparently overlooked
by the city council majority. The
council majority was placed in a box
by their staff and told they could go
no farther to provide relief. The rec-
ommendation was nonsense.
There were at least two alternative

sites that would be appropriate and
available to close the alleged gap
in cell coverage that a tower would
close. Verizon has not demonstrated
that those sites are infeasible, only
that this site is easier for them.

7. Appeal hearing missteps — The
appeal hearing was conducted in
a poor manner that violated the
appellant’s due process rights and
the city’s written appeal hearing
protocols. (a) The appellant was not
given equal time to rebut Verizon
testimony; (b) city council improp-
erly reduced the time limit at the
hearing for public comment from
3 to 2 minutes, and no city execu-

tive cautioned the council that such
action violated the printed city pro-
tocol for appeal hearings.
No vote was taken by council to

reduce the time limit; (c) A council

member prior to the hearing is
reported by a witness to have voiced
his opposition to the appeal in a
lodging meeting a few days before
the hearing and made it clear that

he was not a neutral party required
under City protocols; and (d) Not all

written evidence allegedly opposing
the appeal, I am told, was placed in
the record and made available to
all parties before or at the hearing.
Council members were supposed to
rely on the hearing and evidence in
the record only to make their deci-
sion, not hidden pre-hearing mes-
sages or communications to them.

The City Council can and should
fix this travesty ofjustice. They can
do so ifthey agree to re-hear the
matter, read the volumes ofwritten

and verbal testimony opposed to
the 112-foot tower and the briefby
a prominent NewYork cell facilities
expert lawyer, get sound advice from
their staff, and tell powerful and
wealthyVerizon corporate people
that they have to find a new location
iftheywant to build a tower.

City officials should actively en-
gage top leadership ofother public
entities to allow the construction of
the tower on public lands (i.e. the

USFS, CTC).
Verizon advocates stated that the

Forest Service (with vast amount of

land within the city limits) denied

any more permits for cell facilities
towers on their lands.

I have written to Vicki Christian-
sen, Chiefofthe USFS in Wash-

ington D.C., asking for her help to
allow a tower on their lands, thus

taking city government offthe hot
seat and providing well-deserved
reliefto the people who live in the
neighborhood.

I communicated as well with
Congressman McClintock’s Office
for support in this regard. Iffederal,
state, and local government officials
want 112-foot towers built, put the
towers on public lands, not ina resi-
dential area.

Finally, Verizon officials could be
heroes ifthey agreed to find another
site. But ofcourse, they do not live
here, and apparently, they do not
care. It sure would be a great gesture
ifVerizon would help and I would
then take back what I just said
about them. Would any ofyou want
a 112-foot tower near your house? I

doubt it. I don’t.

DavidJinkens is a South Lake

Tahoe resident andformer city
manager.  
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Title 3—

The President

Executive Order 13057 of July 26, 1997

Federal Actions in the Lake Tahoe Region

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the
laws of the United States of America, and in order to ensure that Federal
agency actions protect the extraordinary natural, recreational, and ecological
resources in the Lake Tahoe Region (‘‘Region’’) (as defined by Public Law
91-148), an area of national concern, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Tahoe Federal Interagency Partnership.

1-101. The Federal agencies and departments having principal management
or jurisdictional authorities in the Lake Tahoe Region are directed to establish
a Federal Interagency Partnership on the Lake Tahoe Ecosystem (‘‘Partner-
ship’’).

1-102. Members of the Partnership shall include the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Transportation, the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency, the Secretary of the Army,
and the heads of any other Federal agencies operating in the Region that
choose to participate. Representation on the Partnership may be delegated.
The Partnership shall be chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture for the
first year after its establishment. The Chair of the Partnership shall thereafter
be rotated among the members on an annual basis.

1-103. The Partnership will:
(a) facilitate coordination of Federal programs, projects, and activities with-

in the Lake Tahoe Region and promotion of consistent policies and strategies
to address the Region’s environmental and economic concerns;

(b) encourage Federal agencies within the Region to coordinate and share
resources and data, avoid unnecessary duplication of Federal efforts, and
eliminate inefficiencies in Federal action to the greatest extent feasible;

(c) ensure that Federal agencies closely coordinate with the States of
California and Nevada and appropriate tribal or local government entities
to facilitate the achievement of desired terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem
conditions and the enhancement of recreation, tourism, and other economic
opportunities within the Region;

(d) support appropriate regional programs and studies needed to attain
environmental threshold standards for water quality, transportation, air qual-
ity, vegetation, soils (stream environment zone restoration), wildlife habitat,
fish habitat, scenic resources, recreation, and noise;

(e) encourage the development of appropriate public, private, and tribal
partnerships for the restoration and management of the Lake Tahoe ecosystem
and the health of the local economy;

(f) support appropriate actions to improve the water quality of Lake Tahoe
through all appropriate means, including restoration of shorelines, streams,
riparian zones, wetlands, and other parts of the watershed; management
of uses of the lake; and control of airborne and other sources of contaminants;

(g) encourage the development of appropriate vegetative management ac-
tions necessary to attain a healthy Lake Tahoe ecosystem, including a program
of revegetation, road maintenance, obliteration, and promotion of forest
health;
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(h) support appropriate regional transportation and air quality goals, pro-
grams, and studies for the Region;

(i) support appropriate fisheries and wildlife habitat restoration programs
for the Region, including programs for endangered species and uncommon
species;

(j) facilitate coordination of research and monitoring activities for purposes
of developing a common natural resources data base and geographic informa-
tion system capability, in cooperation with appropriate regional and local
colleges and universities;

(k) support development of and communication about appropriate recre-
ation plans and programs, appropriate scenic quality improvement programs,
and recognition for traditional Washoe tribal uses;

(l) support regional partnership efforts to inform the public of the values
of managing the Lake Tahoe Region to achieve environmental and economic
goals;

(m) explore opportunities for public involvement in achieving its activities;
and

(n) explore opportunities for assisting regional governments in their efforts.
1-104. The Partnership will report back to the President in 90 days on
the implementation of the terms of this order.

Sec. 2. Memorandum of Agreement.

2-201. The Partnership shall negotiate a Memorandum of Agreement with
the States of California and Nevada, the Washoe Tribal Government, the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and interested local governments.

2-202. The Memorandum of Agreement shall be designed to facilitate coordi-
nation among the parties to the Agreement, and shall document areas of
mutual interest and concern and opportunities for cooperation, support,
or assistance.

Sec. 3. General Provisions.

3-301. The Chair of the Partnership shall advise the President on the imple-
mentation of this order. The Chair may recommend other administrative
actions that may be taken to improve the coordination of agency actions
and decisions whenever such coordination would protect and enhance the
Region’s natural, ecological, and economic values.

3-302. Nothing in this order shall be construed to limit, delay, or prohibit
any agency action that is essential for the protection of public health or
safety, for national security, or for the maintenance or rehabilitation of
environmental quality within the Region.

3-303. Nothing in this order is intended to create, and this order does
not create, any right to administrative or judicial review, or any other right
or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable by a party against the
United States, its agencies or instrumentalities, its officers or employees,
or any other person.

œ–
THE WHITE HOUSE,
July 26, 1997.

[FR Doc. 97–20497

Filed 7–31–97; 8:45 am]

Billing code 3195–01–P



State of California

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE

Section  21084

21084. (a)  The guidelines prepared and adopted pursuant to Section 21083 shall
include a list of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant
effect on the environment and that shall be exempt from this division. In adopting the
guidelines, the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency shall make a finding that
the listed classes of projects referred to in this section do not have a significant effect
on the environment.

(b)  A project’s greenhouse gas emissions shall not, in and of themselves, be deemed
to cause an exemption adopted pursuant to subdivision (a) to be inapplicable if the
project complies with all applicable regulations or requirements adopted to implement
statewide, regional, or local plans consistent with Section 15183.5 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations.

(c)  A project that may result in damage to scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a
highway designated as an official state scenic highway, pursuant to Article 2.5
(commencing with Section 260) of Chapter 2 of Division 1 of the Streets and Highways
Code, shall not be exempted from this division pursuant to subdivision (a). This
subdivision does not apply to improvements as mitigation for a project for which a
negative declaration has been approved or an environmental impact report has been
certified.

(d)  A project located on a site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to
Section 65962.5 of the Government Code shall not be exempted from this division
pursuant to subdivision (a).

(e)  A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource, as specified in Section 21084.1, shall not be exempted from this
division pursuant to subdivision (a).

(Amended by Stats. 2013, Ch. 76, Sec. 175.  (AB 383)  Effective January 1, 2014.)



6.10.190 Scenic highway corridors.

The Lake Tahoe Region offers many outstanding opportunities to view and photograph scenic resources. Many

of these opportunities are available while driving around the lake on the main highways (US 50, State Routes 28,

89, 207, 267 and 431, and Pioneer Trail). The highways listed are also travel routes used in TRPA’s scenic

quality thresholds. Maintaining and in some cases upgrading the scenic quality of the view from the road is the

primary goal behind both scenic highway corridors and scenic quality thresholds.

All projects which are within the scenic highway corridors, as defined by the TRPA, of US 50, 89 and Pioneer

Trail shall meet design standards listed below. (Note: A scenic corridor is defined as including the street right-of-

way and property abutting such right-of-way, a distance of 300 feet.)

1. Standard: All new electrical lines which operate at 32 kilovolts or less, including service connection lines,

shall be placed underground. Exceptions to this requirement will be based on the city finding that undergrounding

would produce a greater environmental impact than above-ground installation. When new electrical lines are

permitted to be installed above ground, the new lines, poles and hardware shall be screened from view of the

scenic highway to the maximum extent possible.

 2. Standard: All new communication lines including telephone lines, cable television lines, and service

connection lines shall be placed under- ground. Exceptions to this requirement will be based on the city finding

that undergrounding would produce a greater environmental impact than above-ground installation. When new

communication lines are permitted to be installed above ground, the new lines, poles, and hardware shall be

screened from view of the scenic highway to the maximum extent possible.

3. Standard: See also standards for street right-of-way improvements.

4. Standard: TRPA Code Section 30.13 development standards for rural transitional corridors shall apply to the

applicable sections of Pioneer Trail. (Ord. 903. Code 1997 § 5-28)

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.

South Lake Tahoe City Code 6.10.190 Scenic highway corridors. Page 1 of 1



6.50.010 Purpose of regulations controlling tree removal.

In enacting the following sections, the city council finds that the city is situated in a scenic mountain forest area

with a reputation as a restful resort community whose economic well-being is primarily dependent upon the

attraction of tourists from all parts of the world, that by reason of the rapid growth of the city, certain property

owners have cut down great numbers of trees within the city without regard to the beauty of the area, that many

lots have been left in an unsightly condition by reason of tree stumps being left visible above ground level, that

as a result of such wanton cutting of trees and leaving of stumps much adverse publicity has been received by

the city which has adversely affected its image as a tourist attraction with a resultant adverse effect upon the

city’s economic well-being; that such adverse publicity will continue unless the cutting of trees within the city is

strictly controlled, and that the leaving of slash, debris and felled trees or tree parts creates breeding sites for

insects which can infest standing trees.

Therefore, the provisions of the following sections are intended to limit the unnecessary destruction of existing

trees on private and public property so as to preserve the natural beauty for which this area is so famed and

thus to preserve and protect the prosperity, general welfare and economic well-being of the city and its

inhabitants, while at the same recognizing individual rights to develop private and public property in a manner

which will not be prejudicial to the public interest. (Ord. 62 § 1; Ord. 193 § 1. Code 1997 § 29-1)

6.50.020 Permits to destroy trees – Required.

No person shall cut down, destroy, remove or move any tree with a trunk diameter of six inches or greater,

measured 24 inches above the ground, growing within the city, unless a permit so to do has been obtained from

the city manager or his designated representative. (Ord. 62 § 1. Code 1997 § 29-2)

6.50.030 Permits to destroy trees – Application, inspection of premises.

Application for a permit for the removal of a tree shall be made to the city manager in such form and detail as he

shall prescribe.

Upon receiving any such application, the city manager or his designated representative shall inspect the

premises involved, and the surrounding area, and shall ascertain whether or not the trees can be preserved

while permitting a logical and reasonable development of the property in accordance with applicable zoning laws.

(Ord. 62 § 1. Code 1997 § 29-3)

6.50.040 Permits to destroy trees – Issuance or denial – Appeals.

A. Following investigation, a permit for the removal of a tree shall be issued, unless the city manager shall find

that any such tree is in a reasonably healthy condition and can be preserved while permitting a logical and

reasonable development of the property in accordance with applicable zoning laws, or that the public interest will

be otherwise unduly prejudiced by the destruction or removal of any such tree, and that the public interest in

preservation of any such tree is not outweighed by the individual hardship on the applicant in the event the

application is denied. In applying such standards, nothing shall be deemed to prevent the city manager or his

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.
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designated representative from issuing a permit to destroy or remove part of the trees involved in an application,

while denying a permit as to the remainder. As to any permit denied, the city manager shall set forth, in writing,

the reasons for the denial.

B. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (A) of this section, in any case where the city manager or his

designated representative is unable to make the necessary findings as prescribed therein, but does find that it

would be otherwise desirable in the public interest that any tree involved in an application be preserved, then in

such event the permit may be withheld for a period not to exceed 20 days, during which time the matter may be

referred to the city council for consideration of providing compensation to the land owner involved in return for

continued preservation and maintenance of the tree.

C. Any person aggrieved by any action of the city manager or his designated representative in denying or issuing

any such permit may appeal pursuant to Chapter 2.35 SLTCC. (Ord. 62 § 1; Ord. 1105 § 1 (Exh. B). Code 1997

§ 29-4)

6.50.110 Purpose of article.

It is for the best interests of the city and of the citizens and public thereof that a comprehensive plan for the

planting and maintenance of trees in city streets should be developed and established, and this article is adopted

for the purpose of developing and providing for such a plan and program, and for the purpose of establishing

rules and regulations relating to the planting, care and maintenance of such trees. (Ord. 37 § 4. Code 1997 § 29-

10)

6.50.180 Appeals.

Any person aggrieved by any act or determination of the director of public works in the exercise of the authority

granted in this article may appeal said decision pursuant to Chapter 2.35 SLTCC. (Ord. 37 § 4; Ord. 1105 § 1

(Exh. B). Code 1997 § 29-17)

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.
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6.10.090 Purpose – Intent – Applicability.

A. Purpose. The scenic beauty of the Lake Tahoe Region has been recognized as a national treasure through

many eyes, including those of the U.S. Congress. The visual quality of the natural landscape is the primary

contributor. National treasure status has afforded the region unparalleled stewardship. The concept of

stewardship carries through to the design and development of the built environment and the way it fits into the

natural setting becomes critical. This Manual of Design Standards and Guidelines represents a concerted effort

to keep this area a national treasure while accommodating the sensitive development and use of land.

B. The Intent. The city-wide design standards relate to the aesthetic considerations of project development.

There are other codes, i.e., the Plan Area Statements and Other Land Use Regulations or the TRPA Code, that

will outline the parameters which you are entitled to use in developing your property. These standards will tell

you how to aesthetically and sensitively refine those parameters into a project that will fit into the natural setting.

C. Applicability. For the city of South Lake Tahoe, the standards presented in this document replace the “South

Lake Tahoe Design Guide,” April 20, 1971, as well as the TRPA design standards and guidelines contained

within the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 30, or as may be amended.

In general, the standards contained in this chapter are to be applied to new construction, major remodeling, more

specifically:

1. All newly constructed or exterior remodeled buildings or structures proposed for any use other than

single-family residential units.

2. Newly constructed or exterior remodeled residential units or structures which are located within 200 feet

of the high water line of the lake.

3. All prefabricated or factory-built buildings or structures.

4. All existing buildings or structures to be relocated within the city, regardless of proposed use.

5. Any structure proposed or located within a flood plain as defined within the City Code.

6. New or modified parking areas containing four or more parking spaces.

7. Other proposals without buildings or structures which may potentially affect the general appearance of

the city, including public projects, such as erosion control projects.

a. Exceptions. The above projects are required to comply with all the design standards contained

within this chapter as a part of their project approval, with the following exceptions:

i. Projects for which the cost of public improvements may be prohibitive, based on a case-by-case

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.
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review, may submit schedules for compliance. Depending on the magnitude of the improvements,

the maximum schedule for completion shall be five years.

ii. Projects which are in assessment districts (or are contained in approved public works projects)

which are committed to implement the public improvements.

iii. Projects for which the city has found the standard not to be applicable as a result of the city

variance process (SLTCC 6.55.620). The city shall consult with the TRPA regarding exceptions

and required TRPA findings, including those which may affect the scenic thresholds on Highway

50, 89 and Pioneer Trail. (Note: the TRPA cannot approve a variance to a scenic threshold if it

affects the scenic threshold rating).

iv. Exterior remodeled structures shall only be required to comply with those standards which are

directly affected by the construction.

v. Modifications to driveway width and placement requirements may be made for industrial

projects where large truck maneuvers require wider driveways in order to provide safe turning

maneuvers and adequate circulation. Evidence provided by a licensed traffic engineer shall

demonstrate the need for the exception and that the exception will improve safety and circulation.

b. Approval Process. All projects subject to review shall be submitted to the planning division. If the

project is environmentally categorically exempt, the applicant decides if the planning staff or planning

commission will approve the project. If the project requires an environmental negative declaration or an

EIR/EIS (each of which requires a public hearing), the applicant decides if the zoning administrator or

the planning commission will approve the project. See city planning fee schedule.

c. Appeals. Should an applicant not agree with the city planning commission they may appeal that

decision pursuant to Chapter 2.35 SLTCC.

d. Organization. The design standards are laid out to identify what the project is required to include as

a part of its design. These requirements are designated as “standards” and are mandatory.

The standards are divided into two main groups: 1) the city-wide design standards, and 2) the

community plan design standards. All projects must comply with the city-wide standards and if the

project is within one of the three community plans (Stateline/Ski Run, Bijou/Al Tahoe, and the

WYE/Industrial), it must also comply with those standards. (Ord. 903; Ord. 985 § 1; Ord. 1105 § 1

(Exh. B). Code 1997 § 5-17)

6.55.010 Purpose.

As set forth in the general plan, the plan area statements provide detailed plans and policies for specific areas of

the city. The plan area’s written text and maps, as well as the other land use regulation’s written text, provide

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.
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specific land use policies and regulations for a specific planning area. Each planning area is depicted on the plan

area maps.

The plan area statements and other land use regulations are adopted to promote and protect the public health,

safety, peace, comfort, convenience, general welfare and environment, natural and manmade. (Ord. 902; Ord.

1060 § 1 (Exh. A). Code 1997 § 32-1)

6.55.620 Granting of use permits.

A. Authority. The zoning administrator or the planning commission may, with the procedure specified in SLTCC

6.55.640, grant a use permit to authorize a special use and structure devoted to such use, on a specific parcel

within a plan area; provided, that such use is allowed by use permit.

B. Required Findings. The zoning administrator or the planning commission may grant a use permit; provided,

that it is found that the use applied for is:

1. Necessary or desirable on a specific parcel;

2. Not injurious to the neighborhood;

3. Consistent with the intent of this chapter; and

4. Consistent with the permitted uses in such plan area. (Ord. 902. Code 1997 § 32-60)

The South Lake Tahoe City Code is current through Ordinance 1151, passed November 3, 2020.
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Bridget Cornell

From: Concerned Citizens of South Lake Tahoe <celltowers.slt@tutanota.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2022 11:54 PM
To: John Marshall; Katherine Hangeland
Cc: Joanne Marchetta; Bridget Cornell
Subject: URGENT—Tahoe Season WTF hearing—Continuance

Dear TRPA, 
 
Our legal expert and author of our legal brief had an appendicitis very late this afternoon and is undergoing surgery. We 
ask that you continue this hearing to May 26th 2022. We note that Verizon had previously requested that TRPA schedule 
a hearing on a long dormant application† for April 7th 2022, and then canceled their hearing last minute to our own 
peril: 

Now a "force majeure" medical matter has catastrophically impacted our availability, and we ask for the same courtesy. 
Please add this to the record. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Concerned Citizens of South Lake Tahoe 
 
 



2

† The City of South Lake Tahoe issued a "Special Use Permit" for the Tahoe Seasons WTF in November 2020 which expired back in November 2021. The 
applicant acquiesced their "shot clock" rights under the Telecommunications Act, and this hearing is now unexpected to many—if not most—neighboring residents in the area. 
Moreover, the TRPA website is currently communicating that the hearing date—which was once herein listed as April 28th—has still not been rescheduled: 
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