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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

This document is a final environmental impact statement (FEIS) prepared on behalf of the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) pursuant to the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 
On January 2, 2008, TRPA distributed to public agencies and the general public a draft environmental impact 
statement (DEIS) for the Beach Club on Lake Tahoe Project in Stateline, Douglas County, Nevada.  In 
accordance with Article VII(a) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Article 6.13.b of the TRPA Rules of 
Procedure, and TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 5.8.A(4), a 60-day public review period was provided for the 
DEIS. The review period began on January 2, 2008, and ended on March 3, 2008. Two public hearings were held 
in February 2008 to solicit comments on the DEIS.  The first hearing was held at the February 13, 2008, TRPA 
Advisory Planning Commission meeting at The Chateau in Incline Village, Nevada. The second hearing was held 
at the February 28, 2008, TRPA Governing Board meeting at TRPA’s offices in Stateline, Nevada.   

The project applicant, Beach Club, Inc., proposes to redevelop the existing Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park. The 
DEIS evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project (Alternative A), two 
separate development alternatives (Alternatives B and C), and two variations on the no-project alternative 
(Alternatives D and E).  

Written and oral comments were received from state and local agencies and from organizations and individuals. 
Pursuant to Article 6.14 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, “at the conclusion of the comment period, TRPA shall 
prepare written responses to all written comments received during the comment period, and may respond to oral 
or late comments.”   

This FEIS has been prepared to respond to comments received on and to make appropriate revisions to the DEIS. 
Chapter 3 of this FEIS includes all comments received during the public review period for the DEIS and 
responses to significant environmental issues raised in those comments. Some comments warrant revisions to the 
text of the DEIS, and are incorporated into the text of this FEIS (see Chapter 4 of this EIS).  

1.2 REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE STEPS IN 
PROJECT APPROVAL 

The EIS is intended to be used by the TRPA Governing Board when considering approval of the proposed project 
or an alternative to the proposed project. In accordance with Article 6.16 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, TRPA 
must certify the EIS by making “a finding that the Final EIS is in compliance, procedurally and substantively, 
with Article VII of the Compact, Chapter 5 of the Code, and these Rules of Procedure.” Before consideration of 
the FEIS by the TRPA Governing Board, the Advisory Planning Commission must review and make a 
recommendation to the board regarding certification. The board must provide an opportunity for comment on the 
FEIS and has the discretion to limit such comment to the responses to comments or other new information in the 
proposed FEIS. Before action by the board on the project, the board shall certify the FEIS.  The board cannot 
approve the project before certification of the FEIS.  The TRPA Governing Board will hold a public hearing to 
consider certification of the FEIS and to decide whether or not to approve the proposed project or an alternative.  
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1.3 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FEIS 

This FEIS is organized as follows: 

► Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides an overview of the environmental review process and presents a 
discussion of the EIS certification and project approval process. 

► Chapter 2, “Modifications to the Proposed Project,” describes modifications to the proposed project that have 
occurred subsequent to the DEIS public review period and whether there are any affects to any of the issue 
areas analyzed or mitigation measures identified in the DEIS. 

► Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIS,” contains a list of all agencies, 
organizations, and persons who submitted comments on the DEIS during the public review period, copies of 
the comment letters submitted, and individual responses to the comments. 

► Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the DEIS,” presents corrections, clarifications and other revisions to 
the DEIS text based on issues raised by the comments on the DEIS. Revisions are shown as excerpts from the 
DEIS text, with strikethrough (strikethrough) text for deletions and underlined (underlined) text for additions.  
The changes appear in the order of their location in the DEIS.  

► Chapter 5, “References,” lists references cited in this document. 

This document and the DEIS together make up the FEIS. 



Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS  EDAW 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2-1 Modifications to the Proposed Project 

2 MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter contains a summary of changes to the proposed project (Alternative A) that occurred since 
circulation of the DEIS for public review and comment. Edits to DEIS text are contained in Chapter 4, “Revisions 
and Corrections to the DEIS,” of this FEIS.   

2.2 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

CHANGES TO HOUSING MITIGATION 

As discussed on page 3-12 of the DEIS, the proposed project would result in the removal of 54 existing mobile 
homes that qualify as moderate-income units and subdivision of the project site.  Therefore, the project is required 
to provide 54 moderate-income housing units.   

The proposed project considered in the DEIS included the construction of 19 deed-restricted moderate-income 
for-sale condominiums on the project site. Beach Club, Inc. would also deed-restrict 35 off-site rental units in the 
existing Aspen Grove Apartments (Aspen Grove) east of the project site. These 35 units are not currently deed 
restricted and may be rented at market rates. Together, these units would provide a total of 54 deed-restricted 
moderate-income units.  

Beach Club, Inc. has modified the proposed project from that evaluated in the DEIS as it relates to the 54 units of 
deed-restricted replacement housing. The project applicant now proposes to locate 39 units off-site at Aspen 
Grove.  In response to public testimony and comments made by TRPA Governing Board members at the public 
hearing on the DEIS held on February 28, 2008, these 39 units would be deed restricted to meet the affordable-
housing criterion (income not in excess of 80% of the county’s median income). The location of the remaining 
15 units has not been determined, but would be completed either on- or off-site before the final phase of project 
construction as a condition of TRPA project approval. Under the current proposal, one of the following could 
occur related to the remaining 15 replacement housing units: 

► The project applicant could construct 15 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale condominium units on site 
consistent with the original proposal.  

► The project applicant could acquire an additional 15 off-site market rate residential units in the south shore 
area of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted moderate-income rental units. 

► The project applicant could acquire raw land and construct 15 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale 
condominium units. 

Given the lack of raw land available for multi-residential developments, completion of the third option before the 
final phase of project construction is considered infeasible.   

MULTI-RESIDENTIAL BONUS UNITS 

The project applicant would be eligible for multi-residential bonus units. As described at page 3-12 of the DEIS, 
Douglas County maintains a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income Housing Program; therefore, 
the proposed 15 moderate-income housing units would be eligible for multi-residential bonus units pursuant to 
Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The following is provided to clarify the bonus-unit incentive 
process related to the affordable-income housing units. 
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In accordance with Section 35.2.F of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, which provides that bonus units may be 
assigned for existing residential units of use if the property is deed restricted for affordable housing, Beach Club, 
Inc. requests that TRPA’s approval of the project include an award of 39 bonus units for the 39 deed-restricted 
affordable units to be established at Aspen Grove. Beach Club, Inc. would permanently deed restrict the units at 
Aspen Grove prior to acknowledgment of the TRPA permit.   

To qualify for an award of multi-residential bonus units, the proposed density shall not exceed the maximum 
density limits set forth in the Plan Area Statement (PAS) or Code of Ordinances and multi-residential uses shall 
be designated in the PAS as a permissible use. Multifamily dwellings are an allowed use in PAS 077, in which 
Aspen Grove is located; however, the density exceeds the maximum permissible in the TRPA Code of Ordinances 
and PAS.1 To satisfy the density requirement, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to create a project area consisting of the 
Aspen Grove property and a 2-acre parcel on the project site as described below. The project applicant would 
record a deed restriction against the parcels, assuring that the density calculations would always be made as if the 
parcels had been legally consolidated.   

LINKED PROJECT STATUS/EIP PROJECT NUMBER 506 

Pursuant to Section 20.3.D(1)(a)(v) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, a project area consisting of noncontiguous 
parcels may be created for coverage and density purposes to facilitate a project having “Linked Project Status.”  
The Linked Project Status designation allows the applicant and TRPA to engage in negotiations for approval of a 
development project that is linked to a parcel beyond the project area and accomplishment of one or more 
Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) projects (Section 31.5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances).   

Accordingly, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to partially implement an EIP project on the adjacent University of 
Nevada 4-H camp site (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 1318-22-002-005) and seek Linked Project Status 
designation for the proposed project to enable the creation of the above-described project area and satisfy the 
density requirements for an award of multi-residential bonus units. The EIP project involves the undergrounding 
of approximately 354 linear feet of the lakefront overhead utility lines at the 4-H camp site (Scenic Resources EIP 
Project Number 506), and is in addition to the utility undergrounding that would be done on the project site.  EIP 
Project Number 506 applies to Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood, which encompasses the shoreline between 
Elk Point and the Nevada-California state line. This project involves removing overhead utility lines that run 
along the shoreline by placing them underground, and reducing the visual contrast of lakefront structures. By 
placing the overhead lines underground at the 4-H camp site, the Beach Club project would further ameliorate 
conditions that now contribute to the nonattainment status of Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood. This would 
result in progress toward attainment of Scenic Thresholds, although not to a degree to which attainment 
throughout the unit would be achieved. Implementation of this portion of the EIP project would require 
participation by the University of Nevada 4-H camp, although the project would be fully funded by Beach Club, 
Inc. Neither the University of Nevada nor the affected utility providers are proposing to complete this EIP project 
any time in the foreseeable future, and the proposed project would ensure that this would happen. 

To be designated as a candidate for Linked Project Status, a development project must meet the following criteria 
specified in Section 31.5.A(1) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances:   

(a) The development project is linked to accomplishment of one or more EIP projects, but is not an EIP project 
itself. 

(b) Participation in creating environmental improvements goes beyond that otherwise required on site for the 
non-EIP project. 

                                                      
1  The 1.08-acre Aspen Grove site includes a total of 39 units and has a density of 36 units per acre. The permissible density in PAS 077 is 

15 units per acre. 
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(c) There is more than one stakeholder required to accomplish the EIP improvements. 

(d) Accomplishment of the EIP project may require an agreement between TRPA and implementation partners. 

(e) A combination of public and private funds may be required to accomplish the EIP project. 

(f) Status designation is justified as the best approach to EIP implementation. 

As a result of the Linked Project Status designation for the proposed project, which would include the deed 
restriction of Aspen Grove, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to create a project area consisting of the 1.08-acre Aspen 
Grove property and the 2-acre stream environment zone (SEZ) parcel that would be restored as part of the 
proposed project and created as a separate parcel through the two-step subdivision process for post-1987 projects 
described in the DEIS. The consolidated project area would contain approximately 3.08 acres and have a 
permissible density of 46 units for multifamily dwellings (based on 15 units per acre). A deed restriction would be 
recorded against these parcels to ensure that density would be calculated as if the parcels had been legally 
consolidated. Aspen Grove would then conform to TRPA’s density standards and be eligible for an award of 
multi-residential bonus units to the project applicant.   

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF PROJECT CHANGES 

A discussion of the environmental effects of the revisions to the proposed project must be conducted pursuant to 
Article VII of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and Chapter 5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.  

The proposed revisions to the moderate-income housing mitigation alone would not create new physical effects.  
It is assumed that the option of developing raw land is infeasible within the proposed timeframe. Impacts related 
to the construction of 15 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale condominium units on-site have already been 
evaluated in the DEIS. If the project applicant were to acquire another 15 off-site market rate units in the south 
shore portion of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted rental moderate-income units, there would be 
no substantial physical changes to the environment.   

The only physical changes that would occur from the proposed project revisions would be related to the 
undergrounding of utility lines at the 4-H camp site. Aside from the long-term scenic benefits gained by 
implementing a portion of EIP Project Number 506, impacts related to undergrounding the utility lines would be 
limited to short-term construction-related effects, the nature of which have already been addressed in the DEIS. 
Previous disturbance related to the original installation and on-going maintenance of the overhead utility lines has 
occurred in the easement where these utilities are located on the 4-H camp site. The addition of undergrounding 
utilities as part of the proposed project would result in short-term disturbances in this easement area, but would 
not create new impervious surfaces, or additional coverage. Short-term construction related hydrology and water 
quality (including potential effects on groundwater), biological resources, air quality, noise, and traffic impacts 
and the potential to unearth previously undiscovered cultural resources or temporarily disrupt public services 
would be mitigated on the adjacent 4-H camp parcel in the same way as the proposed project site.  

In summary, no new significant or substantially more severe impacts would result from these modifications to the 
proposed project, and the construction-related impacts would be similar to those analyzed in the DEIS. The 
modified project does not change the DEIS impact conclusions, eliminate recommended mitigation measures, or 
require new mitigation. Therefore, it does not require recirculation of the EIS.  
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3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DEIS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This FEIS includes all comments received during the public review period for the DEIS and responses to 
significant environmental issues raised in those comments. TRPA, which is the lead agency, provided a 60-day 
review period that was initiated on January 2, 2008, and concluded on March 3, 2008. Two public hearings were 
held in February 2008 to solicit comments on the DEIS. The first hearing was held at the February 13, 2008, 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) meeting at The Chateau in Incline Village, Nevada. The second 
hearing was held at the February 28, 2008, TRPA Governing Board meeting at the TRPA offices in Stateline, 
Nevada.  

3.2 FORMAT OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged in the following order: 

► Section A: State Agencies 
► Section B: Local Agencies 
► Section C: Organizations 
► Section D: Individuals 

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification letter. Responses are numbered so 
that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between 
letters. 

3.3 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Table 3-1 provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted written comments on the DEIS 
during the public review period. 

Table 3-1 
List of Commenters Submitting Written Comments 

Commenter  Letter ID Date  
Section A: State Agencies    
Nevada Division of State Lands 
Robert Nellis, Supervisory Land Agent 

 A February 7, 2008 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water 
Andrea Seifert, P.E. 

 B February 29, 2008 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Water Quality Planning 
Jason Kuchnicki, Supervisor, Lake Tahoe Watershed Unit 

 C March 3, 2008 

Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 
Rebecca Palmer 

 D March 14, 2008 
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Table 3-1 
List of Commenters Submitting Written Comments 

Commenter  Letter ID Date  
Section B: Local Agencies     
Douglas County Sewer Improvement District No. 1 
Kelvin Ikehara, District Manager 

 E February 1, 2008 

Kingsbury General Improvement District Board of Trustees 
Robert Cook, Chairman  

 F March 3, 2008 

Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District 
Mark Novak, Battalion Chief—Fire Prevention 

 G February 29, 2008 

Nevada Tahoe Conservation District 
Doug Martin, District Manager 

 H February 25, 2008 

University of Nevada Cooperative Extension,  
Nevada State 4-H Camp Advisory Committee 
Barbara Byington, President 

 I February 27, 2008 

Section C: Organizations    
Falcon Capital, LLC 
G. Randy Lane, Managing Member 

 J February 28, 2008 

Park Cattle Company 
Brad Nelson, President 

 K March 3, 2008 

Section D: Individuals    
Name Withheld   L March 3, 2008 
Jan Christensen  M January 30, 2008 
Jan Christensen  N February 27, 2008 
Monroe Friedling  O January 18, 2008 
Bob Cook   P March 3, 2008 
Michael Ingenluyff  Q February 20, 2008 
Michael Ingenluyff Sr.  R March 3, 2008 
Sandra Lane  S February 25, 2008 
Betty J. Neff  T January 11, 20 08 
Mike Newell  U February 15, 20 08 
Steve Ray  V February 29, 2008 
Karen and Stephen Saunders  W February 29, 2008 
Helen Sauter  X February 4, 2008 
Edgar Scharruhn  Y February 29, 2008 
Eric Scheetz Sr.  Z February 26, 2008 
Norma Thayer  AA February 20, 2008 
Jim Weber  BB January 28, 2008 
Bruce Williams  CC March 3, 2008 
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3.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The written comments on the DEIS and the responses to those comments are provided in this section. Pursuant to 
Article 6.14 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, “at the conclusion of the comment period, TRPA shall prepare 
written responses to all written comments received during the comment period, and may respond to oral or late 
comments.” All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety, and each is followed by responses to comments 
on substantive environmental issues. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is 
indicated by brackets and an identifying letter/number notation in the margin of the comment letter. During the 
public review period 29 letters that identified environmental issues or questions were submitted to TRPA. In 
addition to these letters, four commenters (three project site residents and one commenter representing the 
Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada) provided oral comments during the February 13, 2008, TRPA APC 
public hearing, and 13 commenters (10 project site residents, one commenter from AMEC Infrastructure, Inc., 
representing the Kingsbury General Improvement District (KGID), and two commenters representing the 
University of Nevada 4-H Camp) provided oral comments during the February 28, 2008, TRPA Governing Board 
public hearing on the DEIS. A summary of each substantiative public hearing comment is summarized and a 
response is provided in Table 3-2 below. Most environmental issues that were made at the public hearings were 
similar in character to comments submitted in writing.   

In some instances, comments pertain to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy or content of the DEIS.  
These are generally policy considerations for TRPA decision-makers and are noted as such.  Comments related to 
the DEIS analysis are responded to substantively.  Some responses to comments may warrant modification of the 
text of the DEIS. In those cases, information that is to be deleted is shown in strikethrough (strikethrough) and 
additions are shown in underline (underline). Text changes resulting from comments and their accompanying 
responses have been incorporated into the original DEIS text, as indicated in the responses. All of these text 
changes result in insignificant modifications to the original DEIS text. 

Table 3-2 
Summary of Public Hearing Comments and Responses to Those Comments 

Commenter Comment Summary Response 
PUBLIC COMMENTS AT THE FEBRUARY 13, 2008, TRPA APC PUBLIC HEARING 

Mike Ingenluyff, Resident Housing data has been manipulated and 
cannot be used.  Inflated and flawed rent 
data affects the level of housing mitigation 
that is required.   

This comment was included in subsequent 
comment letters submitted by the commenter. 
Please see responses to Comment Letters Q and 
R. 

Jan Christensen, Resident Alternative D is the only option. This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

 Aspen Grove Apartments that would be 
deed-restricted are old and degraded. 

This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

 The tables in Section 5.2, “Housing and 
Population” (including Table 5.2-4), are 
skewed and cannot be used. 

This comment was included in a subsequent 
comment letter submitted by the commenter.  
Please see response to Comment N-5. 
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Table 3-2 
Summary of Public Hearing Comments and Responses to Those Comments 

Commenter Comment Summary Response 

 Site drainage ditch is a mosquito trail, not 
maintained well by County. 

Page 5.13-7 of the DEIS recognizes that the 
existing drainage ditch located at the northern 
boundary of the project site has experienced 
stagnant water collection resulting in mosquito 
and nuisance vector breeding. Impact 5.13.A-5 
addresses the increased risk of health hazards 
from vectorborne diseases.  The project would 
continue to implement TRPA-approved 
mosquito abatement measures and therefore 
there would be no new risk of adverse health 
affects associated with mosquito control.  

 Site has been degraded under the new and 
current ownership; converted from a mobile 
home community to trailer park. 

This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

Monroe Friedling, Resident Provided historical context on site and 
expressed frustration with rent increases. 

This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

Waldo Walker, Chairman of 
the Washoe Tribe of Nevada 
and California 

Concerned about cultural resources that are 
threatened across the meadow and 
protection of it.   

Section 5.11, “Cultural Resources,” includes a 
detailed historic background and setting 
discussion that includes an overview of Washoe 
history and a cultural resources inventory.  The 
historical significance of Rabe Meadow is also 
discussed. The DEIS identifies that while no 
cultural resources were observed on the site, 
because of the proximity of the project to the 
ethnographic location of Lom Wata, there is the 
potential for the presence of intact prehistoric 
cultural remains in subsurface contexts, a 
concern that was expressed by the Washoe 
Tribe during DEIS preparation. Therefore, 
because of this potential, and in response to 
Washoe tribal concerns, mitigation has been 
included requiring that Washoe tribal members 
be notified at least 2 weeks in advance of 
ground-disturbing activities and invited to 
conduct archaeological monitoring during such 
activities.  Measures are also included to protect 
any previously unknown archaeological 
resources discovered during project construction 
(see Impact 5.11.A-2). 

 Questioned whether appropriate 
governmental consultations occurred. 

The Native American consultation that occurred 
with the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 
California is documented on page 5.11-8 of the 
DEIS.  A letter from the Washoe Tribe dated 
August 26, 2005, is included as Appendix G of 
the DEIS. 
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Table 3-2 
Summary of Public Hearing Comments and Responses to Those Comments 

Commenter Comment Summary Response 

COMMENTS AT THE FEBRUARY 28, 2008, TRPA GOVERNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING  

Travis Lee, 4-H Camp 
Advisory Committee 

University of Nevada 4-H Camp holds a 
small water right from Folsom Springs and 
wants to be sure that the water is not 
diverted for other use.   

Please see response to Comment I-3.    

 Supports Alternative A. This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

Bob Cook, Resident  Hobart Hole runs parallel with Nevada 
Beach, and is located where the proposed 
swimming area is located and the pier is 
located. The project would make fishing in 
Hobart Hole more difficult. Opposed to pier 
extension due to impacts on fishing.   

This comment was included in a subsequent 
comment letter submitted by the commenter.  
Please see response to Comment P-1. 

Jan Christensen, Resident Use of Fannie Mae funds is inappropriate. 
They should be used for affordable housing.

Please see response to Comment R-7. 

 DEIS Tables 5.2-2, 5.2-3, and 5.2-4 are 
outdated. 

This comment was included in a subsequent 
comment letter submitted by the commenter. 
Please see responses to Comments N-3, N-4, 
and N-5. 

 Where will residents go since they cannot 
sell their homes?  Residents cannot move 
their homes; they are too old and no one 
will take them. 

Please see responses to Comments L-1, M-9, 
and S-1. 

Monroe Friedling, Resident Vehemently opposes the project. This comment addresses the merits of the 
project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 

Mike Newell, Resident Obsidian rock is found all over the park; 
sample presented at meeting.    

Please see response to Comment CC-4. 

 Residents should be compensated for 
moving out and disposal of their homes; 
$5,000 is not enough money for this. 

Please see responses to Comments L-1 and M-9.

Michael Faith, AMEC 
Chemical Engineer 
representing KGID 

Identified that site includes a treatment plant 
and pumping station that supplies water for 
the entire Kingsbury Area. Identified that 
KGID is working closely with applicant to 
resolve issues. 

This comment provides facts and information 
relative to KGID facilities and operations. 

Dianne Carroll, Resident Identified that residents will have to move 
into the valley to be able to afford a house 
of the same size as their mobile home.  
Residents have jobs in the Stateline Area 
and they would have to drive over the hill 
every day. Were the impacts related to these 
trips considered? 

Please see response to Comment W-1. 
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Table 3-2 
Summary of Public Hearing Comments and Responses to Those Comments 

Commenter Comment Summary Response 

 Where will residents go?  There are only 
parks in North Reno accepting new mobile 
homes in Nevada. 

Please see response to Comment S-1. 

Frank Liberini, Resident Everyone that has been able to pay the rent 
and stay in the park should be relocated 
fairly or given the value of their mobile 
home. 

Please see responses to Comments L-1, M-9, 
and S-1. 

Eric Olsen, 4-H Camp Board 
Member 

Provided historical context of 4-H Camp 
and noted collaboration with project 
applicant and no opposition to project. 

This comment provides facts and information 
relative to the 4-H Camp. 

Ernie Bishop, Resident Identified that the whole area is a swamp 
and that the site should be restored as a 
swamp and designated as a conservation 
area. 

The concept of restoring the site to stream 
environment zone (SEZ) habitat and preserving 
it in perpetuity was an alternative that was 
considered by the project applicant and TRPA 
but rejected in the DEIS from further 
consideration (see Section 4.5.5, “Habitat 
Restoration Alternative,” on page 4-16 of the 
DEIS).  Because of the high cost of land, it was 
anticipated that it would be financially 
infeasible for the site to be purchased at market 
rate, restored to SEZ habitat, and preserved in 
perpetuity. Therefore, this alternative was 
rejected as infeasible. The project site is located 
in Nevada and not on lands eligible for 
California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) 
acquisition. 

June Jimenez, Resident Identified shallow groundwater as an issue 
at the site. 

Groundwater depths and ongoing monitoring at 
the site are discussed on pages 5.5-8 and 5.5-10 
of the DEIS.  Groundwater monitoring locations 
are shown in Exhibit 5.5-3.  The impact analysis 
in Chapter 5.5, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
addresses the potential to intercept the 
groundwater table during construction (see 
Impact 5.5.A-4).  Measures are included to 
protect groundwater. 

Karen Saunders, Resident Where will residents go and how will they 
afford it?  They cannot afford gas to 
commute from the Valley. 

Please see responses to Comments L-1, M-9, 
and S-1. 

 The carbon footprint does not include travel 
from relocation. 

Please see response to Comment W-1. 

Jack Weigland, Resident Tahoe Verde is not accepting outside units.  
What relocation options do residents have?  

Please see response to Comment S-1. 

 Environmental impact reduction numbers 
are wrong and should be reviewed, checked, 
and verified. 

This comment is general in nature and does not 
raise specific points about the adequacy of the 
DEIS. 



 

 

SECTION A: STATE AGENCIES 
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Letter 

A 
Response 

 Nevada Division of State Lands 
Robert Nellis, Supervisory Land Agent 
February 7, 2008 

 

A-1 This comment is introductory relative to transmittal of Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration (NDOA) comments. 

A-2 The proposed pier reconstruction would require construction below an elevation of 6,229 
feet. Tables 2-1 and 3-5 in the DEIS show that a lease agreement with Nevada Division 
of State Lands would be required. 

A-3 This is internal NDOA correspondence, requesting review of the DEIS. 
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Letter 

B 
Response 

 Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Safe Drinking Water 
Andrea Seifert, P.E. 
February 29, 2008 

 
B-1 Potential impacts on KGID and its ability to continue to provide service at its current 

level are addressed in Section 5.3.2 of the DEIS. 

B-2 The project would comply with all Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
(NDEP) standards during construction and would be in compliance with the construction 
storm water permit. As identified in DEIS Tables 2-1 and 3-5 and described in Impact 
5.5.A-1, a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be prepared for all soil-
disturbing activities related to project construction. 

 It is expected that the current filtration avoidance status would be maintained as the 
project would reduce overall sediment loading in the vicinity of the water intake. Short-
term construction-related impacts on the KGID drinking water intake would be mitigated 
through the required best management practices (BMPs) pursuant to TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Section 64.2 and the SWPPP described in Impact 5.5.A-1. Temporary 
construction and permanent BMPs are shown in Exhibits 5.5-4 and 5.5-5A through 5.5-
5D of the DEIS and discussed in Impact 5.5.A-2 and Chapter 3, “Project Description.” 

 The long-term surface water impacts associated with the proposed project and other 
development alternatives would be reduced from current conditions, because the runoff 
volume would be reduced through the decrease in site coverage and the design and 
implementation of BMPs and drainage facilities that meet or exceed TRPA requirements, 
as described in Impact 5.5.A-2. As described on DEIS page 5.5-36, the KGID water 
supply intake manifold is located more than 360 feet beyond the endpoint of the proposed 
extended pier (see Exhibit 3-10), and any increases in boat activity in the vicinity of the 
project site related to a 50-foot increase in pier length would be nominal. Among the 
measures that are in place to protect water quality from boating activities are the 
limitation of four-stroke and direct fuel injection two-stroke engines, as well as the 
requirement that boaters conform with Chapter 81 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, 
which prohibits discharge of wastewater (bilge water, human waste) to Lake Tahoe. 

B-3 Please see responses to Comments F-9 and F-16. 

B-4 KGID staff would be provided access to the pump station and water treatment facility 
during and after construction. Construction access roads would be open and available to 
KGID staff and the same rights of access would be granted to KGID at all times during 
and after construction. 

B-5 Construction activities would be performed during permitted hours (expected to be 
between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.). KGID staff would be made aware of all work 
schedules, and would have access to their facilities during working hours and access 
through any locked gates or secured areas for activities performed after hours. 

 During construction, it is anticipated that power and other service utilities may be 
temporarily interrupted. To maintain continuous service to the KGID pump station and 
water treatment facility (and other critical electrical services), temporary power or other 
utilities’ patches would be provided to ensure no disruption of service to the pump station 
and water treatment facility and other critical electrical services. Utility infrastructure 



 

Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS  EDAW  
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 3-17 Comments and Individual Responses  

would be upgraded as a result of project construction and would be equally reliable, or 
improved, compared to existing service. 

 The structural integrity of the KGID water intake line would be maintained during pier 
reconstruction and expansion activities. The current pier runs parallel to and is 
approximately 25 feet north of the existing water intake line (see Exhibit 3-10). 
Therefore, it is anticipated that the pile driving operations related to pier installation 
would be 25 feet away from the water intake line. As an additional safety measure, all 
activities would be coordinated with KGID and line location would be performed by 
project contractors, if necessary. 

B-6 Security of the KGID pump station and water treatment facility building is addressed in 
Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” of the DEIS. Project construction 
would be limited to permitted hours (expected to be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.), 
and KGID would be made aware of all work schedules. Contractors would not be 
permitted access to KGID’s pump station and water treatment facility. 

B-7 Nevada Revised Statutes 445A.895, Subsection 7, requires that the portion of any new 
water system where ozone is used or stored be constructed not less than 100 feet from 
any existing residence, unless the owner and occupant of each residence located closer 
than 100 feet consent to the construction of the system at a closer distance. Under 
existing conditions, a mobile home unit is located approximately 100 feet from the 
eastern boundary of the KGID pump station and water treatment facility. The proposed 
project would move project residents farther from the KGID facility and no residences 
would be located within 100 feet of ozone-generating activities. With the proposed 
project, the closest residence would be located approximately 400 feet from the eastern 
boundary of the KGID facility and would be separated from the KGID facility by the 
proposed beach and swim club building. 

B-8 The following changes have been made to the text of the DEIS to clarify that project 
plans and specifications are subject to NDEP review and approval before construction. 

 On page 2-3, Table 2-1 is revised as follows: 

Table 2-1 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Douglas County Site Improvement Permit Grading and engineering work 
Douglas County Building Permit Building architecture 
Douglas County Sewer Improvement District Sewer Permit Authorization for sewer connections 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection SWPPP Activities related to soil disturbance; project 

plans and specifications are also subject to 
review and approval before construction 

Kingsbury General Improvement District N/A Authorization for water connections 
Nevada Division of State Lands  Lease Agreement Pier construction or expansion 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency TRPA Permits Threshold attainment 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional General 

Permit 16SEZ Restoration
Discharge of fill materials in waters of the U.S.
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Table 2-1 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Reviewing Agency  Issue/Authority 

Douglas County Sheriffs Department  Public safety  
Tahoe Douglas Fire District  Fire safety 
Nevada Department of Transportation  Traffic  
Nevada Division of Wildlife  Wildlife  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Wildlife  
State Historic Preservation Office  Cultural resources 
Franchise Utilities 
(Southwest Gas, Sierra Pacific Power, Charter 
Communications Cable, SBC Nevada Bell) 

  

SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan 
SEZ = stream environment zone 

 

 On page 3-42, Table 3-5 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-5 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Douglas County Site Improvement Permit Grading and engineering work 
Douglas County Building Permit Building architecture 
Douglas County Sewer Improvement District Sewer Permit Authorization for sewer connections 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection SWPPP Activities related to soil disturbance; project 

plans and specifications are also subject to 
review and approval before construction 

Kingsbury General Improvement District N/A Authorization for water connections 
Nevada Division of State Lands  Lease Agreement Pier construction or expansion 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency TRPA Permits Threshold protection 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional General 

Permit 16SEZ restoration 
Discharge of fill materials in waters of the U.S. 

Reviewing Agency  Issue/Authority 
Douglas County Sheriffs Department  Public safety 
Tahoe Douglas Fire District  Fire safety 
Nevada Department of Transportation  Traffic 
Nevada Division of Wildlife  Wildlife 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Wildlife 
State Historic Preservation Office  Cultural Resources 
Franchise Utilities 
(Southwest Gas, Sierra Pacific Power, Charter 
Communications Cable, SBC Nevada Bell) 

  

SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan 
SEZ = stream environment zone 
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Letter 

C 
Response 

 Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Water Quality Planning 
Jason Kuchnicki, Supervisor, Lake Tahoe Watershed Unit 
March 3, 2008 

 
C-1 As discussed in Impact 5.5.A-2, the proposed project (Alternative A) would result in a 

reduction of 82,507 square feet of coverage from the existing TRPA-verified coverage 
(457,959 square feet). The proposed stormwater treatment system would reduce surface 
runoff and associated erosion at the project site relative to existing conditions. Based on 
the preliminary technical drainage study prepared for the proposed project (Carter 
Burgess 2003) and follow-up calculations, the runoff currently produced by the project 
site is approximately 34.2 cubic feet per second (cfs) for the 10-year storm event and 74.5 
cfs for the 100-year storm event. The proposed project (Alternative A) would generate 
12.5 cfs for the 10-year storm event and 32.9 cfs for the 100-year storm event, reductions 
from current conditions of 36.5% and 44%, respectively. Before permit acknowledgment, 
the applicant would prepare and submit a final drainage report to TRPA prepared by a 
registered civil engineer that would confirm these results. 

 Extensive stream channel restoration and BMPs are part of the proposed project. These 
improvements have been coordinated and developed with input from the regulatory 
agencies. Impact 5.5.A-2 of the DEIS describes stormwater treatment for the proposed 
project; multiple-stage treatment of stormwater includes infiltration to areas primarily 
adjacent to and secondarily within the SEZ. Soils in these areas are well drained and have 
unsaturated thickness suitable for infiltration. This combination of BMPs has been 
demonstrated as a successful combination of stormwater treatment and infiltration that is 
effective in maintaining groundwater quality. The technical analysis of BMP 
effectiveness with respect to water quality treatment is presented in Tables 5.5-6 and 5.5-
7 of the DEIS. 

C-2 The conceptual site plans (e.g., Exhibit 3-4) show large green areas that represent 
vegetated and planted areas. The vegetation types are not specified, and at first glance 
could appear to be all turf areas. While the landscape plan has not been finalized, the 
majority of the landscape plants that would be used would be native and low-water-use 
varieties, as specified by TRPA standards. Turf areas would be minimal, and are expected 
to be less than the amount of turf areas on the project site today. In addition, a fertilizer 
management plan would be prepared for the final project to control the leaching of 
fertilizers into groundwater. 

 The following changes have been made to the text of the DEIS to highlight the inclusion 
of a fertilizer management plan for turf areas. On page 3-38, the following text has been 
added after Table 3-3 and before the heading “Tree Removal”: 

Lawn maintenance activities for the proposed project would involve the use of 
fertilizers and pesticides that would have the potential to flow off-site or leach into 
the groundwater, and ultimately the lake. A fertilizer management plan would be 
incorporated into the proposed project development plans that complies with 
Chapter 81, Section 81.7, of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The plan shall include 
but not be limited to the following measures: 

► During lawn maintenance, only chemicals and chemical application procedures 
that are lawfully permitted in the State of Nevada and by TRPA shall be used. 
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► Chemical applications shall be avoided in unpredictable weather where a storm 
may occur immediately after application. 

► Grounds maintenance personnel shall act responsibly when applying chemicals, 
shall follow label directions, and shall know key chemical properties of applied 
chemicals. 

► Setbacks shall be maintained between SEZ areas and managed turf. 

C-3 As described on page 5.6-3 of the DEIS and consistent with previous similar 
environmental analyses in the area, an increase of 2,000 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is 
considered the standard for a significant impact. Because the project impacts on VMT 
over a busy summer day are lower than this criterion, no significant impact was 
identified. The increase in VMT, compared with the most recent estimate of existing 
basinwide VMT over a busy summer day, indicates that the proposed project would result 
in roughly a 0.06% increase in overall travel within the Tahoe Region. 

C-4 Emissions of particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter (PM10) are 
mitigated to the fullest extent recommended by TRPA. Mitigation Measure 5.7.A-1 
specifically addresses those measures identified by the commenter. Mitigation 
Measure 5.7.A-1 limits grading activities during periods when winds are greater than 25 
mph and requires that excavation and soil disturbance be minimized. Street sweeping is 
also required, but not with a vacuum-type system. TRPA has the discretion to require the 
use of street sweepers with a vacuum-type system as part of its approval of the dust 
control measures. Additionally, soil binders are to be applied to all nonpaved road 
surfaces. 

C-5 In response to this comment, the following changes have been made to the text of the 
DEIS. On page 5.9-32, the fourth bullet of Mitigation Measure 5.9.A-5 is revised as 
follows: 

► Equipment shall be cleaned at designated wash stations after leaving 
invasive/noxious weed infestation areas. If deemed necessary, wash stations shall 
be identified by the resource specialists before construction activities begin in a 
particular segment and shall be approved by the agencies. All equipment coming 
onto the project area from weed-infested areas or areas of unknown weed status 
shall be cleaned of all attached soil or plant parts. 

 
C-6 The commenter’s support for the environmental benefits of the project is acknowledged. 
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Letter 

D 
Response 

 Nevada State Historic Preservation Office 
Rebecca Palmer 
March 14, 2008 

 
D-1 The proposed restoration of approximately 2 acres of SEZ habitat would trigger the need 

for a Regional General Permit 16 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers because the 
restoration would affect waters of the United States. The need for this permit is 
highlighted in Tables 2-1 and 3-5 of the DEIS, and is discussed in Section 5.9, 
“Biological Resources.”  

 The discussion on page 5.11-1 of the DEIS stating that there is no federal involvement 
with the project is intended to reflect that there is no federal funding or action related to 
the proposed project that would trigger National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
review. 

 



 

 

SECTION B: LOCAL AGENCIES 
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Letter 

E 
Response 

 Douglas County Sewer Improvement District No. 1 
Kelvin Ikehara, District Manager 
February 1, 2008 

 
 

E-1 This comment provides clarifying information on existing wastewater improvements and 
easements in the project area. In response to this comment, the following changes have 
been made to the text of the DEIS. On page 3-11, the second paragraph is revised as 
follows: 

The Douglas County Sewer Improvement District collects and treats wastewater 
from the project site. The District has two major gravity sewers located within 
the project area. Flows from the lower Kingsbury area are transported to the 
Beach Pump Station in a gravity sewer along Kahle Drive, then Arthur Drive, 
which is located in the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park. The other line services 
the casino core, aligning across Edgewood Golf Course, the University 4-H 
Camp, and Tahoe Shores. The proposed project would continue to be served by 
the existing gravity-flow sewer system. It is estimated that 4-inch to 8-inch 
wastewater pipelines would be installed and/or realigned as necessary to serve 
the proposed project buildings. An existing 12-inch sewer force main that runs 
the length of the property would remain in its current underground alignment and 
utility easement. These existing and realigned sewer lines would gravity feed to a 
pump station just north of the project site, where the wastewater would be 
pumped to the District’s treatment plant at Round Hill. 

E-2 It is understood that the proposed project improvements cannot be located directly on top 
of the Douglas County Sewer Improvement District’s sewer lines. The proposed project 
would have facilities adjacent to the District’s sewer lines and easements. As discussed 
during a meeting between project engineers and District staff after the close of the DEIS 
comment period, the 24-inch Edgewood line would be rerouted around the proposed 
beach and swim club building (or appropriately sleeved in its current location) pending 
review and approval of site plans by the District and at the expense of the owner. The 
final configuration would allow District staff continued access to sewer lines and 
manholes. 

 District staff would be provided access to their facilities located on or adjacent to the 
project site during and after construction. Construction access roads would be open and 
available to District staff; the same rights of access would be granted at all times during 
and after construction. 

E-3 The “line” referenced in this comment and shown in Exhibit 3-3 of the DEIS is intended 
to depict a sanitary sewer line. Exhibit 3-3A included in Chapter 4, “Revisions and 
Corrections to the DEIS,” of this FEIS shows the existing utility easements that cross the 
portion of the project site closest to the lake. Exhibits 3-3 and 3-3A, as well as the 
District-provided map titled “Douglas County Sewer Improvement District No. 1—Sewer 
Line Location Map, Tahoe Shores Area” (which is now incorporated into this FEIS by 
inclusion in the comment letter), show the proper location and identification of District 
wastewater facilities relevant to the environmental review process.  

E-4 This comment is acknowledged. The District-provided list of requirements necessitated 
by ordinance would be conditions of project approval by the District and incorporated by 
the project applicant into the final project plans.  
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Letter 

F 
Response 

 Kingsbury General Improvement District Board of Trustees 
Robert Cook, Chairman 
March 3, 2008 

 
F-1 This comment is introductory and establishes the framework for more detailed 

subsequent comments. The DEIS seeks to disclose and fully address potential impacts on 
KGID and the community supplied by KGID.  

F-2 At the request of KGID’s former general manager, detailed information about KGID 
facilities, particularly as it relates to the ozone system, was withheld from the DEIS 
because of its sensitivity. However, in response to this comment, the following changes 
have been made to the text of the DEIS. The text on page 5.13-5 is revised as follows: 

KGID FACILITIES 

KGID, as a water purveyor, has the responsibility of providing safe and reliable 
drinking water supply to its approximately 2,500 customers, the majority of which 
are residential (including occupants within the project site). The system 
experiences a seasonal variability based on residential occupancy. KGID staff 
estimate that the peak population served exceeds 9,000 residents along with an 
estimated 100 local businesses, including an emergency medical treatment facility 
and community fire station. The maximum daily demand (usually in mid-August) 
is approximately 3.0 million gallons per day (mgd). The minimum daily demand 
for the system typically occurs in December or January, when approximately 
950,000 gallons per day are treated.  

Water supplied by KGID presently comes entirely from Lake Tahoe. The supply 
system includes the gravity-fed Lake Tahoe intake pipeline, the Lake Pump 
Station, andthe Ozone Disinfection Facility for treating the surface water, the 
chlorination system for residual disinfection, and pumps to lift the finished water to 
storage tanks. The system uses the pressure head from lake level to move the water 
through the ozone disinfection process into the high head pump wet wells. The 
water is then pumped to water storage tanks using four pumps. When operating at 
maximum daily demand (3.0 mgd), the pump station operates a 300-horsepower 
(hp) pump approximately 23 hours per day, and a 200-hp pump approximately 
2 hours per day. In addition, KGID has an above-ground fuel storage tank and two 
transformers that are also located on the project site. 

The KGID pump station and water treatment facility are bordered by an open 
grassy field and parking lot accessed by KGID personnel during operation and 
maintenance activities (see Exhibit 3-3). The area surrounding the pump house 
(i.e., within 100 feet) does not include any structures. The closest residence is 
approximately 104 feet east of the pump house. KGID’s electrical control panels 
and utility boxes are located midway between this residence and the pump house. 
The areas surrounding the pump house support multiple subsurface water lines and 
other utilities. 

Service trucks visit the pump station and water treatment facility a minimum of 
once daily and often multiple times in one day. In addition, a tractor-trailer delivers 
chemicals to the site once per quarter and fuel trucks visit the station two or three 
times per year. Depending on maintenance needs and requirements throughout the 
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year, a crane is occasionally needed to remove pumps at the station, and trailers 
access the site to recoat clear wells. During major maintenance operations (e.g., 
pump replacement), multiple service trucks may be present, along with a crane, a 
flatbed truck, and multiple personnel. 

In the event of a power outage, KGID owns and operates an on-site emergency 
generator. The generator is subject to routine testing once per week for a period of 
5–10 minutes during normal daytime operating hours. During outages, the 
emergency generator may be operated for periods of up to 2 days.  

Lake Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility 

 The text on page 5.13-6 is revised as follows: 

Ozone 

In addition to the chemicals listed above, the Ozone Disinfection Facility uses 
ozone to disinfect the water. This process constitutes the single barrier of protection 
for KGID drinking water customers. The treatment process consists of three 7,350-
gallon ozone contact chambers, one 6,000-gallon ozone quench chamber, and two 
50 lb/day ozone generators. The system also has air preparation equipment, 
quenching equipment, and ozone destruction equipment housed in the water 
treatment facility building.  

F-3 The description of the water treatment facility and process are hereby incorporated into 
the EIS.  Please see response to Comment F-2 above.  

F-4 The description of the environmental setting of the treatment plant and pump house are 
hereby incorporated into the EIS.  Please see response to Comment F-2 above.  

F-5 Existing levels of recreational activity at the beach and pier range from low-level, 
informal and passive recreation to up to 2,000 persons at one time on the Fourth of July.  
Implementation of the project may result in increased beach use by members, residents, 
and guests. The project would formalize pedestrian access to the beach, directing 
pedestrians to an interpretative path, to the northern edge of the site and away from the 
pump station and water treatment facility. Security and recreation personnel would 
provide supervision to Beach Club residents, members, and their guests.  

Please see response to Comment F-17. 

F-6 Please see response to Comment F-2. 

F-7 Please see responses to Comments F-2 through F-6 above. See also response to Comment 
F-8, where a conceptual access figure, detailing the proposed waterfront area including 
public and KGID access areas, has been added to this FEIS.  
 
In addition, photos of the existing KGID pump station and water treatment facility are 
provided below. 
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Existing Views of the KGID Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility from the West 

 

 

Existing Views of the Parking Area North of the KGID Pump Station and Water Treatment 
Facility  
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Existing Utility Manholes at the KGID Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility  
 

 

 

Existing Utility Box at the KGID Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility  
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Existing Utility Box and Manhole at the KGID Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility  

 

 

Existing Fencing Surrounding Utility Box and Manholes at the KGID Pump Station and 
Water Treatment Facility  
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F-8 The road surface type for the proposed access road to the KGID pump station and water 
treatment facility was not specified in the proposed project site plan (Exhibit 3-4) in the 
DEIS. In response to this comment, Exhibits 3-4A and 3-4B included in Chapter 4, 
“Revisions and Corrections to the DEIS,” have been added after Exhibit 3-4. Exhibits 3-
4A and 3-4B show an enlargement of the refined access road design and the minimum 
14-foot-wide hard-surface road with a hammerhead turnaround and oversized vehicle 
parking accommodated at the KGID pump station and water treatment facility. The hard-
surface road would be fully engineered to accommodate the approximate ladder truck 
weight of 70,000 pounds. The access road refinements shown in Exhibits 3-4A and 3-4B 
reflect consultation by project engineers with KGID and Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection 
District that occurred subsequent to the 60-day public review period for the DEIS. 

 In addition, in response to this comment, Exhibit 3-4 has been revised to reflect the 
access road refinements incorporated into new Exhibits 3-4A and 3-4B. Exhibit 3-12 has 
also been revised and is included in Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the DEIS,” 
to reflect land coverage numbers consistent with these roadway refinements. 

F-9 As noted in this comment, KGID’s existing improvements are located on land owned by 
Tahoe Shores. KGID’s use of a portion of Tahoe Shores’ property is governed by the 
December 24, 1997, Agreement Granting New Easement and Extinguishing Existing 
Easement (1997 Easement). A copy of the 1997 Easement is included as Appendix A to 
this FEIS. KGID constructed its existing improvements before the 1997 Easement was 
granted. Accordingly, Paragraph 2.A of the 1997 Easement provides: 

 Tahoe Shores hereby grants a non-exclusive easement to KGID, its successors and 
assigns, to locate, construct, operate, reconstruct, repair and maintain an existing 
water pumping facility and ozone disinfection facility, an underground electrical 
conduit all upon the portion of the Property more particularly described in Exhibit 
B... The water pumping facility, ozone disinfection facility, underground electrical 
conduit and related appurtenances all as described herein shall be referred to 
collectively as the ‘Improvements’. The 1997 Easement is shown and drawn on 
Exhibit C, attached hereto and incorporated by this reference. 

 Exhibit C, a copy of which is included in Appendix A of this FEIS, depicts the footprint 
of KGID’s existing improvements and the boundaries of its nonexclusive easement. 
Paragraph 2.G of the 1997 Easement provides: 

 KGID acknowledges that it is being granted a non-exclusive easement and other 
parties may also have been granted rights over all or part of the 1997 Easement and 
that Tahoe Shores reserves the right to grant additional easements which may 
burden the 1997 Easement (so long as such additional rights do not interfere with 
KGID’s rights hereunder). 

 The proposed beach and swim club building would not interfere with the KGID 
improvements shown in Exhibit C of the 1997 Easement. Tahoe Shores’ express grant of 
a nonexclusive easement to KGID and Tahoe Shores’ reservation of rights to grant 
additional nonexclusive easements “which may burden the 1997 Easement” demonstrates 
that construction of the proposed beach and swim club building is consistent with the 
1997 Easement. Moreover, Paragraph 2.J of the 1997 Easement provides: 

 Other than to reconstruct or repair existing water lines as further described below, 
KGID is not permitted to add on, modify, increase or relocate the Improvements.... 
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 Consequently, whether or not the proposed beach and swim club building is constructed, 
KGID has not been granted the right to “add on, modify, increase or relocate the 
Improvements” or otherwise expand or modify its limited right to occupy a portion of the 
site to meet future regulatory requirements for improved water quality treatment. Neither 
the proposed project nor the continuation of existing conditions would result in a 
significant impact on KGID because the 1997 Easement prohibits enlargement of the 
KGID Improvements.  

F-10 As described in Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” the DEIS uses appropriate 
assumptions regarding population changes expected from the proposed project. Because 
the project would likely cause a shift toward seasonal and vacation use, total occupancy 
would be lower in the winter, spring, and fall, than under current conditions. Summer 
occupancy is expected to be similar to current conditions.  Assumptions relative to the 
demand for parking spaces are described in Section 5.6, “Transportation and Parking.” 
Finally, the project would not include boat launch facilities, buoys, or permanent 
mooring.  There is no evidence that the project would result in a substantial increase in 
boating or jet ski activity.    

F-11 Please see responses to Comments E-3, F-7, and F-8.  

F-12 This comment summarizes comments on subsequent pages of this comment letter and 
each is addressed individually below. Please see responses to Comments F-13 through 
F-24 for responses to specific comments. 

F-13 In relation to Impact 5.13.A-1, which addresses increased risks to public safety, the 
commenter states that the proposed project includes residential buildings approximately 
104 feet from the KGID pump station and water treatment facility, a major new 
recreational facility 20 feet to the eastern side of the pump station and water treatment 
facility, with decks and stairs even closer, and a recreational beach directly west of the 
pump station and water treatment facility. 

 As stated on page 5.13-10 of Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” under 
Impact 5.13.A-1, the closest proposed residential unit would be approximately 400 feet 
from KGID’s Lake Pump Station and Ozone Disinfection Facility, not 104 feet as stated 
by the commenter. The project proposes to locate future residences farther from the pump 
station and water treatment facility than current residences. The commenter is correct that 
the beach and swim club building would be located approximately 20 feet from the pump 
station and water treatment facility and the recreational beach would be west of this 
facility. It should be noted, however, as discussed under Impact 5.13.A-1, that residents 
are currently living on the site and using the beach and lake for recreating, including 
swimming and boating. The KGID facilities would continue to operate under the same 
conditions. The project would not create any new hazardous conditions. Because 
residents already live and recreate in the project area, the proposed project would not 
result in any new or significant change in existing conditions relative to risk of exposure. 
Please also see responses to Comments F-14 and F-15 below.  

F-14 The commenter states that the DEIS fails to accurately characterize the number of people 
who could potentially be at the project site given the proposed assembly room, restaurant, 
sports area, pools, decks, etc. The commenter further states that under a risk of upset 
condition, the number of people who could be affected would be increased under the 
project as compared to existing conditions. 
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 Since construction of KGID facilities, approximately 155 mobile homes have been 
occupied, primarily by year-round residents. With construction of the proposed project, 
full-time residency is expected to be reduced substantially (with 70% second-home 
ownership). Existing recreational facilities close to KGID facilities, including the lake 
and beach, are subject to uses ranging from low levels of informal and passive recreation 
to up to 2,000 persons at one time during Fourth of July festivities. Existing access to the 
property occurs through an unsupervised entrance at Kahle Drive. This historical use of 
recreational areas adjacent to the KGID facilities has occurred in the absence of 
supervision or any formal security. Security and recreation personnel associated with the 
proposed beach and swim club would supervise Beach Club residents, members, and 
their guests. The proposed project would provide a formal gated access at Kahle Drive, 
and a 6-foot-tall fence would be constructed along the southern edge of the property 
(between the proposed project and the 4-H Camp). The proposed project would formalize 
the pedestrian access to the beach, directing pedestrians to an interpretative path, to the 
northern edge of the site. The proposed project would provide on-site security and 
maintenance personnel, resulting in an increased on-site presence, discouraging 
unauthorized access to the project area. Therefore, use of the beach at peak times would 
be reduced, monitored, and controlled.  

 It should also be noted that the adjacency of recreational uses to water treatment activities 
at Lake Tahoe is common and does not present a significant impact. CH2M Hill was 
commissioned to conduct an analysis of the KGID facilities in May 2007 entitled “Safety 
of Ozone at Water Treatment Plants.” CH2M Hill reviewed security issues related to the 
KGID Improvements and found:  

 It is common practice for ozone to be used in close proximity to residential and 
public areas. Properly maintained, designed, alarmed, and operated, ozone facilities 
are safe. Nearby residents usually prefer the use of ozone to chemical disinfectants 
such as gaseous or liquid chlorine for its relative safety....Security measures within 
the building at water treatment facilities can vary, however, the mere presence of 
ozone at a facility does not warrant extraordinary security measures. The observed 
water treatment facilities at Lake Tahoe, using the above security measures, suggest a 
low risk to public health or safety....The environment and practice at Lake Tahoe 
suggest that those issues are not a concern. 

 The proposed project would provide physical barriers and on-site security that do not 
currently exist. Construction of the proposed project would not result in impacts that 
increase risks associated with KGID’s Improvements and would reduce impacts 
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project are 
considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. Please also see response to 
Comment F-15 below.  

 It should also be noted that whether or not the proposed project is constructed, the risk of 
upset has been and remains an obligation of KGID in accordance with Paragraph 2.E of 
the 1997 Easement. The 1997 Easement obligates KGID to maintain its Improvements 
“... in accordance with applicable laws and regulations” (Paragraph 2.F) and obligates 
KGID “... to observe and comply with, at its own expense all present, amended and future 
laws, building codes, ordinances, rules and regulation of the United States of America, 
the State of California bi-state agencies, and the County of Douglas.” Under either the 
existing condition or the proposed project, KGID is responsible to maintain and secure its 
Improvements. Paragraph 2.E of the 1997 Easement makes clear that any and all risks 
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resulting from KGID’s use of a portion of the Tahoe Shores’ property is the obligation of 
KGID. Paragraph 2.E of the 1997 Easement provides, in part:  

 KGID agrees that, to the fullest extent permissible under the law, it shall indemnify, 
defend and hold harmless Tahoe Shores, its successors, assigns, affiliates, managers, 
agents, partners, lenders and employees from any suit, action, claim, demand, lien, 
loss, damage, defined judgment or decree and any expenses connected therewith, 
including reasonable attorney’s fees, including, but not limited to, claims relating to 
environmental contamination, ... which is the result of KGID’s use of the property 
pursuant to the 1997 Easement.... 

F-15 The commenter states that because of the change in the physical setting surrounding the 
KGID pump station and water treatment facility, which would result in an increased 
number of people occupying the space within 20 feet of the facility, a formal risk 
assessment is warranted that should address the worst-case scenario of an upset event 
during peak hours of project use. 

 Several studies have been completed detailing the potential for risk associated with the 
KGID facilities and its proximity to proposed improvements, including the CH2M Hill 
May 2007 “Safety of Ozone at Water Treatment Plants.” These reports state that safety 
and security measures in place at ozonation plants typically include alarms triggered upon 
a security breach, and automatic shutdown of the plant during any system failure, drop in 
line pressure, or an ozone concentration exceedance within the plant. Properly 
maintained, designed, alarmed, and operated ozone disinfection facilities are safe. Other 
water treatment plants in the Tahoe area are close to residential and public recreation 
areas and do not have elaborate security systems or perimeter fencing around their 
systems, such as those in place at the existing KGID pump station and water treatment 
facility (refer to Impact 5.13.A-1 in the DEIS). Extraordinary security measures are 
seldom employed as a means of keeping the public away. In addition, as discussed under 
response to Comment F-14, proposed use of the project site would be less than under 
existing conditions, including a reduction of the maximum number of persons at one time 
occupying space within 20 feet of KGID’s facilities. Therefore, full-occupancy events 
occurring after construction of the proposed project would present a reduced worst-case 
scenario.  

F-16 As noted in response to Comment F-9 above, KGID’s use of a portion of the land owned 
by Tahoe Shores does not empower KGID to “add on, modify or relocate” KGID’s 
Improvements upon Tahoe Shores’ property or to construct added treatment processes 
that would result in an enlargement of the KGID Improvements depicted in Exhibit C. 
Whether or not the project is constructed as proposed, the 1997 Easement does not grant 
to KGID the right to construct additional facilities within the 1997 Easement. In other 
words, this is not an issue over which TRPA has jurisdiction; rather, it is a matter of 
contract between the parties and KGID, which agreed in 1997 that it did not have the 
ability to expand within the existing easement area. 

 If KGID is required to construct additional improvements to comply with additional U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) water quality standards with a compliance 
deadline of 2014, it must do so whether or not the proposed project is constructed. 
Therefore, to comply with the EPA deadline, KGID would be required to construct 
supplemental facilities off-site. 

 KGID’s need to secure an off-site treatment location to comply with future treatment 
requirements was addressed in a KGID commissioned engineering study completed by 
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KGID’s engineers, AMEC Infrastructure, Inc. The AMEC report was dated April 12, 
2005, and entitled Kingsbury General Improvement District Lake Pump Station and 
Ozone Disinfection Facility Beach Club Study—Summary Report wherein AMEC 
observed “potential future changes in Lake Tahoe source water quality drinking water 
regulations” resulted in their recommendation that “...a wise course of action would be to 
prepare for the long-term future by securing land for a future treatment facility located 
off-site of Beach Club owned land.” It is worth noting that off-site treatment required by 
changes in water quality regulations would not necessitate relocation of the existing 
KGID Improvements permitted by the 1997 Easement.   

 Off-site water treatment is common, and locating treatment systems near storage facilities 
is often preferred. In such cases, the risk that potential contamination will occur between 
the treatment plant and storage tanks is minimized. KGID has not constructed any water 
storage facilities on-site; all storage facilities are located off site. Increased space for 
additional KGID treatment systems may be available at other district-owned properties 
(e.g., storage tank sites); these other remote locations should be explored by KGID before 
any changes are made to the system to address changing water quality standards and 
treatment requirements. The proposed project does not foreclose KGID’s ability to 
expand the pump station and water treatment facility; that ability has been foreclosed by 
the agreement KGID entered into with the property owner. Whether or not the proposed 
development is constructed does not alter the express terms of the 1997 Easement 
prohibiting KGID from constructing additional Improvements on site. 

F-17 The assumed increase in boating traffic at or near the pier area based on extrapolation of 
the current socioeconomic composition is speculative. As discussed in Impact 5.5.A-7 of 
the DEIS and in this comment, the project would not provide new buoys, boat launching 
facilities, permanent moorings, or other marina facilities; therefore, the project would not 
contribute to an increase in the number of boats on the lake. The pier’s capacity would 
not be expanded beyond that enabled by the proposed project’s 50-foot pier extension, so 
regardless of the actual or perceived ability of future residents to purchase more 
watercraft, the capacity of the pier to accommodate it would not be significantly 
increased. The pier extension may extend the period of time throughout the year when 
boats can access the pier (i.e., at low-water times). 

 As described in Impact 5.5.A-7, strict water quality requirements from TRPA are in place 
for boating activities (e.g., the ban on two-stroke carbureted boat engines, as well as the 
requirement that boaters conform with Chapter 81 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, 
which prohibits discharge of wastewater [bilge water, human waste] to Lake Tahoe). The 
water intake manifold is underground, several hundred feet away from the pier, and 
would not be negatively affected because of these TRPA requirements.  

 Hydrocarbon exposure would not affect the water intake because of the above-mentioned 
TRPA requirements designed to reduce exposure, and because of the chemical 
characteristics of the light nonaqueous phase liquid hydrocarbons from watercraft 
engines, which would volatilize or remain on the surface and not physically mix in the 
subsurface water intake areas. 

F-18 Please see response to Comment F-17 above. 

F-19 This comment is general and establishes the framework for more detailed subsequent 
comments. Potential disruptions to water service that may occur after the completion of 
construction activities are addressed in response to Comment F-21 below. Vehicle access 
to the KGID facility is discussed in response to Comment F-8. Land use compatibility, as 
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it relates to the KGID facility, is discussed in responses to Comments F-22, F-23, and F-
24 below. 

F-20 Vehicle access to KGID’s pump station and water treatment facility is discussed in 
response to Comment F-8. Potential disruption of service is addressed in response to 
Comment F-21. As discussed on page 3-24 of the DEIS, the proposed project has been 
designed to provide snow storage in the landscaped and paved areas throughout the site, 
not on parking spaces. Snow removal would be provided by the site manager. All snow 
removal activities would be consistent with TRPA regulations, and access to KGID 
facilities would be maintained throughout the year. KGID would remain responsible for 
its own snow removal. 

F-21 During construction, any utilities that service the KGID pump station and water treatment 
facility would remain active until replacement infrastructure has been installed. Any 
service interruptions that would occur as part of project construction would be planned in 
consultation with KGID, and temporary service feeds or patches would be provided to 
avoid service interruption. Configuration of proposed infrastructure would be presented 
in the civil design drawings, which would be subject to review and approval by Douglas 
County. All construction would be permitted and would comply with KGID’s standard 
specifications. 

 The project would include landscaping with vegetation that would create a visual screen 
around KGID’s pump station and water treatment facility. The project’s landscape 
architect would select plants suitable in size to allow access to the plant and its ancillary 
structures, and would work with utility maps to minimize planting of vegetation with 
expansive root systems adjacent to subsurface structures.  

 Utility construction and staging would be planned and performed with full knowledge 
that the KGID plant cannot experience service interruptions that render the plant 
inoperable. All utility work that could affect the plant would be coordinated with KGID 
and would be completed as quickly as possible to minimize the need for temporary feeds 
or patches. 

F-22 Plan Area Statement (PAS) 70A has a community noise equivalent level (CNEL) 
threshold of 55 A-weighted decibels (dBA). There is no distinction between land use 
types for noise thresholds within PAS 70A. The threshold would apply to the entire area, 
including the KGID pump station and water treatment facility, beach areas, and the 
proposed beach and swim club building. The noise level designated for urban outdoor 
recreation identified in Table 5.8-4 of Section 5.8, “Noise,” is also 55 dBA CNEL. 

 The land surrounding the pump house is designated as recreation by PAS 70A. It is 
currently used for recreation and would continue to be used for recreation in the future. 
No land use designations would change with implementation of the proposed project, no 
changes would be made to the pump station and water treatment facility building, and 
recreation would continue to occur in the surrounding area. Furthermore, all noise-
generating pump station equipment is enclosed within the facility and would be 
attenuated by the façade of the structure.  

 Short-term noise measurement 1 was taken in the parking lot of the Tahoe Shores site 
manager approximately 50 feet from the pump station and water treatment building. The 
energy-equivalent noise level (Leq) measurement indicates a noise level of approximately 
45 dBA. Under the worst-case scenario—that no other noise sources would contribute to 
the 45-dBA measurement and that all the noise would emanate from the pump house—
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the noise level would be 53 dBA at 20 feet (the projected closest recreation area from the 
pump house). This is below the applicable threshold of 55 dBA. 

 Because no land use designation, pump house changes, or use of the area would change 
and the applicable threshold is not currently being exceeded, nor would it increase, the 
area is considered in compliance with TRPA regulations. 

 In regard to the emergency generator, emergency operations are exempt from noise 
standards under Chapter 23, Section 8 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

 In addition, compliance with all applicable laws, code, and ordinances, which would 
include the noise thresholds for PAS 70A, is required under the 1997 Easement. If the 
KGID pump station and water treatment facility is generating noise levels exceeding 55 
dBA CNEL, then it is doing so under existing conditions and in violation of established 
noise standards, regardless of the development or activities taking place around it. 

 As noted in responses to Comments F-5 and F-24, peak usage would be decreased and 
the potential for a breach of security resulting from vandalism or other causes would be 
decreased with the presence of on-site security and other Beach Club personnel. KGID’s 
pump house is constructed of cinder block and is a secure facility. Security at access 
points to this cinder block structure may be fortified or video surveillance may be 
enhanced, but neither action is required as a result of the proposed project. Neither the 
existing condition nor the proposed project would prohibit KGID from implementing the 
foregoing measures.    

F-23 Please see response to Comment F-22 above.  

F-24 The commenter restates concerns regarding the failure of the EIS to provide an adequate 
level of information and impact assessment to determine whether the potential for 
significant impacts exists (e.g., increased security concerns). In addition, the commenter 
requests that TRPA impose reasonable mitigation measures, such as the KGID-requested 
perimeter fence and surveillance around KGID facilities, to serve as added security. 

 Please see responses to Comments F-14 and F-15. As discussed in these responses, the 
project would not result in any new or significant increased risks of exposure to future 
residents or visitors to the project site. Therefore, no mitigation, above that which is 
already proposed under the project, is required. 

 Further, although construction of the proposed project would provide physical barriers 
and on-site security that do not currently exist, the nonexclusive 1997 Easement 
expressly authorizes joint use of the property adjacent to the KGID Improvements 
whether or not the proposed project is constructed.  

F-25 The commenter requests that the DEIS be revised and recirculated. Significant new 
information has not been added to the EIS such that recirculation is warranted. 
Recirculation is required when “significant new information” is added after notice is 
given of a DEIS but prior to certification of the FEIS.  New information added to an EIS 
is not “significant” unless the EIS is changed in a way that deprives the public of 
meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the project applicant has 
declined to implement.  
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 “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure 
showing that: 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from 
others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental 
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4)  The DEIS was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

 Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIS merely clarifies 
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIS. This FEIS 
incorporates information obtained by TRPA since the DEIS was completed, and contains 
additions, clarifications, modifications, and other changes. 

 As noted in this FEIS, several comments on the DEIS sought changes to proposed 
mitigation measures identified in the DEIS.  As explained in the FEIS, some of the 
suggestions were found to be appropriate and feasible and were added to the FEIS.  The 
requested changes to Mitigation Measure 5.9.A-5 described in Chapter 4, “Revisions and 
Corrections to the DEIS,” supplement or clarify the existing language.  The changes to 
Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-5 related to deed-restricting the 39 off-site replacement 
housing units to meet the affordable-housing criterion were made in response to public 
testimony and comments made by TRPA Governing Board members at the public 
hearing on the DEIS held on February 28, 2008.  None of the changes involve 
“significant new information” triggering recirculation because the changes to the 
mitigation measures do not result in any new significant environmental effects, any 
substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant effects, or 
otherwise trigger recirculation.  Instead, the modifications were either environmentally 
benign or environmentally neutral, and thus represent the kinds of changes that 
commonly occur as the environmental review process works towards its conclusion. 
These changes do not change the significance of any conclusions presented in the DEIS.  
Under such circumstances, recirculation of the EIS is not required. 

 Further, as described in Chapter 2, “Modifications to the Proposed Project,” of this FEIS 
the changes to the proposed project (Alternative A) that occurred since circulation of the 
DEIS for public review and comment would not result in new significant or substantially 
more severe impacts, and the construction-related impacts associated with the 
undergrounding of utility lines at the Nevada State 4-H Camp site would be similar to 
those analyzed in the DEIS. The modified project does not change the DEIS impact 
conclusions, eliminate recommended mitigation measures, or require new mitigation. 
Therefore, it does not require recirculation of the EIS.  
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Letter 

G 
Response 

 Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District 
Mark Novak, Battalion Chief—Fire Prevention 
February 29, 2008 

 
G-1 Please see response to Comment F-8 for a description of access-road refinements that 

have occurred in response to comments raised by the Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection 
District and KGID on the DEIS and following consultation with these agencies 
subsequent to DEIS circulation. The proposed roadway width for the primary access road 
is 24 feet (see Exhibit 3-4A of the DEIS). The site entry point would remain at a width of 
14 feet with a 20-foot clear zone that would provide unobstructed access to the site. All 
primary access roads would conform to state, county, and local codes for width, load 
requirements, vertical height limitations, and turning radius.  

G-2 Please see response to Comment F-8.  

G-3 The existing water lines have been pressure tested by the fire district and approach 
substandard levels of distribution pressure. It is anticipated that new water lines and 
hydrants would be installed to service the proposed Beach Club improvements. 
Infrastructure would be upgraded to meet current state, county, and local fire code 
standards.  

G-4 Hard-surface road materials with fully engineered subgrade base would be used wherever 
feasible for the proposed project. Land coverage associated with the proposed on-site 
roadway network was accounted for in the coverage table included in Exhibit 3-12 of the 
DEIS. Roadway refinements that have occurred since publication of the DEIS are 
discussed in response to Comment F-8. Exhibit 3-12 has been revised to reflect land 
coverage numbers consistent with these roadway refinements. 
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Letter 

H 
Response 

 Nevada Tahoe Conservation District 
Doug Martin, District Manager 
February 25, 2008 

 
H-1 The commenter’s support for the water quality benefits related to implementation of the 

proposed project is acknowledged. 
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Letter 

I 
Response 

 University of Nevada Cooperative Extension,  
Nevada State 4-H Camp Advisory Committee 
Barbara Byington, President 
February 27, 2008 

 
I-1 This comment provides background information on the 4-H Camp only; it does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIS. 

I-2 This comment recognizes the benefits of the collaborative efforts that Beach Club, Inc., 
has made to refine the proposed project to address concerns raised by 4-H Camp staff; it 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIS. 

I-3 The existing water conveyance pipeline that extends from Folsom Springs to the 4-H 
Camp is shown in Exhibit 3-1 below. Exhibit 3-1 was prepared based on the water rights 
and diversion application dated October 16, 1939 (Number 01465), and provided as an 
attachment to the commenter’s letter. The dimensions have been scaled from the quarter 
section lines shown in the original application, and are shown in relation to the proposed 
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe project site. This water conveyance pipeline is outside of the 
proposed project footprint and would not be affected by construction or operation of the 
proposed project.  
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 

 
Location of Folsom Springs Pipeline  Exhibit 3-1 
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SECTION C: ORGANIZATIONS 
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Letter 

J 
Response 

 Falcon Capital, LLC 
G. Randy Lane, Managing Member 
February 28, 2008 

 
J-1 The commenter’s support for the environmental benefits of the project is acknowledged.  
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Letter 

K 
Response 

 Park Cattle Company 
Brad Nelson, President 
March 3, 2008 

 
K-1 The commenter’s support for the environmental benefits of the project, including benefits 

to Edgewood Water Company’s drinking water intake line, is acknowledged. 

  

 



 

 

SECTION D: INDIVIDUALS 
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Letter 

L 
Response 

 

Name Withheld 
March 3, 2008 

 
L-1 Relocation of the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park units would occur in accordance with 

the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) as discussed in Section 5.2, “Housing and 
Population,” of the DEIS. NRS Section 118B.177 provides for the compensation of 
certain outbuildings or appurtenances. Owners of the park would comply with state 
statute that requires them to pay to move mobile homes to mobile home parks within 100 
miles. If a mobile home cannot be moved, the owners of the park would incur the unit 
disposal costs and provide fair market compensation for the unit.  

L-2 The commenter asserts that the fair market value should be determined as if the unit were 
in an operating park, not a park to be redeveloped. According to the NRS, a qualified 
mobile home dealer would establish the value of units that cannot be moved to another 
park. Additionally, extensive research conducted during preparation of the DEIS showed 
that the value of mobile homes is greatly influenced by the age and condition of the unit. 
The examination of sales prices showed little variation in price or price per square foot 
regardless of the location. The price per square foot appeared to be highly correlated to 
the size and age of a unit. Additionally, all tenants in Tahoe Shores have been on month-
to-month leases for several years. 

L-3 The commenter asserts that 6 months may not be enough time to make arrangements for 
moving a mobile home to another park. Park closure and relocation are governed by the 
NRS, which requires a notification of at least 6 months. NRS Section 118.177(6) requires 
that written notice of any closure be served timely on each tenant in the manner provided 
in NRS Section 40.280, giving the tenant at least 180 days after the date of the notice 
before he or she is required to move his or her manufactured home from the lot. 
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Letter 

M 
Response 

 

Jan Christensen 
January 30, 2008 

 
M-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval.  

M-2 The comment asserts that Tahoe Shores was once considered affordable housing for low-
income workers and that increasing rents is unfair to the senior citizens and disabled 
persons who reside there. Tahoe Shores carries no formal designation as an affordable 
housing option for low-income workers. In fact, a variety of people from different 
economic backgrounds own mobile homes in the park. For example, 20–25 units have 
been owned by people who reside outside the Tahoe Basin and use the park as a second 
or vacation home. Tahoe Shores seniors and disabled persons who qualified were offered 
a rental subsidy, thereby mitigating/offsetting rent increases. Seven residents are still on 
the subsidy program. 

M-3 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval.  

M-4 Potential impacts on Tahoe yellow cress have been evaluated in Section 5.9, “Biological 
Resources,” of the DEIS, and extensive mitigation measures have been identified therein 
that would avoid disturbance or removal of this plant species.  

M-5 Potential impacts on previously undiscovered cultural resources, including Native 
American artifacts, have been evaluated in Section 5.11, “Cultural Resources,” of the 
DEIS, and mitigation measures have been identified and described to address any 
potential cultural resource discovery during construction. 

M-6 Please see response to Comment F-17.  

M-7 Please see response to Comment F-17.  

M-8 Please see responses to Comment F-14, F-15, and F-24.  

M-9 As discussed in Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” of the DEIS, mobile home 
owners would receive compensation (relocation or disposal) in accordance with 
NRS Section 118B.177 if Tahoe Shores is closed. If a mobile home cannot be moved, the 
Nevada Revised Statutes require the owner of the park to pay the market value of the 
mobile home, as determined by a mobile home dealer. Because of the age of many 
current units and unlikely acceptance at another park, many existing mobile home units 
would be disposed and mobile home owners would receive monetary compensation equal 
to the market value of the unit. For some older units, the owners could be financially 
responsible for all or a portion of disposal costs if the value of the mobile home does not 
exceed the disposal costs. Disposal costs for most units would be approximately $5,000 
per unit.  
 
Please also see response to Comment M-2. 

M-10 Please see response to Comment M-9.  

M-11 This comment provides closing remarks only; it does not address the adequacy of the 
DEIS. 
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Letter 

N 
Response 

 

Jan Christensen 
February 27, 2008 

 
N-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. 

N-2 Please see response to Comment M-9. 

N-3 The commenter asserts that the EIS fails to fairly and equitably mitigate the housing 
impact of the project, and that while the residents want to be treated fairly, this EIS does 
not even come close. The comment also asserts that Table 5.2-2 should not be used in the 
EIS.  
 
The housing impacts of the project are mitigated in accordance with TRPA regulations. 
The purpose of the regulations is to establish whether or not Tahoe Shores provides 
affordable and moderate-income housing opportunities. The analysis determined that 54 
units in the mobile home park qualify as moderate-income housing. Fair and equitable 
compensation for individual mobile home units is a matter for Nevada state law and is 
addressed in NRS Section 118B. The park owners must comply with those provisions 
upon the closure of the park. 

 Table 5.2-2 is intended to provide baseline information about the park based on the most 
recent U.S. Census. The census information is generally considered accurate and reliable 
and is appropriate for its intended use in the EIS. 

N-4 The commenter asserts that Table 5.2-3 should not be used in the EIS. Table 5.2-3 depicts 
the baseline conditions of mobile homes in the park as of January 2004, the date when the 
notice of preparation was circulated for the DEIS. The information contained in Table 
5.2-3 was assembled from a variety of reliable sources: the Douglas County Assessor’s 
Office, the Nevada Manufactured Housing Division, and a park survey of mobile home 
owners. The table is appropriate for its intended uses. 

N-5 The commenter asserts that information in Table 5.2-4 is outdated and inaccurate because 
mobile home owners in the park do not have loan payments, and that the statement about 
insurance payments is not accurate. Table 5.2-4 contains information on conditions that 
applied to the park in early 2004. The DEIS analysis addressed whether the park provides 
affordable or moderate-income housing. The determination of whether a unit is 
affordable or moderate-income housing is not based on the financial circumstances of the 
current occupant. It is understood that some occupants no longer have loan payments. 
However, if someone comes into the park and purchases a unit, he or she would incur this 
housing cost. Additionally, the loan payments are used to establish housing costs 
associated with each unit. 

 To determine the affordability of the park, a common set of assumptions was applied 
even to units being used as second or vacation homes. Assumed loan payments are part of 
the common set of assumptions that established an estimated monthly cost for the mobile 
homes and the park tenant. Extensive research was completed to determine financing 
terms for personal-property mobile homes in Nevada mobile home parks. The terms used 
in the analysis are very conservative. It should be noted that financing for personal-
property mobile homes was difficult if not impossible to obtain in 2004. 
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 Insurance information was obtained from Douglas County Assessor’s records and 
contacts with State Farm Insurance. Such information is used primarily to establish 
insurance costs. State Farm indicated that it would not insure a mobile home that is more 
than 20 years old; presumably this is for the purchase of units and not for individuals who 
maintain coverage.  

 In response to this comment, Table 5.2-4 on page 5.2-7 of the DEIS is revised as follows 
to delete the reference to age of unit and willingness to insure:  

Table 5.2-4 
Estimated Occupancy Cost for a Typical Unit in the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park 

$315/month Loan Payment (PI) – $28,000, LTV 95%, 12% for 15 years. Terms based upon interviews 
with Nevada lenders.  

$50/month Taxes and insurance – 20-year-old maximum for insurance-State Farm Insurance and 
Douglas County Assessor Personal Property Tax. 

$225/month Utility allowance – Section 8 Utility Allowance plus sewer and water for Tahoe Shores. NV.  

$725/month Announced site rents in December 2003 (average)  

$1,315/month Total Estimated Occupancy Cost for a Unit at Tahoe Shores 

 
N-6 The commenter asserts that most mobile home owners in Tahoe Shores are below the 

poverty level and that income levels in the EIS do not reflect the tenants’ incomes. 

 The property owner, Beach Club, Inc., provides a rental subsidy to mobile home owners 
who qualify. Initially 17 residents applied and received the subsidy based on income 
qualification. Currently, seven tenants qualify for rental subsidy. For households to 
qualify for the subsidy, their housing costs must exceed 35% of their household income. 
Such a condition would place households below the poverty level. 

 The income levels discussed in Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” of the DEIS are 
used to establish maximum housing-related costs for the affordable level (households at 
or below 80% of the county’s median income adjusted for household size) and the 
moderate-income level (households at or below 120% of the county’s median income 
adjusted for household size). Such levels are not intended to describe the income levels of 
current park tenants. To comply with TRPA ordinances, the housing analysis must 
determine whether housing can be obtained in Tahoe Shores at a cost that is affordable to 
households at or below 80% of the median income level or households at or below 120% 
of median income level. The income or financial status of the current occupant is not 
used to determine whether a housing option is affordable to the aforementioned income 
groups. A housing unit can be deemed affordable or moderate even if the owner has 
extraordinarily high income and substantial financial assets. 

N-7 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. 
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Letter 

O 
Response 

 

Monroe Friedling 
January 18, 2008 

 
O-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. 
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Letter 

P 
Response 

 

Bob Cook 
March 3, 2008 

 
P-1 The commenter suggests that the proposed pier reconstruction and expansion would 

disturb the lake bottom near the KGID intake, create more boat traffic, and degrade water 
quality and fishing. As discussed in Impact 5.6.A-11 of the DEIS, the existing 109-foot 
private pier would be reconstructed and extended approximately 50 linear feet, for a total 
length of 159 feet from Lake Tahoe High Water Datum (elevation 6,229.1). The 
reconstructed pier would include an 80-foot vertically moving fixed section and a 20-foot 
transition section that connects the fixed section to a 59-foot floating section. The pier 
expansion would not be located in prime fish habitat and the nearest fishing hole, 
Hobart’s Hole, is located approximately 800 feet from the high-water datum (see 
Exhibit 3-2 below). Because the expanded pier would be extended to 159 feet from the 
high-water datum, a buffer of approximately 640 feet would remain between the 
proposed pier and the fishing hole. Therefore, pier expansion would not affect the aquatic 
habitat that supports the localized recreational fishery or otherwise interfere with the 
fishing experience at Hobart’s Fishing Hole. 

A BMP plan approved by TRPA would be implemented to prevent spillage of debris, 
machine oils, or other construction-related materials from the pier work area into the lake 
water. The BMP plan, at a minimum, would specify that a turbidity curtain be used at all 
times during construction of the floating pier and relocation of the buoys. The area 
surrounding both the existing pier and the proposed pier expansion is not located in prime 
fish habitat or recreationally important fish habitat, and BMPs would be in place to 
prevent construction-related materials from the pier work area into the lake water. 
Furthermore, no work would be done at or below water level, and no construction staging 
or activities would occur from the beach. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant. No revisions to the DEIS are necessary. 
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 

 
Proposed Pier in Relation to Hobart’s Fishing Hole  Exhibit 3-2 
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Letter 

Q 
Response 

 

Michael Ingenluyff 
February 20, 2008 

 
Q-1 The commenter requests a copy of the rental/sale history of each Tahoe Shores Mobile 

Home Park unit or, if one is unavailable, an appraisal of the units. 

 Tahoe Shores is a mobile home park that rents spaces to owners of mobile homes. The 
park provides a rental opportunity. As a result, no appraisal is required to determine 
whether the park provides an affordable or moderate housing opportunity. The site’s 
rental history is available from the mobile home park and is discussed in Section 5.2, 
“Housing and Population,” of the DEIS. The site rental costs, along with other housing-
related costs, are used to determine the extent to which housing opportunities in the park 
are at or below the affordable or moderate-income levels for Douglas County, adjusted 
for household size. This concept of tenure (renters) in the park is further enforced by the 
classification of mobile homes as personal property and not real property. The real-
property classification requires the land and entitlements under the mobile home to be 
owned by the owner of the mobile home. According to Douglas County Assessor’s 
records, mobile home owners in the park have not been assessed and taxed as real 
property. 

 There are several problems with attempting to appraise personal-property mobile home 
parks where the underlying property is not subdivided into individual lots or parcels and 
the land and entitlements are owned by someone else. Those problems are outlined in 
Section 5.2, “Housing and Population.”   
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Letter 

R 
Response 

 

Michael Ingenluyff, Sr. 
March 3, 2008 

 
R-1 The comment asserts that TRPA’s use of inflated rent costs provided by the project 

applicant, Beach Club, Inc., is inexcusable and that the use of $725 per month in site 
rents is incorrect and inflated.  
 
Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” of the DEIS describes the existing population and 
housing conditions at the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park as of 2004 (the time when the 
TRPA notice of preparation for the project was circulated and the baseline conditions for 
the project). At that time, the site rents were $50 per month higher than those presented in 
the comment. The rents used were those announced at the end of 2003. The average 
refers to the average among the rent categories, not the average for the year 2003.  

 DEIS Table 5.2-4 presents the estimated occupancy cost for a typical unit in the Tahoe 
Shores Mobile Home Park in 2004. The rents at the period of analysis were net of 
utilities. No double counting occurred. TRPA did review other mobile home parks at 
Lake Tahoe. Tahoe Verde Mobile Home Park had site rents that ranged from 
approximately $515 to $575 per month in 2003. The Sierra Nevada College Mobile 
Home Park maintained site rents of $500 per month in 1998; those rents were frozen 
pending redevelopment of the park. The associated utility costs at Tahoe Verde and 
Sierra Nevada College were similar to those used for Tahoe Shores. 

R-2 Please see response to Comment R-1. 

R-3 Please see response to Comment R-1. 

R-4 Please see response to Comment R-1. 

R-5 Please see response to Comment R-1. 

R-6 The commenter asserts that TRPA “switched” the analysis to focus on a selected group of 
mobile homes to reduce moderate or low-cost housing mitigation. The analysis for the 
affordable level (income not in excess of 80% of the county’s median income) and the 
moderate level (120% of the county’s median income) do differ, but not for the intended 
purposes stated in the comment. According to Marshall Swift Valuation Service, average 
single-wide mobile homes are beyond their useful life at 25 years and double-wide units 
exceed their useful life at 30 years. There are a significant number of mobile homes in 
Tahoe Shores that are beyond their useful life (see Table 5.2-3 in the DEIS). 
Furthermore, there is a direct relationship between the age of the mobile home and its 
economic value. Marshall Swift Valuation Services provides depreciation tables for 
mobile homes. Also, extensive reviews of mobile home sales provided through the 
multiple listing service, the Douglas County Assessor’s Office, and title sales from the 
Nevada Manufactured Housing Division clearly demonstrated the correlation between 
economic value with the age of the unit. 

 Resolving the conflicts between valuation and the useful life of a mobile home in Tahoe 
Shores greatly complicated the housing analysis. The complications associated with the 
valuation of older mobile homes in Tahoe Shores resulted in the consideration of two 
approaches—one using replacement costs for the older units and the other using only 
coaches ranging in age from 0 to 25 years. The approach for the moderate-housing 
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analysis used units less than 25 years old instead of considering replacement units for 
older coaches. Johnson-Perkins Appraisal provided guidance on the valuation of units for 
the moderate-housing analysis. Using a replacement unit for older mobile homes would 
further reduce the mitigation requirements. 

 The affordability analysis (households at or below 80% of the county’s median income) 
incorporated all units regardless of age, useful life, or value. An average cost for a unit 
was calculated with guidance from Johnson-Perkins Appraisal and added to the tenant’s 
housing costs at Tahoe Shores. Even with the older units included, the average housing 
cost would still exceed the affordability cost thresholds. Excluding unit costs altogether, 
Tahoe Shores still did not provide an affordable housing option for one- and two-person 
households, who were the majority of full-time tenants in the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home 
Park according to the 2000 U.S. Census data. 

R-7 Fannie Mae financing provides capital to housing lenders for both market-rate and 
affordable housing. CW Capital provided purchase money financing for the acquisition of 
the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park. The financing provided by CW Capital was market 
rate, and no obligation was created designating the existing mobile home park as either 
affordable- or moderate-income housing. As indicated in response to Comment V-3, of 
the 155 owned manufactured housing units within the park, the total number of residents 
seeking rental assistance was 17 in 2004 and, at present, only seven residents have 
applied for rental assistance because of low income. In other words, since 2004, a small 
minority of park residents qualified for or sought rent subsides, and neither the purchase 
money financing covenants nor the number of park residents seeking rental assistance 
supports a finding that the park is subject to low-income obligations to Fannie Mae. 

R-8 The commenter asserts that closure of Tahoe Shores would significantly reduce the 
opportunity for low- to moderate-income residents to actually “own” a home on the 
Nevada side of the Tahoe Basin, and that TRPA’s policy of allowing developers to 
“replace” homes available for ownership by low- to moderate-income residents with old, 
run-down, inequitable “rental” apartments indicates that TRPA’s policies are biased 
against low- to moderate-income residents of Lake Tahoe. The commenter also indicates 
that the DEIS does not mention any goals or thresholds regarding affordable housing or a 
community affordable housing plan. 
 
The analysis shows that there are approximately 54 units in the park that qualify as 
moderate-income housing. The DEIS identifies as mitigation a requirement that the 
owners of Tahoe Shores provide 54 units of deed-restricted housing. Mitigation units are 
not replacement housing for park tenants. The Nevada Revised Statutes provide 
compensation for displaced residents required to move from the park. There is no bias 
against low- or moderate-income households in that financial circumstances do not 
determine mitigation. The owners of Tahoe Shores would provide a variety of ownership 
and/or rental deed-restricted mitigation units. (See Chapter 2, “Modifications to the 
Proposed Project,” of this FEIS for housing mitigation details.) Once units become deed 
restricted, income guidelines would determine the eligibility of occupants to purchase or 
rent. 

 Currently there are no established thresholds or goals for affordable housing. TRPA does 
not have a community affordable housing plan. 

R-9 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIS, but rather suggests that its 
preparation by an independent consultant in collaboration with TRPA staff raises 
independence and conflict-of-interest issues. It is common practice for TRPA, and other 
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lead agencies with decision-making authority over a project, to enter into an agreement 
by which a consultant prepares the environmental review on behalf of the agency. In such 
a case the consultant acts as an extension of staff, collaborating with staff throughout the 
environmental review process. TRPA’s process for selecting and using independent 
consultants for assistance in preparing environmental documents is described in Article 
VI, Section 6.20, of the TRPA Rules of Procedure.  
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Letter 

S 
Response 

 

Sandra Lane  
February 25, 2008 

 
S-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval.  

 With respect to the availability of mobile home parks within 100 miles of the site, the 
project applicant has conducted initial research and provided the information contained in 
Table 3-3 below to support the EIS. This information will continue to be updated and 
provided to individual residents within the park. 

 



EDAW
  

 
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS 

Comments and Individual Responses 
3-146 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

 

 

Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Carson Mobile Home Park  
3429 S. Carson Street  
Carson City, NV 89701  
Phone: (775) 882-9410 

24.9 53 None 10 years None Family $365 None 

Clear Creek Mobile Park  
47 Clear Creek Avenue  
Carson City, NV 89701  
Phone: (775) 882-4751 

24.9 75 Water, sewer, and 
trash paid None None Family $370—$380 None 

Parc De Maison  
154 Cognac Court  
Carson City, NV 89701  
Phone: (775) 882-4445 

24.9 170 None 1985 None Family $305 Rent increase 

Silver State Mobile Home 
Park  
1950 N. Carson St.  
Carson City, NV 89706  
Phone: (775) 883-2424 

24.9 80 Water and trash paid 1995 6 Family $395 Resurfacing streets 

Ideal Mobile Home Park  
750 East Stillwater Ave.  
Fallon, NV 89406  
Phone: (775) 423-2900 

86.96 197 Pool and jacuzzi None 16 Family $335 None 

Fernley Villa Mobile Home 
Park 
945 East Main  
Fernley, NV 89408  
Phone: (775) 575-4948 

74.56 172 None None None Family $305 None 

Rancho Mobile Home Park 
570 West Main St.  
Fernley, NV 89408  
Phone: (775) 575-2204 

74.56 102 Playground None 5 Family $320 None 
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Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Riverview Mobile Home Park  
596 Highway 395  
Gardnerville, NV 89410  
Phone: (775) 265-2751 

16.08 50 Water, sewer, and 
trash paid None None Senior $400–$450 None 

Donner Springs Village  
4485 Boca Way  
Reno, NV 89502  
Phone: (775) 825-5516 

57.6 218 Tennis, clubhouse, 
pool/spa None None Family $540–$580 None 

Fairview Mobile Manor  
2885 Kietzke Lane  
Reno, NV 89502  
Phone: (775) 826-6066 

57.6 92 Water and trash paid None None Family $495 None 

La Rambla Mobile Park  
2880 Kietzke Lane 
Reno, NV 89502  
Phone: (775) 825-0779 

57.6 50 Trash, water, and 
sewer paid None 1 Family $395 None 

Lucky Lane Mobile Park  
3650 Boynton Lane  
Reno, NV 89502  
Phone: (775) 825-5239 

57.6 187 Clubhouse, laundry 
room 2007 2 Family $415 single, 

$445 double None 

Reno Cascade Community  
3805 Clear Acre Lane  
Reno, NV 89512  
Phone: (775) 673-2202 

57.6 245 Clubhouse, library, 
gym None 12 Family $544 single, 

$579 double None 

Rolling Whell Manor Mobile 
Home Park  
2945 Kietzke Lane  
Reno, NV 89506  
Phone: (775) 770-1140 

57.6 66 Water, sewer, electric None None Family $441 None 
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Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Silverada Mobile Home 
Estates  
2301 Oddie Blvd.  
Reno, NV 89512  
Phone: (775) 358-8100 

57.6 169 Clubhouse, pool, 
laundry 

As City 
regulates 2 Senior $393–$400 None 

Skyline Mobile Park  
7900 North Virginia St.  
Reno, NV 89506  
Phone: (775) 972-1666 

57.6 307 Clubhouse, pool, 
playground None 11 Family $445–$457 None 

Five Star Mobile Home Park  
1340 5th Street  
Silver Springs, NV 89429  
Phone: (775) 577-2277 

60.53 29 Water and trash paid None None Family $250 None 

Silver Springs Community  
4515 Hwy 50  
Silver Springs, NV 89429  
Phone: (775) 577-2775 

60.53 36 Sewer and water paid None None Family $300 None 

Oasis Mobile Estates  
8550 Pyramid Lake Road 
Sparks, NV 89436  
Phone: (775) 425-5977 

57.27 80 Sewer, water, and 
trash None 1 Family $476–$481 None 

Sierra Royal Mobile Home 
Park  
675 Parlanti Lane  
Sparks, NV 89434  
Phone: (775) 358-4704 

57.27 151 Sewer, water, and 
trash None None Senior $590 None 

Sun Valley Mobile Home Park  
5590 Leon Drive  
Sun Valley, NV 89433  
Phone: (775) 674-0202 

59.89 56 Clubhouse None None Family $440 single, 
$460 double None 
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Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Donner Creek Mobile Home 
Park  
10715 Highway 89  
Truckee, CA 96160 
Phone: (530) 587-4466 

41.93 95 Recreation room and 
laundry None 1 Family $550–$625 None 

Village Green Mobile Home 
Park  
11070 Brockway Road  
Truckee, CA 96161  
Phone: (530) 587-3326 

41.93 94 Laundry and 
playground None None Family $425–$570 1 double-wide for sale 

(#58) 

Highlands Mobile Park  
150 Clinton Road  
Jackson, CA 95642  
Phone: (209) 223-2680 

91.54 59 Pool and Clubhouse None None Senior $450 None 

Meadow Pines Estates  
23750 Carson Road  
Pioneer, CA 95666  
Phone: (209) 295-7482 

76.42 50 None 2000 or 
newer 4 Family $490 None 

Diamond Springs Mobile 
Home Park 
3550 China Garden Road  
Placerville, CA 95667  
Phone: (530) 622-7904 

62.31 147 Clubhouse, cardroom, 
trips 

Must be state 
inspected None Senior $440 Upgrading—replacing 

with modulars 

Mountain View Manor  
3020 Newton Road  
Placerville, CA 95667  
Phone: (530) 621-9556 

62.31 33 Water None None Family $400–$500 None 

Panorama Mobile Home Park  
4330 Panorama Drive  
Placerville, CA 95667  
Phone: (530) 622-5017 

62.31 60 Pool, clubhouse, 
laundry None 2 Family $300–$475 None 



EDAW
  

 
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS 

Comments and Individual Responses 
3-150 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

 

 

Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Bonanza Mobile Home Park  
5840 Pony Express Trail  
Pollock Pines, CA 95726  
Phone: (530) 644-2994 

49.56 60 None 2007 2 Senior $350–$380 None 

Yerington Mobile Park  
528 S. Main  
Yerington, NV 89447 
Phone: (775) 463-2989  

71.21 40 Water and trash paid None 1 Family $245 None 

Yorkshire Mobile Park  
7950 Yorkshire Drive  
Reno, NV 89506 
Phone: (775) 972-1515 

71.21 30 Clubhouse 1989 or 
newer None Senior $435 None 

Chris Havens Mobile Park & 
RV Community  
2030 E Street  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150  
Phone: (530) 541-1895 

4.4       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Heavenly Valley Mobile 
Home Park 
P.O. Box 762  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96156 
Phone: (530) 587-3326 

1.3       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Heavenly Valley Mobile Park 
3740 Blackwood Road  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150  
Phone: (530) 544-6684 

4.4       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Tahoe Verde  
1080 Julie Lane  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150  
Phone: (530) 541-3506 

4.4 265 Pool, clubhouse None 

20—on hold 
due park 

subdivision 
process 

Family $636.62 Sales available 
through Remax Realty
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Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Lakeside Mobile & RV Park  
3987 Cedar Avenue  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150  
Phone: (530) 544-4704 

4.4       No longer in operation

Tahoe Vista Mobile Estates  
501 National Avenue  
Tahoe Vista, CA 96148  
Phone: (530) 546-3891 

22.1       Telephone number is 
disconnected 

Coachland Mobile Home Park  
10100 Pioneer Trail  
Truckee, CA 96151  
Phone: (530) 587-3071 

31.1 48 Laundry 10 years None Family $500–$635 Units for sale; need to 
go to park and look 

Little Truckee Mobile Home 
Park  
2333 Eloise Avenue  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96151  
Phone: (530) 541-2517 

4.4        No longer in operation

Caravan Park @ South Lake 
Tahoe—Same as Heavenly 
Valley Park on Blackwood  

4.4       See Heavenly Valley 
Park on Blackwood 

Trails West Mobile Home Park 
73561 State Route 70  
Portola, CA 96122  
Phone: (530) 832-5074 

69.7 54 None None 1 single Family $187.50 None for sale 

Sierra Springs Resort  
70099 Sierra Springs Drive  
Blairsden, CA 96103  
Phone: (530) 836-2747 

69.8 20 None 7 years 1 single Family $285.00 None for sale 
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Table 3-3 
Mobile Home Park Availability Analysis 

Mobile Home Park  
Name and Site Location 

Approximate 
Mile Distance 
From Tahoe 

# of 
Spaces 
in Park 

Provided Amenities Unit Age 
Restriction 

Available 
Spaces 

Senior or 
Family Park 

Current Lot  
Rent Range 

Any Known Potential or 
Upcoming Changes for 
Park Notes/Comments 

Pineview Mobile Home Park  
2000 Palute Lane  
Susanville, CA 96130  
Phone: (530) 667-2617 

115.6       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Tulelake Shady Lanes Park  
795 Modoc Avenue  
Tulelake, CA 96134  
Phone: (530) 667-2617 

207.8       No answer, no 
answering machine 

Skylark Mobile Home Park  
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150  
Phone: (530) 542-1111 

6       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Loyalton Mobile Estates  
Portola, CA 96122  
Phone: (530) 993-4293 

69.7       Left message; unable 
to contact yet 

Source: South Shore Capital 2008 
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Letter 

T 
Response 

 

Betty J. Neff 
January 11, 2008 

 
T-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. 
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Letter 

U 
Response 

 

Mike Newell 
February 15, 2008 

 
U-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. 
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Letter 

V 
Response 

 

Steve Ray 
February 29, 2008 

  
V-1 This comment summarizes comments on subsequent pages of this comment letter and 

each is addressed individually below. Please see responses to Comments V-2 through V-
5 below. 

V-2 The comment asserts that the wrong site rents were used in the analysis and that the space 
rents have been raised to effectively double the space rent of every other park in the 
entire state of Nevada. The rent increases were used to force homeowners out of the park. 
By forcing out the homeowners, as asserted in this comment, the park owners could buy 
abandoned homes at “fire sale” prices.  

 Please see response to Comment Q-1. Moving out homeowners or changing tenants in the 
park has little or no influence on the housing analysis, nor does the number of remaining 
homeowners. The abandoned homes or so-called “fire sale” prices have no influence on 
the housing mitigation analysis. The comment illustrates the difficult interpretations of 
events and conditions that might affect the determination of housing mitigation at Tahoe 
Shores. The population shift cited in the comment does not relate to whether or not 
occupants moved into or out of the park during the period of analysis. It may be true that 
some tenants left as a result of increasing site rents. However, there were a variety of 
reasons for Beach Club acquisitions, including age and condition of the coaches and the 
normal attrition expected in the park. The project applicant has acquired a number of 
coaches, many of them older and in poor condition. 

V-3 The commenter asserts that the site rent in the DEIS is incorrect and that some tenants are 
paying less than the established rate based on an agreement with the park owners. 

 Please see response to Comment Q-1. Tahoe Shores is providing a rent subsidy to a 
limited number of park tenants. This program was developed as a result of negotiation 
over rental increases. When the program was initially started, approximately 17 tenants 
applied and qualified for the subsidy. The number is currently seven. The project 
applicant voluntarily offered this tenant-based rental subsidy that stays with the 
individual and not the site. The application of TRPA ordinances to determine mitigation 
focuses on the housing option itself, not the economic circumstances of the individual or 
subsidy he or she receives. It is possible that a housing unit can be deemed affordable or 
moderate even if it is owned or occupied by an individual with substantial financial 
resources. In other words, the income or the economic circumstances of an occupant is 
not used to determine whether a housing option is affordable or moderate and subject to 
mitigation.  

V-4 The comment claims that quality of life must be given equal weight. It states that the EIS 
would appear to indicate that some owners may be moved to rental units and that there is 
no indication that the EIS addressed moving affected homeowners to purchased housing. 

 Quality-of-life issues are subjective and difficult to incorporate into the housing analysis. 
There are no rules, regulations, or laws for quality of life pertaining to providing a 
guarantee that a person can live at a specific desired location for a specific cost. Lake 
Tahoe is a very desirable location, specifically a lakefront community. 
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 The EIS does not imply that occupants would be moved to rental or purchased housing. 
The current tenants of Tahoe Shores would be given preference to rent or purchase 
available mitigation units. The ordinance requires that if moderate housing is lost to a 
subdivision, then an equal number of moderate (deed-restricted) housing must be 
provided. TRPA-required mitigation does not provide substitute-housing units for Tahoe 
Shores tenants, nor is it meant to compensate for the park’s closure and relocation. The 
Nevada Revised Statutes are the appropriate mechanism for direct mitigation for the 
affected homeowners. The park owner will give priority to existing Tahoe Shores 
residents for the rental or purchase of available deed-restricted mitigation housing units.  

V-5 The commenter asserts that the park owner is stealing equity from the mobile home 
owners by not recognizing the equity built up in the property similar to real property, and 
because homeowners did not purchase their units for “bluebook value.” 

 Mobile home coaches decline in value with the age of unit. Marshall/Swift Valuation 
services (an appraisers’ handbook) establishes depreciation tables based on the age of the 
unit. In-depth analysis of mobile home sales for the area would also support the decline in 
values. The location would not add to the equity of the unit because someone other than 
the homeowner owns the property. Such value would be captured in the site rents in the 
case of a mobile home park. The existence of any surplus value because of the location of 
Tahoe Shores would suggest that site rents were not adequate. It is also important to note 
that Tahoe Shores residents have never been assessed real property tax, nor have they 
been required to pay real property tax. 

 In terms of the value of other improvements, the Nevada Revised Statutes provide some 
compensation for structures that cannot be moved.  
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Letter 

W 
Response 

 

Karen and Stephen Saunders 
February 29, 2008 

  
W-1 This comment largely addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by 

decision-makers at the time of project approval. 

 Consistent with other studies for projects of this scope, the traffic study did not include 
evaluation of the additional travel that may be associated with relocation of existing site 
residents. Because this impact is dependent on many factors (such as the existing and 
future employment patterns of site residents, changes in overall employment levels, and 
changes in overall housing opportunities), such an analysis would by necessity include a 
high level of conjecture. In addition, TRPA and Douglas County have aggressive 
programs to expand affordable housing opportunities in the South Shore, reducing the 
need to commute from outside the Tahoe Basin. Also, the recent initiation of the 
Kingsbury Express public transit program from Gardnerville to Stateline provides transit 
service nine times per day, reducing the overall need for relocated employees to add to 
traffic volumes.  

W-2 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval.  
 
It is common practice for public agencies to allow individual commenters during a public 
hearing the opportunity to speak for a limited period of time. For TRPA, the standard 
amount of time afforded individuals is 3 minutes. Public agencies and members of the 
public were also encouraged to submit written comments on the DEIS during the public 
review period for consideration by decision-makers. 

W-3 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval. Please also see response to Comment S-1. 
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Letter 

X 
Response 

 

Helen Sauter 
February 4, 2008 

 
X-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. 
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Letter 

Y 
Response 

 

Edgar Scharruhn 
February 29, 2008 

  
Y-1 The commenter’s support for the environmental benefits of the project is acknowledged. 
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Letter 

Z 
Response 

 

Eric Scheetz Sr. 
February 26, 2008 

  
Z-1 The commenter suggests that the pier is long enough and does not need to be extended 

and that it is already difficult to fish near the pier. The commenter also suggests that any 
construction work in the lake would harm the fishing and other wildlife of the area. 
Please see response to Comment P-1. 
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Letter 

AA 
Response 

 

Norma Thayer  
February 20, 2008 

  
AA-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval. Regarding mobile home parks near the site that 
are available for relocation, please see response to Comment S-1. 
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Letter 

BB 
Response 

 

Jim Weber 
January 28, 2008 

  
BB-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval.  
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Letter 

CC 
Response 

 

Bruce Williams 
March 3, 2008 

  
CC-1 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-

makers at the time of project approval.  

CC-2 The comment asserts that the Nevada Revised Statutes are not the appropriate mechanism 
to establish values for mobile homes in the park. The statutes provide the only 
mechanism under the circumstances associated with mobile home park closure in 
Nevada. 

CC-3 This comment addresses the merits of the project and will be considered by decision-
makers at the time of project approval.  

CC-4 Regarding the statement that “tool grade obsidian” presented by Mr. Newell at the TRPA 
Governing Board meeting was found within the Beach Club project area, it is highly 
unlikely that what is implied to be a natural source of obsidian has been found in this area 
because this material does not occur naturally in the Tahoe Basin. In addition, because up 
to six cultural resources investigations have been conducted within and in the immediate 
vicinity of the project area, it is similarly unlikely that a major deposit of obsidian 
prehistoric artifacts has been discovered by Mr. Newell. It is not entirely outside the 
realm of possibility that such a deposit was found or that these or similar materials 
presently lie in undocumented subsurface contexts; however, current professional 
research suggests that such discoveries are unlikely to have occurred in the past, and it is 
improbable that this type of discovery will be made in the future. Still, it would be 
advisable for Mr. Newell to provide samples of the obsidian to a qualified professional 
archaeologist and representatives of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California for 
examination and to provide the opportunity for an archaeologist and tribal member to 
visit the location of its reported discovery. If it is determined that the material represents 
a previously undocumented in-situ prehistoric archaeological occurrence, further 
investigations may be warranted. 
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4 REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DEIS 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes revisions to the text in the DEIS following its publication and public review. The changes 
are presented in the order in which they appear in the original DEIS and are identified by DEIS page number. The 
changes shown in this chapter are the result of comments received on the DEIS that resulted in text modifications 
or corrections, and modifications to the text that reflect the changes to the proposed project (Alternative A) that 
occurred after circulation of the DEIS for public review and comments and that are described in Chapter 2, 
“Modifications to the Proposed Project.” The proposed text modifications do not affect the impact analysis or 
conclusions in the DEIS.  Revisions are shown as excerpts from the DEIS text, with strikethrough (strikethrough) 
text for deletions and underline (underline) text for additions.  

4.2 REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO DEIS 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-2, the second paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A would result in the construction of 143124 market rate for-sale condominiums (15 of the units may 
be moderate-income for-sale units as part of mitigation; the remainder would be sold at the market rate), located 
in lodge buildings, and residential estate buildings, a carriage house, and in and adjacent to a gate house. In 
addition, 18 moderate-income condominiums would be constructed in the carriage house and one additional 
moderate-income unit would be constructed near the gate house. Further, 395 off-site units would be deed-
restricted as affordable moderate income housing in Aspen Grove Apartments in the Oliver Park subdivision, and  
an additional 15 deed-restricted moderate income units would be deed-restricted either on or off site, resulting in a 
total of 54 moderate income-restricted units. The 39 affordable income housing units deed restricted at Aspen 
Grove would be eligible for multi-residential bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances. Similarly, Ssince Douglas County maintains a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income 
Housing Program, the 15se moderate income housing units would also be eligible for multi-residential bonus 
units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Accordingly, 54 multi-residential bonus unit 
allocations would be sought from TRPA. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-2, the first sentence of the fourth paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 square feet (sf) of coverage, a reduction of 
approximately 99,052 82,507 sf from the existing TRPA-verified coverage (457,959 sf).  

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on pages 1-6 and 1-7, Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2. Replacement of Moderate Income Housing. Mitigation shall be in the form of 
construction of an equal number of moderate income or more restrictive income level units, conversion of other 
structures to moderate income or more restrictive income level housing, restriction of subdivided units to 
moderate income or more restrictive income level housing units, or a combination of the above. The applicant 
shall provide 54 moderate income-restricted replacement units as follows: 

21. A total of 3539 off-site housing units shall be purchased and converted to deed-restricted moderate affordable 
income units. The units will be located in the Oliver Park subdivision (directly east of the project - Douglas 
County, Nevada). The composition of such units in terms of the number of bedrooms shall be consistent with 
household demographics of Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and the Douglas County portion of Lake Tahoe. 
The majority of households including those in the Tahoe Shores mobile home park are comprised of one to 
three person households. Preference will be given first to income qualified Tahoe Shores residents, and then 
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to qualified Beach Club employees. The units will be rented at rates consistent with TRPA guidelines for 
moderate affordable income housing.  

12. A total of 19 15 deed-restricted moderate income condominiums units shall be deed restricted constructed 
either on- or off-site before the final phase of project construction.  One of the following could occur related 
to the remaining 15 replacement housing units: on the project site.  

- The project applicant could construct 15 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale condominium units on 
site as originally proposed; or 

- The project applicant could acquire an additional 15 off-site market rate residential units in the south 
shore area of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted rental moderate-income units. 

 If the first option is exercised, pPreference for on-site mitigation units will be given first to income-qualified 
Tahoe Shores residents and then to qualified Beach Club employees. Such units will consist of one, two, and 
three bedroom units. The 15 units will be sold at prices consistent with TRPA guidelines for moderate income 
housing. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-7, Impact 5.2.A-3 in Table 1-1 is revised as follows: 

5.2.A-3: Decrease in Housing Availability/Displacement of Residents. Alternative A would result in the 
closure of the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and the removal of 155 mobile home spaces, 150 of which are 
currently occupied, and 128 of which had full-time residents as of February 2004. (Data obtained from the current 
site manager shows a substantial reduction in full-time residents.  As of November 2007, 36 of the 58 owner 
occupied units were occupied as primary residences – 17 of the remaining units were either rented or vacant, and 
5 units had seasonal occupants.) The Nevada Revised Statutes would be followed to account for the Park’s 
closure and the displacement of residents. Alternative A would then result in the construction of 143 
condominiums, including 19 deed-restricted moderate income units. (As part of Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2, a 
total of 395 off-site housing units would be purchased and converted to deed-restricted affordable moderate 
income units, and an additional A total of 19 15 deed-restricted moderate income condominiums units shall be 
constructed deed restricted either on or off site, for a total of 54 moderate income-restricted units.) The loss of up 
to 12 units would not be a substantial reduction in the total housing stock in Stateline or Douglas County because 
the actual number of occupied mobile homes at Tahoe Shores has ranged between 140 and 150 units. 
Furthermore, the reduction of as many as 12 units only represents 0.25% of the total housing stock in Douglas 
County (4,769 units). 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-10, Impact 5.3.A-1 in Table 1-1 is revised as follows: 

5.3.A-1: Consistency with Regional Plan Land Use Goals and Policies. Alternative A would result in 143 for-
sale condominiums, construction of a beach and swim club, expansion of the existing pier, and relocation of three 
existing buoys. Alternative A would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of site coverage representing a 
reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf of site coverage in comparison to the TRPA verified coverage for the 
site. Alternative A would be consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan as described in Table 5.3-
1. This impact is considered less than significant. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on pages 1-12 and 1-13, Impact 5.4.A-1 in Table 1-1 is revised as follows: 

5.4.A-1: Land Coverage. Alternative A would result in a total of approximately 358,907 375,452 sf 
(8.2462 acres) of coverage, a reduction in site coverage of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf (1.892.27 acres) or 
1822% from the TRPA-verified coverage (457,959 sf or 10.51 acres); the majority of the coverage reduction 
would be within primary SEZ (LCD 1b) areas. Alternative A would also result in the relocation of some existing 
coverage and the restoration of approximately 2 acres of SEZ habitat. On the whole, the coverage reduction, the 
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relocation of coverage, and the proposed restoration associated with Alternative A would provide a net 
environmental benefit. For this reason this would be a beneficial impact. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-21, Impact 5.5.A-2 in Table 1-1 is revised as follows: 

5.5.A-2: Impervious Surface Area and Runoff. Development of Alternative A would result in approximately 
358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, a reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf from the existing TRPA verified 
coverage (457,959 sf) on the project site. Alternative A would alter the course and volume of runoff from the 
project site during storm events, but the runoff volume would be reduced through the decrease in coverage and the 
design and implementation of BMPs and drainage facilities that meet or exceed TRPA requirements. This impact 
is considered beneficial. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-49, the second bullet on the page (the fourth bullet of Mitigation 
Measure 5.9.A-5) is revised as follows: 

► Equipment shall be cleaned at designated wash stations after leaving invasive/noxious weed infestation areas. 
If deemed necessary, wash stations shall be identified by the resource specialists before construction activities 
begin in a particular segment and shall be approved by the agencies. All equipment coming onto the project 
area from weed-infested areas or areas of unknown weed status shall be cleaned of all attached soil or plant 
parts. 

Chapter 1, “Summary,” on page 1-85, Impact 5.14-2 in Table 1-1 is revised as follows: 

5.14-2: Cumulative — Loss of Moderate Income Housing. The analysis in Section 5.2, “Population and 
Housing,” determined that none of the mobile homes at the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park qualify as 
affordable housing. However, the analysis did determine that 54 mobile home units qualify as moderate-income 
housing. Implementation of Alternatives A, B, C and E would result in the closure of the Tahoe Shores Mobile 
Home Park and the loss of the 54 moderate-income housing units. Only Alternatives A and C, which would result 
in subdivision of the property, would be required to mitigate for the loss of those 54 moderate-income units, by 
providing 54 deed-restricted moderate-income units, or units meeting more restrictive income levels, on- or off-
site. Under Alternatives B and E, no mitigation for the loss of moderate-income units would be provided. In 
relation to the demand for affordable and moderate income housing in the region, the potential loss of moderate-
income housing due to the project under Alternatives B and E would contribute to the cumulative loss of the 
already relatively small pool of moderate-income housing available in the region as well as increase the demand 
for moderate-income housing. 

Chapter 2, “Introduction,” on page 2-3, Table 2-1 is revised as follows: 

Table 2-1 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Douglas County Site Improvement Permit Grading and engineering work 

Douglas County Building Permit Building architecture 

Douglas County Sewer Improvement District Sewer Permit Authorization for sewer connections 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection SWPPP Activities related to soil disturbance; 
project plans and specifications are also 
subject to review and approval before 
construction 

Kingsbury General Improvement District N/A Authorization for water connections 

Nevada Division of State Lands  Lease Agreement Pier construction or expansion 
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Table 2-1 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency TRPA Permits Threshold attainment 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional General 
Permit 16SEZ Restoration 

Discharge of fill materials in waters of 
the U.S. 

Reviewing Agency  Issue/Authority 

Douglas County Sheriffs Department  Public safety  

Tahoe Douglas Fire District  Fire safety 

Nevada Department of Transportation  Traffic  

Nevada Division of Wildlife  Wildlife  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Wildlife  

State Historic Preservation Office  Cultural resources 

Franchise Utilities 
(Southwest Gas, Sierra Pacific Power, Charter 
Communications Cable, SBC Nevada Bell) 

  

SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan 
SEZ = stream environment zone 

 
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-1, the first sentence of the second paragraph is revised as 
follows:  

Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park consists of 155 mobile home spaces, 150 of which are occupied, with two 
parallel access roads, Arthur Drive and Eugene Drive, clustered on the 17.26-acre parcel (Exhibits 3-3 and 3-3A). 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-1, the first sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows:  

The project site is located in Plan Area Statement (PAS) 077 (Oliver Park) and PAS 070A (Edgewood) 
(Exhibits 3-3 and 3-3A). 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” Exhibit 3-3A below has been added after Exhibit 3-3 on page 3-5 of the 
DEIS.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-7, Exhibit 3-4 has been revised as shown below. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” Exhibits 3-4A and 3-4B below have been added after Exhibit 3-4 on 
page 3-7.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-7, the second sentence of the first paragraph is revised as 
follows:  

Alternative A, the proposed project, involves closure of the mobile home park according to the Nevada Revised 
Statutes, removal of the 155 existing mobile home spaces (150 occupied units), realignment of the project site 
roadways and utilities, construction of 143 124 market rate for-sale condominiums (15 of the units may be 
moderate-income for-sale units as part of mitigation; the remainder would be sold at the market rate)and 19 for-
sale deed-restricted moderate-income condominiums, acquisition of 35 39 off-site residential units that would also 
become deed-restricted affordablemoderate income units, construction of a beach and swim club, expansion of the 
existing pier, construction of stormwater treatment facilities, and SEZ restoration (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B). 
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Source: Alta Survey 2008 

 
Existing Utility Easements  Exhibit 3-3A 
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 
 
Alternative A – Proposed Project Site Plan  Exhibit 3-4 
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 

 
Alternative A – Proposed Access Plan Exhibit 3-4A
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 

 
Alternative A – Proposed KGID Access Road  Exhibit 3-4B 
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Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-8, the first sentence of the first paragraph is revised as follows:  

As illustrated in the site plan for Alternative A (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B), the proposed project would include 
realigning the two parallel roads on the site. Arthur Drive and Eugene Drive would be removed and replaced by a 
single two- way road running east-west through the project site.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-8, the third paragraph is revised as follows:  

A designated 5-foot pedestrian path (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B) would be developed to direct site beach goers 
to the lakefront and away from biologically-sensitive areas north of the site and the existing KGID buildings.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-11, the second paragraph is revised as follows:  

The Douglas County Sewer Improvement District collects and treats wastewater from the project site. The District 
has two major gravity sewers located within the project area.  Flows from the lower Kingsbury area are 
transported to the Beach Pump Station in a gravity sewer along Kahle Drive, then Arthur Drive, which is located 
in the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park.  The other line services the casino core, aligning across Edgewood Golf 
Course, the University 4-H Camp, and Tahoe Shores.  The proposed project would continue to be served by the 
existing gravity-flow sewer system. It is estimated that 4-inch to 8-inch wastewater pipelines would be installed 
and/or realigned as necessary to serve the proposed project buildings. An existing 12-inch sewer force main that 
runs the length of the property would remain in its current underground alignment and utility easement. These 
existing and realigned sewer lines would gravity feed to a pump station just north of the project site, where the 
wastewater would be pumped to the District’s treatment plant at Round Hill. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on pages 3-11 and 3-12, the discussion under the heading “Residential 
Buildings” is revised as follows: 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS 

As illustrated in the site plan for Alternative A (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B), the proposed project would consist 
of 143 single-family condominiums on the 17.26-acre parcel (PAS 077) and the creation of a Homeowner’s 
Association.  The project site would be subdivided through the two-step subdivision process for post-1987 
projects in accordance with Sections 41.3.G and Chapter 43.4 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, which would 
therefore allow for the sale of the condominiums.  All residential buildings would be designed to comply with 
TRPA building height standards (TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 22) (see “Building Heights” below) and 
would be equipped with fire sprinklers. The architectural design of the residential buildings would be rustic alpine 
styling. The design elements would include steeply pitched roofs, exposed wood elements, shingle and stone 
exteriors, and oversized porches. The building materials would include natural materials such as rock and wood, 
and muted colors would be used, and roofs would be constructed out of fire resistant materials (i.e., asphalt 
shingles or other fire resistant material). A common open space area would be situated in and around the 
residential units and would be connected by a meandering pedestrian path (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B). 

All of the residential buildings would be constructed with materials that abate noise transmission (such as double 
paned windows) to address potential impacts related to noise generated by activities at the 4-H Camp to the south 
of the project site. Beach Club, Inc. would provide buyers and residents a disclosure statement in the Declaration 
of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions documents that includes a description of 4-H Camp events, activities, 
and the potential for noise. 

All residential units would be equipped with natural gas fireplaces. 
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Market-Rate For-Sale Housing Units 

Alternative A would include construction of 143  124 market-rate for-sale single-family condominiums (15 of the 
units may be deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale units as part of mitigation [see discussion below]; the 
remainder would be sold at the market rate) ranging in size from approximately 1,250800 square feet (sf) to 3,000 
sf. Approximately 83 market-rate for-sale units would be located in four lodge buildings (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-5). 
The lodge buildings would be three-story buildings consisting of one, two, and three bedroom units. Each lodge 
building would include an enclosed parking area; one parking space would be assigned to each condominium and 
the remaining parking would be available to residents, guests, and employees. 

The remaining mMarket-rate for-sale condominiums would also be constructed in two clusters of residential 
estate home buildings (38 units) (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-6) and in the gate house (3 units) (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-7). The 
residential estate buildings would contain four, six, or eight individual units, and the gate house would contain 
three units, ranging in size from 1,250 sf to 3,000 sf. One covered parking space would be assigned to each 
condominium and the remaining spaces (available to residents, guests, and employees) would be provided in 
clusters of surface parking. 

Eighteen condominiums would be constructed in the carriage house, at the eastern end of the project site near the 
entrance (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-8). A single condominium would also be constructed next to the gate house. These 
19 remaining units would range in size from 800 sf to 1,200 sf and one covered parking space would be assigned 
to each unit; the remaining spaces (available to residents, guests, and employees) would be provided either within 
the building or in clusters of surface parking. 

Income-Restricted Moderate-Income For-Sale Housing Units 

TRPA defines moderate income housing as “residential housing, deed restricted to be used exclusively as a 
residential dwelling by permanent residents with an income not in excess of 120% of the respective county’s 
median income. Such housing units shall be made available for rental or sale at a cost that does not exceed the 
recommended state and federal standards. Each county’s median income will be determined according to the 
income limits published annually by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.” Moderate income 
housing is defined in the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 41.2.F.  TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 43.2.B 
requires mitigation for the loss of moderate income housing resulting from subdivision of a site. Chapter 43.2.B 
states that mitigation shall be in the form of construction of an equal number of moderate income units, 
conversion of other structures to moderate income housing, restriction of subdivided units to moderate income 
housing units, or a combination of these. The proposed project would result in the subdivision of the project site 
and the removal of 54 existing mobile homes that qualify as moderate income units. Therefore, the proposed 
project is required to provide 54 moderate income housing units. 

Alternative A would include the construction of 19 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale condominiums on 
the project site. Eighteen moderate-income condominiums would be constructed in the carriage house, at the 
eastern end of the project site near the entrance (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-8). A single moderate income condominium 
would be constructed next to the gate house. The moderate-income units would range in size from 800 sf to 
1,200 sf and one covered parking space would be assigned to each unit; the remaining spaces (available to 
residents, guests, and employees) would be provided either within the building or in clusters of surface parking. 

In addition to the 19 deed-restricted moderate income condominiums to be constructed on the project site, As part 
of the project, Beach Club, Inc. would acquire the 35 39 off-site residential units in Aspen Grove Apartments 
(Aspen Grove) in the Oliver Park subdivision (directly east of the project in Douglas County, Nevada) that would 
also become deed-restricted moderate affordable-income units. (Note: these 35 39 units are not currently deed 
restricted and may be rented at market rate.) The restriction of these units to meet the more stringent affordable-
housing criterion (income not in excess of 80% of the county’s median income) is proposed in response to public 
testimony and comments made by TRPA Governing Board members at the DEIS public hearing held on 
February 28, 2008. 
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The location of the remaining 15 units has not been determined. These units would be deed restricted either on- or 
off-site before the final phase of project construction. One of the following could occur related to the remaining 
15 replacement housing units:  

► The project applicant could designate 15 of the market-rate units described above as deed-restricted moderate-
income for-sale condominium units on site; or 

► The project applicant could acquire an additional 15 off-site market rate residential units in the south shore 
area of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted rental moderate-income units. 

If the first option were exercised, preference for on-site mitigation units would be given first to income-qualified 
Tahoe Shores residents and then to qualified Beach Club employees. Such units would consist of one, two, and 
three bedroom units and would be constructed in the carriage house in lieu of the market-rate units described 
above. The 15 units would be sold at prices consistent with TRPA guidelines for moderate-income housing. 

This would provide a total of 54 incomedeed-restricted housing moderate income units (39 affordable income and 
15 moderate income units). The 39 affordable income housing units deed restricted at Aspen Grove would be 
eligible for multi-residential bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, as described 
below. Similarly, Ssince Douglas County maintains a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income 
Housing Program, the 15se moderate income housing units would also be eligible for multi-residential bonus 
units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Accordingly, 54 multi-residential bonus units 
would be sought from TRPA for the 19 on-site and 35 off-site moderate income units. 

Multi-Residential Bonus Units 

In accordance with Section 35.2.F of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, which provides that bonus units may be 
assigned for existing residential units of use if the property is deed restricted for affordable housing, Beach Club, 
Inc. requests that TRPA’s approval of the project include an award of 39 bonus units for the 39 deed-restricted 
affordable units to be established at Aspen Grove. Beach Club, Inc. would permanently deed restrict the units at 
Aspen Grove prior to acknowledgment of the TRPA permit.   

To qualify for an award of multi-residential bonus units, the proposed density shall not exceed the maximum 
density limits set forth in the Plan Area Statement (PAS) or Code of Ordinances and multi-residential uses shall 
be designated in the PAS as a permissible use. Multifamily dwellings are an allowed use in PAS 077, in which 
Aspen Grove is located; however, the density exceeds the maximum permissible in the TRPA Code of Ordinances 
and PAS.1 To satisfy the density requirement, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to create a project area consisting of the 
Aspen Grove property and a 2-acre parcel on the project site as described below. The project applicant would 
record a deed restriction against the parcels, assuring that the density calculations would always be made as if the 
parcels had been legally consolidated. 

Linked Project Status/EIP Project Number 506 

Pursuant to Section 20.3.D(1)(a)(v) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, a project area consisting of noncontiguous 
parcels may be created for coverage and density purposes to facilitate a project having “Linked Project Status.”  
The Linked Project Status designation allows the applicant and TRPA to engage in negotiations for approval of a 
development project that is linked to a parcel beyond the project area and accomplishment of one or more 
Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) projects (Section 31.5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances).   

Accordingly, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to partially implement an EIP project on the adjacent University of 
Nevada 4-H camp site (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 1318-22-002-005) and seek Linked Project Status 
                                                      
1  The 1.08-acre Aspen Grove site includes a total of 39 units and has a density of 36 units per acre. The permissible density in PAS 077 is 

15 units per acre. 
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designation for the proposed project to enable the creation of the above-described project area and satisfy the 
density requirements for an award of multi-residential bonus units. The EIP project involves the undergrounding 
of approximately 354 linear feet of the lakefront overhead utility lines at the 4-H camp site (Scenic Resources EIP 
Project Number 506), and is in addition to the utility undergrounding that would be done on the project site.  EIP 
Project Number 506 applies to Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood, which encompasses the shoreline between 
Elk Point and the Nevada-California state line. This project involves removing overhead utility lines that run 
along the shoreline by placing them underground, and reducing the visual contrast of lakefront structures. By 
placing the overhead lines underground at the 4-H camp site, the Beach Club project would further ameliorate 
conditions that now contribute to the nonattainment status of Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood. This would 
result in progress toward attainment of Scenic Thresholds, although not to a degree to which attainment 
throughout the unit would be achieved. Implementation of this portion of the EIP project would require 
participation by the University of Nevada 4-H camp, although the project would be fully funded by Beach Club, 
Inc. Neither the University of Nevada nor the affected utility providers are proposing to complete this EIP project 
any time in the foreseeable future, and the proposed project would ensure that this would happen. 

To be designated as a candidate for Linked Project Status, a development project must meet the following criteria 
specified in Section 31.5.A(1) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances:   

(a) The development project is linked to accomplishment of one or more EIP projects, but is not an EIP project 
itself. 

(b) Participation in creating environmental improvements goes beyond that otherwise required on site for the 
non-EIP project. 

(c) There is more than one stakeholder required to accomplish the EIP improvements. 

(d) Accomplishment of the EIP project may require an agreement between TRPA and implementation partners. 

(e) A combination of public and private funds may be required to accomplish the EIP project. 

(f) Status designation is justified as the best approach to EIP implementation. 

As a result of the Linked Project Status designation for the proposed project, which would include the deed 
restriction of Aspen Grove, Beach Club, Inc. proposes to create a project area consisting of the 1.08-acre Aspen 
Grove property and the 2-acre stream environment zone (SEZ) parcel that would be restored as part of the 
proposed project and created as a separate parcel through the two-step subdivision process. The consolidated 
project area would contain approximately 3.08 acres and have a permissible density of 46 units for multifamily 
dwellings (based on 15 units per acre). A deed restriction would be recorded against these parcels to ensure that 
density would be calculated as if the parcels had been legally consolidated. Aspen Grove would then conform to 
TRPA’s density standards and be eligible for an award of multi-residential bonus units to the project applicant. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-12, the first sentence of the fourth full paragraph is revised as 
follows: 

As shown in the proposed site plan (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B), the project would include a beach and swim 
club, which would qualify as a participant sports facility. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-24, the second sentence of the second full paragraph is revised 
as follows: 

The remaining 10% of parking spaces would be paved surface spaces provided throughout the project site (see 
Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B). 
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Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-27, the first part of the last paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A, the proposed project, would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, as shown in  
Exhibit 3-12. (Note: the delineation between primary and secondary SEZ areas in Exhibit 3-12 is intended to 
distinguish between areas identified as SEZ using the primary (key) indicators and those using secondary 
indicators; under TRPA regulations all SEZ areas have the same land capability designation.) This would be a 
reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf of site coverage in comparison to the TRPA verified coverage for the 
site. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-31, Exhibit 3-12 has been revised as shown below.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-37, the third sentence of the first paragraph is revised as 
follows: 

The reduction in pollutant loading from runoff would be achieved through a reduction of approximately 99,052 
82,507 sf of coverage, landscaping that would include soil treatment to provide good infiltration capacity and 
nutrient uptake, and the BMPs implemented as part of the stormwater pre-treatment.  

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-38, the following text has been added after Table 3-3 and 
before the heading “Tree Removal”.  

Lawn maintenance activities for the proposed project would involve the use of fertilizers and pesticides that 
would have the potential to flow off site or leach into the groundwater, and ultimately the lake. A fertilizer 
management plan would be incorporated into the proposed project development plans that complies with 
Chapter 81, Section 81.7, of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following measures: 

► During lawn maintenance only chemicals and chemical application procedures that are lawfully permitted in 
the State of Nevada and by TRPA shall be used. 

► Chemical applications shall be avoided in unpredictable weather where a storm may occur immediately after 
application. 

► Grounds maintenance personnel shall act responsibly when applying chemicals, shall follow label directions, 
and shall know key chemical properties of applied chemicals. 

► Setbacks shall be maintained between SEZ areas and managed turf. 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” on page 3-42, Table 3-5 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-5 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Douglas County Site Improvement Permit Grading and engineering work 

Douglas County Building Permit Building architecture 

Douglas County Sewer Improvement 
District 

Sewer Permit Authorization for sewer connections 

Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection 

SWPPP Activities related to soil disturbance; project 
plans and specifications are also subject to 
review and approval before construction 
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Table 3-5 
Required Permits and Reviews  

Permitting Agency Permit Name Purpose of Permit 
Kingsbury General Improvement District N/A Authorization for water connections 

Nevada Division of State Lands  Lease Agreement Pier construction or expansion 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency TRPA Permits Threshold protection 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regional General 
Permit 16SEZ restoration 

Discharge of fill materials in waters of the 
U.S. 

Reviewing Agency  Issue/Authority 

Douglas County Sheriffs Department  Public safety  

Tahoe Douglas Fire District  Fire safety 

Nevada Department of Transportation  Traffic  

Nevada Division of Wildlife  Wildlife  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Wildlife  

State Historic Preservation Office  Cultural Resources 

Franchise Utilities 
(Southwest Gas, Sierra Pacific Power, 
Charter Communications Cable, SBC 
Nevada Bell) 

  

SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan 
SEZ = stream environment zone 

 

Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” on page 4-1, the first sentence of the fifth paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A is the proposed Beach Club on Lake Tahoe Project (Beach Club Project), discussed in detail in 
Chapter 3 of this environmental impact statement (EIS) (Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B). 

Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” on page 4-1, the last paragraph is revised as follows:  

Alternative A would result in the subdivision of the project site in accordance with Sections 41.3.G and Chapter 
43.4 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and the construction of 143124 market rate for-sale condominiums, located 
in lodge buildings and residential estate buildings (Exhibits 3-5 through 3-7). In addition, to mitigate for the loss 
of 54 moderate income housing due to subdivision of the site (TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 43.2.B), 18 
for-sale moderate-income condominiums would be constructed in the carriage house, one additional for-sale 
moderate-income condominium near the gate house (Exhibit 3-8), and 35 39 off-site residential units would be 
acquired and deed-restricted as moderate affordable-income housing. The remaining 15 units would be located 
and deed restricted either on- or off-site before the final phase of project construction. One of the following could 
occur related to the remaining 15 replacement housing units:  

► The project applicant could designate 15 of the market-rate units described above as deed-restricted moderate-
income for-sale condominium units on site; or 

► The project applicant could acquire an additional 15 off-site market rate residential units in the south shore 
area of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted rental moderate-income units. 
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Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2008 
 
Alternative A – Land Capability Districts and Proposed Coverage Exhibit 3-12 
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If the first option were exercised, preference for on-site mitigation units would be given first to income-qualified 
Tahoe Shores residents and then to qualified Beach Club employees. Such units would consist of one, two, and 
three bedroom units and would be constructed in the carriage house in lieu of the market-rate units described 
above. The units would be sold at prices consistent with TRPA guidelines for moderate-income housing. 

This would provide a total of 54 income-restricted housing units (39 affordable income and 15 moderate income 
units). The 39 affordable income housing units deed restricted at Aspen Grove would be eligible for multi-
residential bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Similarly, Ssince Douglas 
County maintains a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income Housing Program, the 15se moderate 
income housing units would also be eligible for multi-residential bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA 
Code of Ordinances. Accordingly, 54 multi-residential bonus units would be sought from TRPA for the 19 on-site 
and 35 off-site moderate income units. 
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Alternatives 

Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” on page 4-2, Table 4-1 is revised as follows:  

Table 4-1 
Major Comparative Elements of Alternatives A through E 

Alternative Brief Description Coverage 
(sf) 

Number of 
Residential  

Units 
Subdivision? 

Housing 
Mitigation 
Required? 

Anticipated 
Sediment 
Reduction 
(lbs/year) 

SEZ 
Restoration 

Pier 
Extension 

Buoy 
Relocation? 

A Includes construction of 143 
condominiums (15 of the 
units may be 124 market rate 
and 19 deed-restricted 
moderate-income for-sale 
units as part of mitigation; 
the remainder would be sold 
at the market rate) 
condominiums and a beach 
and swim club. 

358,907 
375,452 

143 Yes Yes 10,487 2 acres Extended to 
159’ (includes 

“L” shaped 
floating 
section) 

Yes 

B Includes development of two 
single-family estates on two 
realigned parcels. Each estate 
would include a large single-
family residence, pool, 
detached garage, guest house, 
entry gate house, and tennis 
courts. 

320,000 2 No  
(boundary line 

adjustment 
only) 

No 11,037 None Extended to 
159’ 

Yes 

C Includes construction of two 
multi-family complexes on 
two realigned parcels. Each 
parcel would include four 
multi-family residential 
buildings with approximately 
20 market rate for-sale 
condominiums per building. 
Each complex would include 
a recreation building, pool 
and deck. 

380,000 ~155 Yes Yes 10,528 None Extended to 
159’ 

(includes “L” 
shaped 
floating 
section) 

Yes 
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Table 4-1 
Major Comparative Elements of Alternatives A through E 

Alternative Brief Description Coverage 
(sf) 

Number of 
Residential  

Units 
Subdivision? 

Housing 
Mitigation 
Required? 

Anticipated 
Sediment 
Reduction 
(lbs/year) 

SEZ 
Restoration 

Pier 
Extension 

Buoy 
Relocation? 

D The mobile home park would 
remain open with a gradual 
transition to 70% doublewide 
and 30% singlewide units. 
The 90 units owned by the 
park and seven vacant units 
would be replaced with new 
units. As other pads became 
vacant, the owner would 
replace the old mobile home 
units with new ones. 

457,959 155 No No NA None None No 

E The mobile home park would 
be closed and the existing 
units would be removed. 
Utility lines would be placed 
underground, BMPs would 
be installed, and 155 mobile 
home pads would be 
reestablished. High quality 
manufactured housing units 
would be sold as the market 
warrants with minimum 20-
year lease terms. 

457,959 155 No No NA None None No 

 1 NA = Not Available. The sediment reduction potential associated with Alternatives D and E related to the implementation of BMPs required by the TRPA BMP Retrofit Program has not 
been quantified, but is anticipated to be considerably less than that predicted for development Alternatives A through C. 

 
Source: EDAW 2007 
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Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” on page 4-4, the first two sentences of the second paragraph are revised as 
follows: 

Alternative A would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, as shown in Exhibit 3-12. This 
would be a reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf of site coverage in comparison to the TRPA verified 
coverage for the site. 

Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” on page 4-15, the first sentence of the third paragraph is revised as follows: 

The project applicant originally considered an alternative with very similar development potential as that of the 
proposed project (124 market rate for-sale condominiums and 19 for-sale deed-restricted moderate income 
condominiums for a total of 143 condominiumsresidential units). 

Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” on page 5.2-7, Table 5.2-4 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.2-4 
Estimated Occupancy Cost for a Typical Unit in the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park 

$315/month Loan Payment (PI) – $28,000, LTV 95%, 12% for 15 years. Terms based upon interviews 
with Nevada lenders.  

$50/month Taxes and insurance – 20-year-old maximum for insurance-State Farm Insurance and 
Douglas County Assessor Personal Property Tax. 

$225/month Utility allowance – Section 8 Utility Allowance plus sewer and water for Tahoe Shores. NV.  

$725/month Announced site rents in December 2003 (average)  

$1,315/month Total Estimated Occupancy Cost for a Unit at Tahoe Shores 

 
Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” on page 5.2-12, Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2. Replacement of Moderate Income Housing. Mitigation shall be in the form of 
construction of an equal number of moderate income or more restrictive income level units, conversion of other 
structures to moderate income or more restrictive income level housing, restriction of subdivided units to 
moderate income or more restrictive income level housing units, or a combination of the above. The applicant 
shall provide 54 moderate income-restricted replacement units as follows: 

21. A total of 3539 off-site housing units shall be purchased and converted to deed-restricted moderate affordable 
income units. The units will be located in the Oliver Park subdivision (directly east of the project - Douglas 
County, Nevada). The composition of such units in terms of the number of bedrooms shall be consistent with 
household demographics of Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and the Douglas County portion of Lake Tahoe. 
The majority of households including those in the Tahoe Shores mobile home park are comprised of one to 
three person households. Preference will be given first to income qualified Tahoe Shores residents, and then 
to qualified Beach Club employees. The units will be rented at rates consistent with TRPA guidelines for 
moderate affordable income housing.  

12. A total of 19 15 deed-restricted moderate income condominiums units shall be deed restricted constructed 
either on- or off-site before the final phase of project construction.  One of the following could occur related 
to the remaining 15 replacement housing units: on the project site.  

► The project applicant could construct 15 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale condominium units on 
site as originally proposed; or 
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► The project applicant could acquire an additional 15 off-site market rate residential units in the south 
shore area of the Tahoe Basin that would become deed-restricted rental moderate-income units; or 

 If the first option is exercised, pPreference for on-site mitigation units will be given first to income-qualified 
Tahoe Shores residents and then to qualified Beach Club employees. Such units will consist of one, two, and 
three bedroom units. The units will be sold at prices consistent with TRPA guidelines for moderate income 
housing. 

3. Provide additional financial assistance for qualified hardship cases in the mobile home park.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2 would provide one-to-one replacement for 54 units of moderate 
income-restricted housing and would reduce the impact of loss of moderate income housing units to a less than 
significant level. 

Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” on page 5.2-12, Impact 5.2.A-2 is revised as follows: 

IMPACT 
5.2.A-3 

Decrease in Housing Availability/Displacement of Residents. Alternative A would result in the closure of 
the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and the removal of 155 mobile home spaces, 150 of which are 
currently occupied, and 128 of which had full-time residents as of February 2004. (Data obtained from the 
current site manager shows a substantial reduction in full-time residents.  As of November 2007, 36 of the 
58 owner occupied units were occupied as primary residences – 17 of the remaining units were either rented 
or vacant, and 5 units had seasonal occupants.) The Nevada Revised Statutes would be followed to account 
for the Park’s closure and the displacement of residents. Alternative A would then result in the construction 
of 143 condominiums, including 19 deed-restricted moderate income units. (As part of Mitigation 
Measure 5.2.A-2, a total of 395 off-site housing units would be purchased and converted to deed-restricted 
affordable moderate income units, and an additional A total of 19 15 deed-restricted moderate income 
condominiums units shall be constructed deed restricted either on or off site, for a total of 54 moderate 
income-restricted units.) The loss of up to 12 units would not be a substantial reduction in the total housing 
stock in Stateline or Douglas County because the actual number of occupied mobile homes at Tahoe Shores 
has ranged between 140 and 150 units. Furthermore, the reduction of as many as 12 units only represents 
0.25% of the total housing stock in Douglas County (4,769 units).  

Section 5.2, “Housing and Population,” on page 5.2-17, Table 5.2-10 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.2-10 
Summary of Housing Mitigation Requirements 

Alternatives Brief Housing Description Subdivision? Housing Mitigation 
Alternative A Includes construction of 143 condominiums (15 of the units 

may be 124 market rate and 19 deed-restricted moderate-
income for-sale units as part of mitigation; the remainder 
would be sold at the market rate)condominiums. 

Yes 54 deed-restricted 
moderate-income or 
more restrictive 
income level units 

Alternative B Includes development of two single-family estates on two 
realigned parcels. 

No (boundary 
line adjustment 

only) 

None required 

Alternative C Includes construction of two multi-family complexes on 
two realigned parcels.  Each parcel would include four 
multi-family residential buildings with approximately 20 
market rate for-sale condominiums per building.   

Yes 54 deed-restricted 
moderate-income units 
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Table 5.2-10 
Summary of Housing Mitigation Requirements 

Alternatives Brief Housing Description Subdivision? Housing Mitigation 
Alternative D The mobile home park would remain open with a gradual 

transition to 70% doublewide and 30% singlewide units.  
The 75 units owned by the park and seven vacant units 
would be replaced with new units.  As other pads became 
vacant, the owner would replace the old mobile home units 
with new ones. 

No None required 

Alternative E The mobile home park would be closed and the existing 
units would be removed.  Utility lines would be placed 
underground, BMPs would be installed, and 155 mobile 
home pads would be reestablished.  High quality 
manufactured housing units would be sold as the market 
warrants with minimum 20-year lease terms.   

No None required 

 

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-10, the seventh row of Table 5.3-1 is revised as follows: 

Alternative A would result in a total of approximately 358,907 375,452 sf (8.2462 acres) of coverage, a total reduction in site 
coverage of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf (2.27 1.89 acres) or 2218%  from the TRPA verified coverage (457,959 sf or 
(10.51 acres). 

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-11, the fifth sentence in the last row of Table 5.3-1 is revised as 
follows: 

Alternative A, the proposed project, would include the construction of 19 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale 
condominiums on the project site, and 35 the purchase of 39 off-site residential units that would also become deed-restricted 
moderate income affordable units, and an additional 15 deed-restricted moderate income units either on or off site.  

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-12, the fifth sentence in the sixth row of Table 5.3-1 is revised as 
follows: 

Alternative A, the proposed project, and Alternative C would include 54 incomedeed-restricted replacement moderate-
income for-sale condominiums units as follows: 1) 19 15 deed-restricted moderate income condominiums units would either 
on or off sitebe constructed on the project site; and 2) 395 off-site housing units in the Oliver Park subdivision (directly east 
of the project site) would be purchased and converted to deed-restricted moderate income affordable units.  

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-22, the fourth sentence in the fifth row of Table 5.3-1 is revised as 
follows: 

Alternatives A, B, and C would result in a reduction in the total site coverage to 358,907 375,452 sf, 320,000 sf, and 
380,000 sf, respectively. Therefore, all three development alternatives would be below the TRPA verified coverage for the 
site.  

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-28, Impact 5.3.A-1 is revised as follows: 

IMPACT 
5.3.A-1 

Consistency with Regional Plan Land Use Goals and Policies. Alternative A would result in 143 for-sale 
condominiums, construction of a beach and swim club, expansion of the existing pier, and relocation of three 
existing buoys. Alternative A would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of site coverage representing 
a reduction of approximately 99,05282,507 sf of site coverage in comparison to the TRPA verified coverage 
for the site. Alternative A would be consistent with the Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan as described 
in Table 5.3-1. This impact is considered less than significant. 
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Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-29, the first sentence of the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A would result in approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of site coverage, as shown in Exhibit 3-12. This would be a 
reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf of site coverage in comparison to the TRPA verified coverage for the site. 

Section 5.3, “Land Use,” on page 5.3-30, the first paragraph is revised as follows: 

Before closure of Tahoe Shores, the owner would be required to follow the obligations of the NRS 118B.177, 
including reimbursement for relocation or purchase and removal of mobile homes and residents. The project site 
would then be redeveloped with 143 single-family condominiums and a beach and swim club. The residential 
units may would include 15 units deed-restricted as moderate-income for-sale housing as part of mitigation; the 
remainder would be 124 market-rate for-sale condominiums and 19 deed-restricted moderate-income for-sale 
condominiums. In addition, the project applicant would be required to acquire 35 39 off-site residential units to be 
deed-restricted as moderate-incomeaffordable units. Therefore, although the project site would remain in 
residential use, the community would change from a mobile home park to condominiums. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-5, the last paragraph on the page that extends onto page 5.4-6 
is revised as follows: 

The upland meadow soils on the project site typically had 12 to 18 inches of a humic A horizon over a gleyed C 
horizon of very coarse sand. Some areas, that appear to be old buried stream channels, have a silty clay C horizon. 
Some redoximorphic features were observed on the site at various depths. Redoximorphic features are color patterns 
in the soil formed by the oxidation and reduction of iron and/or manganese caused by saturated conditions within 
the soil. Because of the extensive modification of soils on the site, and because of the current and possibly historic 
water-line leak, the redoximorphic indicators of aquic conditions that were observed may not be reliable indicators 
of past or current conditions. Some of the redoximorphic features observed may be relic, (i.e., developed before the 
site was graded) when the water table soil was in a different position relative to the soil horizonswater table. Other 
redoximorphic features could be recent; the consequence of water-line leaks. A number of iron masses were also 
encountered ranging in depth from 14 to 55 inches (R. J. Poff & Associates 2003).  Further study of the shallow 
water table during the early part of the growing season would be necessary to determine if the redoximorphic 
features are active or relict.  Until such study is done, those soils having redoximorphic features in the upper 20 
inches would be considered to meet the soil requirements for an SEZ. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-7, Impact 5.4.A-1 is revised as follows: 

IMPACT 
5.4.A-1 

Land Coverage. Alternative A would result in a total of approximately 358,907 sf (8.2462 acres) of coverage, 
a reduction in site coverage of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf (2.27 1.89 acres) or 2218% from the TRPA-
verified coverage (457,959 sf or 10.51 acres); the majority of the coverage reduction would be within primary 
SEZ (LCD 1b) areas. Alternative A would also result in the relocation of some existing coverage and the 
restoration of approximately 2 acres of SEZ habitat. On the whole, the coverage reduction, the relocation of 
coverage, and the proposed restoration associated with Alternative A would provide a net environmental 
benefit. For this reason this would be a beneficial impact. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-7, the last two sentences of the last paragraph are revised as 
follows: 

Alternative A would reduce coverage in LCD 7 to approximately 68,359 71,218 sf (1.5763 acres). Although this 
is approximately 23,462 26,321 sf (0.5460 acre) over that which would be allowed on an undeveloped site, the 
coverage proposed under Alternative A would be a reduction of approximately 10,1257,266 sf (0.2317 acre) in 
LCD 7 compared to existing conditions. 
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Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-8, the last three sentences of the first paragraph are revised as 
follows: 

Alternative A would reduce the coverage in LCD 1b to approximately 290,548 304,234 sf (6.6798 acres). 
Although this is approximately 283,495 297,181 sf (6.5182 acres) over that which would be allowed on an 
undeveloped site, the coverage proposed under Alternative A would be a reduction of approximately 91,089 
77,403 sf (2.09 1.78 acres) compared to existing conditions. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-8, the third sentence of the second paragraph is revised as 
follows: 

The mitigation fee shall be based on the area of excess coverage, approximately 306,957 323,502 sf 
(7.0543 acres) for the entire project site under Alternative A, in accordance with subparagraph 20.5.A(3)(a) of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-8, the first two bullets in the middle of the page are revised as 
follows: 

► 16% reduction within Primary SEZ areas (LCD 1b) identified using primary (key) indicators  
► 4% reduction within Secondary SEZ areas (LCD 1b) identified using secondary indicators 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-8, the last paragraph on the page is revised as follows: 

About 48% of the Primary SEZ (LCD 1b) coverage reduction in areas identified using primary indicators would 
be from a sensitive area directly adjacent to Burke Creek Meadow, an area that currently consists of mobile home 
units and paved areas with a cut-off drainage ditch that intercepts high flows. This area would be restored to a 
natural SEZ condition to enhance the functionality of the floodplain and reestablish the historical habitat. The 
restoration area consists of the removal of the cut-off ditch and the non-native fill material, along with 
replacement of soils and vegetation that is consistent with the adjacent Burke Creek Meadow. The restoration 
would aid in the functioning of the SEZ within the project area and enhance the quality of the habitats within the 
adjacent (off-site) meadow.  About 13% of the Primary SEZ (LCD 1b) reduction in areas identified using primary 
indicators would be relocated to a less sensitive and previously disturbed area near the KGID water supply pump 
station and water treatment facility, and the remainder would be banked.  As discussed in Section 5.9, “Biological 
Resources,” and in Impact 5.9.A-2, the area where this relocation would occur includes low quality disturbed 
grassland and big sagebrush scrub habitat.  This disturbed vegetation is not of high value to wildlife or ecosystem 
function in the project area and its removal or disturbance would not be considered a significant impact. The 
relocation of coverage to this area would not negatively affect the quality of the remaining degraded habitat in this 
area. On the whole, the proposed coverage reduction associated with the project, the relocated coverage and 
restoration would provide a net environmental benefit. For this reason, this would be a beneficial impact. 

Section 5.4, “Geology and Soils,” on page 5.4-18, Table 5.4-4 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.4-4 
Summary of Land Coverage Impacts for all Alternatives  

Alternatives 
Acres of 
Coverage 
Proposed 

Allowable 
Acres of 

Coverage* 

Proposed 
% Site 

Coverage 

Allowable 
% Site 

Coverage 

Acres of 
Coverage in 

Excess of LCDs 
LCD Coverage 

Mitigation 
Impact to 

Land 
Coverage 

Alternative A 8.2462 10.51 42.0 
43.9% 

53.5% 7.0543 acres excess coverage 
mitigation fee 

Beneficial 

Alternative B 7.12 10.51 36.3% 53.5% 5.92 acres excess coverage 
mitigation fee 

Beneficial 

Alternative C 8.72 10.51 44.4% 53.5% 7.54 acres excess coverage 
mitigation fee 

Beneficial 
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Table 5.4-4 
Summary of Land Coverage Impacts for all Alternatives  

Alternatives 
Acres of 
Coverage 
Proposed 

Allowable 
Acres of 

Coverage* 

Proposed 
% Site 

Coverage 

Allowable 
% Site 

Coverage 

Acres of 
Coverage in 

Excess of LCDs 
LCD Coverage 

Mitigation 
Impact to 

Land 
Coverage 

Alternative D 10.51 10.51 53.5% 53.5% 9.32 acres  Less than 
Significant 

Alternative E 10.51 10.51 53.5% 53.5% 9.32 acres  Less than 
Significant 

*Because the project site is developed, the total allowable acres of coverage is based on the TRPA-verified land coverage of 457,959 sf 
(10.51 acres) (April 3, 2004). 

 

Section 5.5, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 5.5-16, Impact 5.5.A-2 is revised as follows: 

IMPACT 
5.5.A-2 

Impervious Surface Area and Runoff. Development of Alternative A would result in approximately 
358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, a reduction of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf from the existing TRPA 
verified coverage (457,959 sf) on the project site. Alternative A would alter the course and volume of runoff 
from the project site during storm events, but the runoff volume would be reduced through the decrease in 
coverage and the design and implementation of BMPs and drainage facilities that meet or exceed TRPA 
requirements. This impact is considered beneficial. 

Section 5.5, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 5.5-16, the fourth sentence of the second full 
paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative A would result in a total of approximately 358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, a reduction of 
approximately 99,052 82,507 sf from the existing TRPA verified coverage (457,959 sf).  

Section 5.5, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on page 5.5-28, the first two sentences of the second full 
paragraph are revised as follows: 

Under Alternative A, there would be a reduction in impervious site coverage of approximately 99,052 82,507 sf. 
Although there would be a reduction of impervious surface compared with the current site conditions, 
implementation of Alternative A would result in residential buildings, a beach and swim club, a paved road, 
surface parking, and associated facilities, which would result in 358,907 375,452 sf of impervious surfaces on the 
project site. 

Section 5.9, “Biological Resources,” on page 5.9-32, the fourth bullet of Mitigation Measure 5.9.A-5 is 
revised as follows: 

► Equipment shall be cleaned at designated wash stations after leaving invasive/noxious weed infestation areas. 
If deemed necessary, wash stations shall be identified by the resource specialists before construction activities 
begin in a particular segment and shall be approved by the agencies. All equipment coming onto the project 
area from weed-infested areas or areas of unknown weed status shall be cleaned of all attached soil or plant 
parts. 

Section 5.12, “Water Recreation and Shorezone,” on page 5.12-5, the last paragraph is revised as follows: 

The three existing buoys would be retained for boat mooring and would be relocated parallel to and north of the 
reconstructed pier (Exhibit 3-10). This relocation would remove the buoys from the scenic recreational viewshed 
from Nevada Beach. Motorized boat access would be provided between the pier and the relocated buoys, as is the 
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case today. Expansion of the pier (limited to 50 feet) is not expected to cause an increase in boating access to the 
project site, and no additional mooring buoys, boat launching facilities, permanent or overnight moorings, or 
marina facilities would be constructed. Because no additional boating facilities would be added, it is expected that 
motorized boat activity levels in the project area would remain approximately the same. Because the proposed 
pier extension is limited to 50 feet, motorized boating activity levels would remain about the same as today, and 
the proximity of the existing Nevada State 4-H Camp pier approximately 300 feet to the south, it is expected that 
the proposed pier expansion would not significantly alter kayak and non-motorized boating activities or routes.  
As such, tThe proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on boating activity levels. For a 
discussion of water quality impacts related to boat usage, see Section 5.5, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” 

Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” on page 5.13-5, the text is revised as follows: 

KGID FACILITIES 

KGID, as a water purveyor, has the responsibility of providing safe and reliable drinking water supply to its 
approximately 2,500 customers, the majority of which are residential (including occupants within the project site). 
The system experiences a seasonal variability based on residential occupancy.  KGID staff estimate that the peak 
population served exceeds 9,000 residents along with an estimated 100 local businesses, including an emergency 
medical treatment facility and community fire station. The maximum daily demand (usually in mid-August) is 
approximately 3.0 million gallons per day (mgd).  The minimum daily demand for the system typically occurs in 
December or January when approximately 950,000 gallons per day are treated.   

Water supplied by KGID presently comes entirely from Lake Tahoe. The supply system includes the gravity-fed 
Lake Tahoe intake pipeline, the Lake Pump Station, andthe Ozone Disinfection Facility for treating the surface 
water, the chlorination system for residual disinfection, and pumps to lift the finished water to storage tanks. The 
system uses the pressure head from lake level to move the water through the ozone disinfection process into the 
high head pump wet wells.  The water is then pumped to water storage tanks using four pumps.  When operating 
at maximum daily demand (3.0 mgd), the pump station operates a 300-horsepower (hp) pump approximately 
23 hours per day, and a 200-hp pump approximately 2 hours per day.  In addition, KGID has an above-ground 
fuel storage tank and two transformers that are also located on the project site. 

The KGID pump station and water treatment facility are bordered by an open grassy field and parking lot 
accessed by KGID personnel during operation and maintenance activities (see Exhibit 3-3).  The area surrounding 
the pump house (i.e., within 100 feet) does not include any structures.  The closest residence is approximately 104 
feet east of the pump house.  KGID’s electrical control panels and utility boxes are located midway between this 
residence and the pump house. The areas surrounding the pump house support multiple sub-surface waterline and 
other utilities. 

Service trucks visit the pump station and water treatment facility a minimum of once daily and often multiple 
times in one day. In addition, a tractor trailer delivers chemicals to the site once per quarter and fuel trucks visit 
the station two or three times per year.  Depending on maintenance needs and requirements throughout the year, a 
crane is occasionally needed to remove pumps at the station, and trailers access the site to recoat clearwells.  
During major maintenance operations (e.g., pump replacement), multiple service trucks may be present, along 
with a crane, a flatbed truck and multiple personnel. 

In the event of a power outage, KGID owns and operates an on-site emergency generator.  The generator is 
subject to routine testing once per week for a period of 5–10 minutes during normal daytime operating hours. 
During outages, the emergency generator may be operated for periods of up to 2 days.   
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Lake Pump Station and Water Treatment Facility 

Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” on page 5.13-5, the fourth sentence of the third 
paragraph is revised as follows: 

The Lake Pump Station, Ozone Disinfection Facility and associated ozone contact chambers and pipelines are 
located on a KGID non-exclusive easement (on land owned by the project applicant) at the west end of the project 
site (Exhibits 3-3 and 3-3A). 

Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” on page 5.13-6, the text is revised as follows: 

Ozone 

In addition to the chemicals listed above, the Ozone Disinfection Facility uses ozone to disinfect the water.  This 
process constitutes the single barrier of protection for KGID drinking water customers. The treatment process 
consists of three 7,350-gallon ozone contact chambers, one 6,000-gallon ozone quench chamber, and two 
50 lb/day ozone generators.  The system also has air preparation equipment, quenching equipment, and ozone 
destruction equipment housed in the water treatment facility building. 

Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset,” on page 5.13-10, the last sentence of the fourth 
paragraph is revised as follows: 

A pedestrian path would also be provided that directs residents and visitors away from KGID facilities 
(Exhibits 3-4, 3-4A and 3-4B) as compared to the existing path that directs resident and visitors directly to the 
KGID facilities.  

Section 5.14, “Cumulative Impacts,” on page 5.14-5, Impact 5.14-2 and the first paragraph of the 
discussion that follows are revised as follows: 

IMPACT 
5.14-2 

Cumulative — Loss of Moderate Income Housing. The analysis in Section 5.2, “Population and Housing,” 
determined that none of the mobile homes at the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park qualify as affordable 
housing. However, the analysis did determine that 54 mobile home units qualify as moderate-income 
housing. Implementation of Alternatives A, B, C and E would result in the closure of the Tahoe Shores 
Mobile Home Park and the loss of the 54 moderate-income housing units. Only Alternatives A and C, which 
would result in subdivision of the property, would be required to mitigate for the loss of those 54 moderate-
income units, by providing 54 deed-restricted moderate-income units, or units meeting more restrictive 
income levels, on- or off-site. Under Alternatives B, D and E, no mitigation for the loss of moderate-income 
units would be provided. In relation to the demand for affordable and moderate income housing in the 
region, the potential loss of moderate-income housing due to the project under Alternatives B, D and E 
would contribute to the cumulative loss of the already relatively small pool of moderate-income housing 
available in the region as well as increase the demand for moderate-income housing.  

Based on the analysis in Section 5.2, “Population and Housing,” none of the mobile homes at the Tahoe Shores 
Mobile Home Park qualify as affordable housing. However, there are 54 mobile home units at the Tahoe Shores 
Mobile Home Park that qualify as moderate income units. Except for Alternative D, all Beach Club project 
alternatives would result in the closure of the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and the removal of 155 mobile 
homes, including the 54 moderate income housing units. TRPA regulations regarding moderate-income housing 
apply only when property is subdivided. Therefore, mitigation for the loss of the documented moderate-income 
units would be required under Alternatives A and C, which involve subdivision of the project site. Both 
Alternatives A and C would provide 54 incomedeed-restricted replacement moderate income units (39 affordable 
income and 15 moderate income units), through construction of on-site units and/or purchasing and deed-
restricting off-site units, as described in Mitigation Measure 5.2.A-2 in Section 5.2, “Housing and Population.” 



 

Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS  EDAW 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 4-31 Revisions and Corrections to the DEIS 

The 39 affordable income housing units deed restricted at Aspen Grove would be eligible for multi-residential 
bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Similarly, sSince Douglas County 
maintains a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income Housing Program, these 15 moderate income 
housing units would also be eligible for multi-residential bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances. Accordingly, 54 multi-residential bonus units would be sought from TRPA for the 19 on-site and 35 
off-site moderate income units. Under Alternatives B, D and E, the property would not be subdivided and there 
would be no mitigation for the loss of 54 moderate income units. Therefore, if Alternative B, D or E is 
implemented, the project could contribute to the cumulative loss of 54 moderate income housing units. Five of the 
seven related projects listed in Table 5.14-1 propose the construction of market-rate and affordable residential 
units and/or condominium units. 
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