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As shown in Table 3-2, the proposed project would greatly reduce the pollutant loads from runoff compared with
existing conditions, such that TRPA stormwater water quality objectives would be met. The existing site includes
457,959 sf of existing coverage, native soil with limited infiltration capacity, and no BMPs. The reduction in
pollutant loading from runoff would be achieved through a reduction of approximately 99,052 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. As shown in Table 3-2, the existing project site does
not meet the TRPA thresholds for pollutant loadings for total nitrogen and total phosphorus. The project would
reduce pollutant loadings below the TRPA thresholds.

STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE RESTORATION

The proposed project would include restoration of approximately 2 acres of SEZ habitat along the northern
portion of the project site adjacent to the United States Forest Service parcel and Burke Creek as shown in
Exhibits 3-4 and 3-13. The fill in this northern portion of the project site, originally placed over the SEZ when the
airfield was constructed in the 1960s, would be removed to reestablish wetlands and SEZ habitat adjacent to
Burke Creek. The eastern portion of the abandoned ditch on the northern border of the project site would be filled
to assist with rehydrating the restored meadow; the portion of the ditch between the access road to the Douglas
County Sewer Improvement District Pump Station and the beach would be left in place. After removal of the fill
and restoration of the ditch, the restoration area would be planted with native plugs and riparian vegetation and all
disturbed areas would be seeded with a native wetland seed mixture and mulched. The conceptual plant list for
landscaping and SEZ restoration area is provided in Table 3-3. A small split rail fence would be installed along
the northern side of the project roadway to identify and protect the restored SEZ area. In addition, interpretive
signs would be installed providing information about the restoration, Rabe Meadow, and Burke Creek.

Table 3-3
Conceptual Vegetation Plan for Landscaping and SEZ Restoration
Common Name Scientific Name
Wetland Seed Mix — Grasses
Alpine timothy Phleum alpinum (alpine)
Tufted hairgrass Deschampsia caespitosa
Blue wildrye Elymus glaucus
Bluejoint reedgrass Calamagrostis Canadensis
Creeping wildrye Leymus triticoides
Wetland Seed Mix — Forbes
Columbine Aquilegia Formosa
Englemann aster Aster Englemannii
Blue flax Linium lewisii
Meadow pentstemon Penstemon rydbergii
Upland Seed Mix — Grasses
Blue wildrye Elymus galucus
Bluegrass Poa secunda ssp. nevadensis
California brome Bromus carinatus
Sheep fescue Festuca ovina
Bluebunch wheatgrass Psuedoregneria spicata ssp. spicata
Creeping wildrye Leymus triticoides
Upland Seed Mix — Forbes
Blanket flower Gaillardia aristata
Lewis flax Linium lewisii
Mountain lupine Lupinus alpestris
Palmer penstemon Penstemon palmeri
Drummond phlox Phlox drummondii
Pacific aster Aster chilensis
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Table 3-3
Conceptual Vegetation Plan for Landscaping and SEZ Restoration

Common Name

Scientific Name

Woodland Riparian Species
Aspen

Black cottonwood

Alder

Pacific Willow

Creeping Spike Rush
Dogwood

Populus tremuloides

Populus tremuloider ssp. trichocarpa
Alnus incana ssp. tenuifolia

Salix lucidia ssp. lasiandra
Eleocharis palustris

Cornus sericea ssp. sericea

Upland Slope Species
Golden currant
Antelope bitterbrush
Jeffrey pine
Lodgepole pine

Ribes aureum
Purshia Tridentata
Pinus jeffreyii
Pinus contorta

Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2006

TREE REMOVAL

The project site contains 140 trees (78 conifers and 62 deciduous trees) that are six inches in diameter at breast
height (dbh) or greater. Ten of these trees are 24 inches dbh or greater. Exhibit 3-14 shows the location, type and
size for trees 24 inches dbh or greater. Exhibit 3-14 also shows that while the proposed project would preserve
trees along the northern and southern boundaries of the project site and all trees greater than 24 inches dbh, the
proposed project would remove and/or relocate 51 trees (28 conifers and 23 deciduous trees). The trees marked
for removal and/or relocation include those that would be directly affected by a proposed structure, roadway, pond
or path footprint.

Existing willow stands located along the northern portion of the project site and within the drainage ditch that
runs parallel to the northern site boundary would be unaffected by the proposed development footprint. However,
the restoration of the ditch and SEZ area would likely result in the restoration or replacement of some of these
stands.

LEADERSHIP IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

The proposed project is currently registered with Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) and
would seek to achieve a LEED® silver rating from the U.S. Green Building Council. (Note: the proposed project also
intends to meet or exceed the requirements of Assembly Bill [AB] 32, even though it is a California requirement that
is not required of Nevada projects.) The LEED® Green Building Rating System is the nationally accepted
benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of high performance green buildings; it is a voluntary green
building certification program that recognizes and rewards the nation’s top green home builders in terms of
environmentally sound construction and community development. LEED® gives building owners and operators the
tools needed to have an immediate and measurable impact on their buildings’ performance. Relative to conventional
buildings, LEED-certified buildings use substantially less energy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. They also
create spaces that are healthy and comfortable for occupants. LEED® promotes a whole building approach to
sustainability by recognizing performance in five key areas of human and environmental health: sustainable site
development, water savings, energy efficiency, materials selection, and indoor environmental quality.

The project applicant is evaluating the use of a number of potential strategies to reduce energy use and carbon
emissions, including carbon offsetting strategies, for the proposed project. Carbon offsetting includes mitigating
greenhouse gas emissions through the form of purchasing carbon credits from green initiatives. Measures that may
be implemented as part of the project to achieve the LEED® rating include: use of materials acquired from local
sources (within 500 miles); reducing site coverage; erosion and sedimentation control; stormwater treatment
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facilities; SEZ habitat restoration; water efficient landscaping; water conservation and energy efficient devices in the
buildings; storage, and collection of recyclables; and double-paned windows. Implementation of measures such as
these would earn points toward LEED® rating. A LEED® accredited professional would assess the project measures,
assign points, and if the project achieves 33 points, it would qualify for LEED® Silver rating.

It is anticipated that the proposed project would result in a substantial reduction in operational carbon emissions
(including transportation) relative to existing conditions. Typical LEED® certified buildings are designed to save an
average of 388 U.S. tons of carbon emissions annually. The average LEED® certified building uses 32% less
electricity, 26% less natural gas and 30-40% less total energy as compared to a conventional building. Similarly, the
average LEED-certified building saves 40% on water use as compared to a conventional building.

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Construction of the project would commence as soon as possible after project approval, acquisition of permits,
and reimbursement for relocation or purchase and removal of all existing mobile homes. Construction of the
proposed project would be completed in four phases as shown in Table 3-4 below. The first phase is anticipated to
begin as early as 2008, with final project completion anticipated for the fall 2011. Construction activities would
be continuous, except during winter months when activities may cease for a period of time. Construction staging
would be established on the project site, on previously disturbed areas, and would be secured to prevent
unauthorized access.

Table 3-4
Project Construction Phasing
Project Component Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Relocation/Demolition X

Site Grading X X X X
Gatehouse/Entry X X
Estates X X X
Lodge Building X X
Moderate Income Housing X X X
Beach and Swim Club X X X
SEZ Restoration X X X X
Source: Nichols Consulting Engineers 2005

Construction activities would be completed between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. On occasion, there may be a need
for longer work hours to meet specific constructability issues that cannot otherwise be accomplished in the
standard 8-hour work period. Such work would be coordinated with TRPA and Douglas County as well as local
residents and emergency service providers.

Construction equipment is expected to include standard equipment such as haul trucks, backhoes, water trucks,
forklifts, etc. The majority of heavy equipment would be used during Phase 1 of construction for site clearing and
grading activities. Use of heavy equipment during Phase 1 would be limited to mid-day hours to keep noise and
roadway disturbance to a minimum. Once the initial site clearing and grading is completed, most construction
vehicles would be between %2-ton and %z-ton in size. Lighter weight equipment (rubber tire excavators instead of
more traditional track driven earth moving units) would be used whenever possible. In the SEZ area, landing mats
that distribute the weight loads of the equipment would be used to reduce soil disturbance. The existing paved
roads on the project site would be preserved as long as possible during initial construction activities to reduce dust
emissions at the project site.

Construction access to the project site would be provided via Kahle Drive. Any partial street closures and traffic
control would be coordinated with the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) and Douglas County Public
Works Department, as necessary, and local residents would be informed of potential traffic controls. Adequate
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emergency access would be provided at all times and local emergency service providers would be notified of any
potential road closures or detours at least 48 hours in advance.

During construction, it is anticipated that between 20 and 30 laborers would be working on various aspects of the
project. This would result in an estimated 20 vehicle trips per day using light truck and passenger vehicles. In
addition, it is anticipated that vendor deliveries of construction materials via large trucks would occur an average
of twice a week. Haul trips to export material and debris from the project site would occur primarily during
Phase 1 of construction and demolition, with several large (20 cubic yard) truck trips per day. Material hauled off
site would be taken to an appropriate disposal/recycling facility outside of the Tahoe Basin.

3.5 INTENDED USES OF THE EIS AND APPROVAL PROCESS

This document is intended to meet the environmental review requirements of TRPA. TRPA is the lead agency
pursuant to the Compact and maintains discretionary authority over the primary project approvals.

35.1 PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS

Chapter 2, “Introduction,” includes a detailed discussion of the environmental review process for this Draft EIS,
which includes a 60-day public review and comment period. Following the close of the public comment period,
written responses to comments on the Draft EIS will be prepared. The Draft EIS, together with the responses to
comments and other TRPA-mandated information, will constitute the Final EIS. The TRPA Governing Board will
consider certification of the Final EIS and project approval at one or more public meetings. Certification of the
EIS is required before the TRPA project approvals listed below in Table 3-5 can be considered. While the
issuance of the non-TRPA permits in Table 3-5 is not necessarily contingent on EIS certification, the applicable
permitting agencies may review information contained in this EIS as part of their permit approval process.
Agencies typically have 30 days from the submittal date to review and respond to permit application materials.

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
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 SEZ 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

Franchise Utilities

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

Cultural Resources

SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan
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