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As is described in Chapter 3, mitigation is required under the TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 43.2.B for the 
loss of moderate income housing due to 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. 
Because Alternative C includes the subdivision of the two realigned parcels, this alternative would be required to 
include 54 deed-restricted moderate income units to mitigate for the loss of 54 existing mobile homes that qualify 
as moderate-income (low cost) units. The moderate income units may be provided within the proposed complexes 
or the owner(s) could acquire off-site residential units that would become deed-restricted moderate income units. 

As with Alternative A, Alternative C would include reconstruction and extension of the existing 109-foot private 
pier. The pier would be extended approximately 50 linear feet, for a total length of 159 feet from Lake Tahoe 
High Water Datum (elevation 6229.1) (Exhibit 3-10). Because the reconstructed pier would be deeded to the 
Homeowner’s Associations, it would qualify as a multiple use pier (TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 2) and 
would be eligible for deviation from the Design and Construction Standards listed in TRPA Code of Ordinances 
Section 54.4.B. The reconstructed pier would include an 80-foot vertically moving fixed section, a 20-foot 
transition section that connects the fixed section to a 59-foot floating section. A 10-foot approach walk on the 
shoreline would also be constructed to provide stable access from the beach shore to the pier.  The floating section 
of the pier would be constructed in an “L” shape and would include two 10-foot by 20-foot platforms extending to 
the north intended to provide safer and more stable boat loading and unloading.  At its widest point, the floating 
pier would be 30 feet wide.  The pier would be accessible from the project site by both Homeowner’s 
Associations (residents in both multifamily residential complexes); however, no general public parking or access 
would be provided.  

The three existing buoys would be relocated to remove the buoys from the scenic recreational viewshed from 
Nevada Beach. As a safety precaution for swimmers from the 4-H Camp to the south of the project site, all boat 
access would be prohibited along the reconstructed pier’s southerly side via navigational buoys and signage 
(Exhibit 3-10). This restriction would be included in the recorded Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions documents. 

Each parcel would be required to implement temporary BMPs during construction to eliminate or reduce sediment 
and pollutants in stormwater runoff. Temporary BMPs, similar to those listed for Alternative A in Chapter 3 
would be implemented. Additionally, permanent BMPs, similar to those listed in Chapter 3, would be included in 
the site designs to address stormwater runoff (including snowmelt) from the buildings, parking areas, roadways, 
walkways and other facilities and to eliminate the untreated runoff of stormwater into Lake Tahoe. Alternative C 
would not include restoration of SEZ habitat, but would include landscape plans that incorporate native plant 
species. 

Construction of Alternative C would commence as soon as possible after project approval, acquisition of permits, 
compensation for relocation or purchase and removal of all existing mobile homes, parcel boundary adjustment, 
sale of the parcels, and completion of construction plans. 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. 
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. Construction access to the project site would be provided via Kahle Drive. Any partial street 
closures and traffic control would be coordinated with the NDOT and Douglas County Public Works Department, 
as necessary, and local residents would be informed of potential traffic controls. Adequate emergency access 
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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. 

Similar to Alternative A, it is anticipated that during construction 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. 

4.4 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As described in Section 3.4.2, the existing mobile home park is operating pursuant to a Special Use Permit and a 
contract with TRPA based on the 1989 Jere Williams Plan (JWP). Under the JWP, the owner may convert mobile 
homes/manufactured housing pads to support a ratio consisting of 70% doublewide and 30% singlewide homes 
but must also reduce coverage by 55,579 sf. Since 1989, the coverage has been reduced at the mobile home park 
by 55,579 sf as required, and the TRPA verified land coverage is 457,959 sf (Exhibit 3-11). If Alternatives A, B, 
or C are not implemented, the existing mobile park would remain in operation and would be required to comply 
with the existing contract with TRPA pursuant to the JWP. Therefore, the 70% doublewide and 30% singlewide 
ratio would be implemented and eventually achieved and the site coverage would remain at the TRPA verified 
coverage of 457,959 sf. 

Under the No Project Alternative, the mobile home park would be retained with 155 units, basic infrastructure 
maintenance and upgrades would be completed, and BMPs, such as infiltration trenches and limited revegetation, 
would be implemented as required by the TRPA BMP Retrofit Program. The TRPA deadline for implementation 
of the BMPs is October 15, 2011, per Chapter 25 of the TRPA Code. This deadline is based on Section 25.3A of 
the TRPA Code of Ordinances and the site location in Watershed 40 (Edgewood), a Priority 3 Watershed. 

Two No Project scenarios (Alternatives D and E) may be pursued as reasonable asset management strategies by 
the owner, or future owners, of the mobile home park: (1) maintaining the park pursuant to the JWP with site 
upgrades occurring on an as-needed basis or (2) clearing the park, completing improvements and replacing the 
mobile home pads with new manufactured housing. 

4.4.1 ALTERNATIVE D – NO PROJECT – JERE WILLIAMS PLAN 

No Project Alternative D would leave the mobile home park unchanged, with 155 mobile home pads. The owner 
would continue the gradual transition to 70% doublewide units and 30% singlewide units and would maintain the 
TRPA verified coverage of 457,959 sf. The 90 units now owned by the park and the seven existing vacant spaces 
would be replaced with new mobile home units and sold in phases. As other pads became vacant, new mobile 
home units would be purchased by the park owner, placed on the site and sold to new tenants. Rents for spaces in 
the park would move with market demand. Extended lease terms would be offered to induce the purchase of the 
new mobile home units. New rules and regulations would be put in place to upgrade the architectural standards 
for the park and the existing storage building and managers trailer would be upgraded or replaced with new 
manufactured buildings. Finally, existing infrastructure, including roads, sewer pipes, water pipes, and other 
utilities would be maintained, repaired and/or replaced, as necessary, and BMPs would be implemented as 
required by the TRPA BMP Retrofit Program. 
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4.4.2 ALTERNATIVE E – NO PROJECT – MANUFACTURED HOUSING 

Alternative E would be similar to the No Project - JWP Plan scenario, but the mobile home park would be closed 
to allow for all site improvements to be implemented at one time. The owner would follow the Nevada Revised 
Statutes (NRS 118B.177) prior to closure of the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park. After closure of the park, 
improvements would include the maintenance and repair of the existing aging infrastructure, including 
undergrounding utility lines pursuant to Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, the purchase of a new park 
manager’s manufactured residence, a new manufactured storage building to replace the old storage building, and 
implementation of temporary BMPs and permanent BMPs required by the 2011 deadline.  

Upon completion of the site improvements, 155 mobile home pads would be reestablished and new standards 
would be implemented that require all manufactured housing units placed in the park to be high quality structures. 
The new manufactured housing units would be one- and two-story units, would occupy both the 70% doublewide 
pads and the 30% singlewide pads per the JWP, and the site coverage would be restricted to the TRPA verified 
coverage of 457,959 sf. The units would be required to conform to all current building codes and regulations 
including new snow load regulations for the Tahoe area. The manufactured housing units would be sold as the 
market warrants with minimum 20-year lease terms. The lots on which the manufactured housing units would sit 
would be leased and the rents raised from current levels. 

4.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION 

4.5.1 143 UNIT ALTERNATIVE  

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 residential units). This alternative differed from the proposed project (Alternative 
A in this EIS) in that it proposed to reconstruct the existing private pier into a floating multiple use pier that would 
extend approximately 251 linear feet following the current alignment, for a total length of 360 feet from Lake 
Tahoe High Water Datum (elevation 6229.1). The pier would include an 80-foot fixed pier and a 25-foot ramp 
that would connect the fixed pier to a 255-foot floating pier. At this length, the floating pier would permit full 
water access to the project site year-round, even during drought cycles. The pier would be multiple-use, privately 
owned and maintained, and would include a ramp capable of adapting to boat entry levels. Additionally, a 12-foot 
wide nonexclusive pedestrian access easement would be provided along the shore, providing public access 
between the pier and Nevada Beach to the north. With this alternative, the KGID pump house would be 
incorporated under the beach and swim club building’s outdoor deck. Access and space for potential future 
expansion of the KGID pump house would be maintained. Based on concerns raised by KGID regarding the 
incorporation of the pump house into the beach and swim club building, and scenic concerns related to the 
magnitude of the proposed pier extension, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. 

4.5.2 182 UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

Under Subsection 21.3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, the project site’s allowable residential density is 
15 units per acre, which equates to a total density of 285 units. Based on this allowable density, the project 
applicant prepared a proposed plan incorporating 182 residential units on the project site. Although this density 
would be over 100 fewer units than the allowable density, TRPA requested soil and groundwater analyses of the 
project site. The project applicant completed the requested studies and determined that this alternative could not 
support sufficient BMPs and water quality treatment facilities nor could it support sufficient SEZ restoration 
acreage. Based on these analyses, the 182-unit alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
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4.5.3 155 UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

With the 182-unit alternative eliminated from consideration, the project applicant prepared a reduced project 
alternative that incorporated a total of 155 residential units. After additional consultation with TRPA staff, and 
additional soils and hydrology analyses, the 155-unit reduced project alternative was eliminated from further 
consideration. As with the 182-unit alternative, this alternative could not support sufficient SEZ restoration 
acreage and would limit water quality treatment opportunities at the project site. This alternative was eliminated 
from further consideration. 

4.5.4 REDUCED MOBILE HOME PARK ALTERNATIVE 

In addition to the redevelopment alternatives considered, a reduced mobile home park alternative was also 
considered. The current mobile home park contains 155 mobile home spaces in a densely clustered configuration. 
Approximately one-third of the units are located along the northern boundary adjacent to Burke Creek Meadow. 
The existing mobile home park includes BMPs and does not provide an opportunity for stream zone restoration. 

A reduced mobile home park was considered that would eliminate approximately 50 mobile home units along the 
northern boundary of the project site to provide an area for SEZ restoration and water quality treatment facilities 
(similar to Alternative A). However, the elimination of approximately one-third of the existing mobile home 
density was rejected as economically infeasible because of the decrease in revenue that would occur. 

4.5.5 HABITAT RESTORATION ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the two land capability districts at the project site, LCD 1b with a base allowable coverage of 1% and 
LCD 7 with a base allowable coverage of 30% (Exhibit 3-11), the project applicant and TRPA discussed the 
feasibility of development pursuant to these LCDs. Because the majority of the project site is located within 
LCD 1b, SEZ habitat, the majority of the site would need to be cleared of all development and restored as SEZ 
habitat associated with Burke Creek and Rabe Meadow. A small portion of the site in LCD 7 along the southern 
boundary could be developed with up to 30% coverage. 

Under this alternative, the project applicant would close the Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park in compliance with 
the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS 118B.177) and remove the 155 existing mobile home units. The site would 
then be cleared of existing infrastructure and the owner would sell the property at market rate. Because of the high 
cost of land, it is 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. 




