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Cumulative — 2030 Plus Project Conditions (Alternative C)

IMPACT Cumulative — Plus Alternative C Level of Service (LOS) and Traffic Volume. With Alternative C, all
5.14-9 intersections maintain an acceptable LOS for 2030 conditions. This cumulative impact is considered less
than significant.

Alternative C would not impact the LOS at the study intersections in the future as shown in Table 5.14-4. As
shown, the level of service of all the study intersections is estimated to be LOS C or better in the future. The
addition of project-generated traffic results in the future PM peak-hour turning movement volumes for
Alternative C, as shown in Exhibit 5.14-3. The impact on average delay at the intersections along U.S. 50 is
expected to increase by less than 1 second. In summary, although the proposed project could result in small
increases in vehicular delays at some of the nearby intersections; all intersections maintain an acceptable LOS for
2030 conditions. This cumulative impact is considered less than significant.

Table 5.14-4
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe — 2030 Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Summary
. L L 2030 No Project 2030 Plus Alternative C
Intersection Signalized/ Unsignalized
LOS! Delay (sec) LOS! Delay (sec)

U.S. 50/Kingsbury Grade Signalized C 24.1 C 24.2
U.S. 50/Kahle Drive Signalized B 115 B 115
U.S. 50/Elks Point Road Signalized B 17.7 B 17.8
Kahle Drive/Site Access Unsignalized A 8.9 Intersection Eliminated
Note: For unsignalized intersection, the LOS of the worst approach or worst movement is reported.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2007

Cumulative — 2030 Plus Project Conditions (Alternatives A and C)

IMPACT Cumulative — Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT). Alternative A would result in a net increase of 303 daily

5.14-10 vehicle trip ends and 90 peak-hour vehicle trip ends (89 inbound and 1 outbound). These trips would result
in a maximum increase of approximately 1,001 VMT in the Tahoe Basin. Alternative C would result in a net
increase of 194 daily vehicle trip ends, 2 peak-hour vehicle trip ends, and an increase of approximately
685 VMT in the Tahoe Basin. Either of these increases, in combination with any increases in VMT
associated with related projects, is considered to be potentially significant cumulative impact.

Beach Club Alternative A would result in a net increase of 303 daily vehicle trip ends and 90 peak-hour vehicle
trip ends (89 inbound and 1 outbound). The increase in VMT resulting from implementation of Alternative A
would be a maximum of approximately 1,001 VMT, based upon the trip types and average trip lengths identified
in the TRPA TRANPLAN traffic model, and the number of new trips generated. Alternative C would result in a
net increase of 194 daily vehicle trip ends, 2 peak-hour vehicle trip ends, and an increase of approximately 685
VMT in the Tahoe Basin. In comparison with the approximately 1,790,602 total basin-wide VMT on a peak day,
the impact of Alternative A represents a 0.06% basin-wide increase in VMT and Alternative C represents a 0.04%
basin-wide increase in VMT. As discussed in Section 5.6, “Transportation and Parking,” an increase of 2,000
VMT or more is considered to be a significant impact. Therefore, implementation of either Alternative A or C
would result in a less-than-significant impact related to VMT. Nonetheless, pursuant to Chapter 93.3.C of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee of $36.20 per daily vehicle trip end is required for new
trips associated with non-residential land uses and $325.84 per daily vehicle trip end for new trips associated with
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residential land uses. Per TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 93.3.C, the Air Quality Mitigation Fund provides for
regional and cumulative measures that may include, but are not limited to:

» transit facility construction;

» transportation Systems Management measures, including, but not limited to, bicycle facilities, pedestrian
facilities , and use of alternative fuels in fleet vehicles; or

» transfer and retirement of off-site development rights.

The less-than-significant increase in VMT due to the proposed project and the payment of the air quality
mitigation fee would result in a less-than-significant contribution to cumulative VMT. Furthermore, related
cumulative projects would be required to analyze the potential increase in VMT and contribute to the TRPA Air
Quality Mitigation Fund to mitigate the effects of any new trips associated with their projects.

IMPACT Cumulative — Parking Supply. Sufficient parking for the Beach Club project alternatives would be
5.14-11 provided entirely within the project site. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact
on cumulative parking supply.

Parking for the proposed project alternatives would be provided on site consistent with the rates discussed in
Section 5.6, “Transportation and Parking.”

The overall parking demand of Alternative A, including residential and beach and swim club, is approximately
342 spaces. The condominiums would be provided with 270 parking spaces, and the beach and swim
club/restaurant would be provided with 88 spaces. Therefore, the total parking supply for Alternative A would be
358 spaces, which would exceed the parking demand and ensure a sufficient supply of on-site parking.

Alternative C was determined to require 265 parking spaces, and 267 spaces would be provided. Therefore, a
sufficient supply of on-site parking would be provided. Therefore, the Beach Club project would include sufficient
on-site parking. Related cumulative projects would be expected to meet standard parking requirements as well, and this
would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact.

AIR QUALITY

IMPACT  Cumulative — Short-term Construction-Generated Air Quality Impacts. Unmitigated, NOx emissions

5.14-12 from the proposed project and related construction projects in the Basin would exceed the significance
threshold of 82 Ib/day; therefore, construction-generated criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions could
violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, especially considering the nonattainment status of the
LTAB with respect to the TRPA standards. However, the project would implement Mitigation Measure 5.7.A-
1 to reduce construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOx, and PMso. Therefore, the project would not
result in a contribution to this potentially significant cumulative air impact.

As discussed under Impact 5.7.A-1, emissions of pollutants generated during construction are temporary in
nature, but can contribute substantially to air quality violations and nonattainment conditions. Emissions are
primarily associated with heavy-duty construction equipment and fugitive emissions from ground disturbance and
earth-moving activities. Unmitigated emissions associated with the proposed project and other construction
projects in the LTAB would be expected to exceed the applicable significance thresholds (82 Ib/day of ROG,
NOx, or PMyp) on an individual activity basis. In addition, when taken together, the project-generated emissions
would have the potential to result in violations of or substantial contributions to ambient air quality standards. The
proposed project would implement Mitigation Measure 5.7.A-1 to reduce construction-generated emissions of
ROG, NOy, and PMyq. Therefore, the project would not result in a contribution to this potentially significant
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cumulative air impact. Furthermore, it is anticipated that other projects in the Basin would also be required to
implement similar mitigation to reduce their emissions of ROG, NOy, and PMyj, to a less-than-significant level.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Long-term Operational (Regional) Air Quality Impacts. Implementation of the Beach Club
5.14-13 project would not result in operational emissions of regional criteria air pollutants in excess of applicable
thresholds. When taken in conjunction with other proposed projects throughout the region, the
proposed project’s emissions would not be substantial, and would not affect TRPA'’s attainment
designations. Therefore, this cumulative impact would be less than significant.

The most current national and TRPA attainment designations for the Douglas County portion of the LTAB are
shown in Table 5.7-4 for each criteria air pollutant. The Beach Club project site is not located in a nonattainment
or maintenance area with respect to the NAAQS. As described under Impact 5.7.A-2, emissions associated with
the operation of the proposed project would be long-term and have associated regional emissions. However, the
increase in emissions would be small relative to the existing land use, and would not contribute substantially to a
cumulative long-term regional air quality impact, nor would it affect TRPA’s attainment designations. This
cumulative impact would be less than significant.

NOISE

IMPACT  Cumulative — Short-term Construction-Generated Noise Levels. Construction of the Beach Club project

5.14-14  would result in noise levels in excess of local standards. Construction of related cumulative projects could
also result in the exceedance of local noise standards. However, construction noise occurring during the
daytime hours is considered exempt from applicable standards, provided that construction equipment is
properly fitted with feasible noise control devices. Because the project would adhere to the requirements of
the exemption for construction noise, the project would not contribute to a substantial increase in noise
levels. In addition, noise is a localized occurrence and attenuates with distance. Therefore, only cumulative
development projects in the direct vicinity of the project site would have the potential to add to anticipated
project-generated noise. Because the related cumulative projects are not located in the direct vicinity of the
project site and because their construction schedules may or may not overlap with the proposed project’s
construction, there would be no cumulative construction noise impact.

As discussed in Impact 5.8.A-1, noise levels generated during construction at nearby receptors would vary from
75 to 91 dBA, which would exceed applicable county and TRPA standards. Further, sensitive receptors located
near the construction activities could experience increases in ambient noise levels in excess of the applicable
standards, resulting in annoyance and a potentially significant impact. Construction activities occurring during the
daytime hours are exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance and applicable standards. Provided,
however, that all construction equipment shall be fitted with factory installed muffling devices and maintained in
good working order (Mitigation Measure 5.8.A-1). For the proposed project, it was determined that adherence to
these noise regulations would be sufficient to avoid significant construction noise impacts.

Noise is a localized occurrence and attenuates with distance. Therefore, only cumulative development projects in
the direct vicinity of the project site would have the potential to add to anticipated project-generated noise.
Because the related cumulative projects are not located in the direct vicinity of the project site and because their
construction schedules may or may not overlap with the proposed project’s construction, there would be no
cumulative construction noise impact.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Long-Term Operational Traffic-Generated Noise Levels. Traffic generated by the Beach

5.14-15  Club project, in combination with existing traffic levels, would not result in a perceptible increase in ambient
noise levels on nearby local roadways or highways. Therefore, this cumulative impact would be less than
significant.
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The FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model was used to calculate traffic noise levels along affected roadways for
traffic conditions in the year 2030 with implementation of the proposed project (refer to Tables 5.14-5 and 5.14-
6). The modeling is based on the trip distribution estimates presented in Chapter 5.6, “Transportation and
Parking.” Input data used in the model include average daily traffic levels for nearby area roadways, fleet mixes
(percentages of automobiles, medium-duty trucks, and heavy-duty trucks during daytime, evening, and nighttime
hours), vehicle speeds, ground attenuation factors, roadway grades, and roadway widths.

Table 5.14-5 summarizes the net change in annual average daily traffic volumes and in modeled traffic noise
levels from cumulative no project to plus project conditions to determine the proposed project’s contribution.
Table 5.14-6 summarizes the net change in average daily traffic volumes and in modeled traffic noise levels from
existing no project to cumulative plus project conditions to determine the total contribution from the proposed
project, projected growth and other planned projects. (Refer to Table 5.8-7 in Chapter 5.8, “Noise,” for the speed,
grade, and traffic distribution parameters for each roadway segment shown in Tables 5.14-5 and 5.14-6.)

Alternatives B and C would generate fewer vehicle trips than Alternative A. Implementation of development
Alternatives A, B, and C would not result in noise level increases along U.S. 50 (refer to Table 5.14-5). In
addition, traffic increases would result in noise level increases of less than 1.6 dBA along Kahle Drive, which
would be imperceptible to the human ear (refer to Table 5.14-5). Thus, traffic associated with the long-term
operation of Alternatives A, B, and C would not result in a perceptible (e.g., 3 dBA or greater) increase in noise
levels along affected local roadways or highways. When compared with existing conditions, implementation of
Alternatives A, B, and C along with other planned projects and projected growth would result in noise levels
increases of less than 0.3 dBA along U.S. 50 and 1.6 dBA along Kahle Drive (refer to Table 5.14-6). Thus, traffic
associated with the long-term operation of Alternatives A, B, and C along with other planned projects would not
result in a perceptible (e.g., 3 dBA or greater) increase in noise levels along affected local roadways or highways.
Therefore, the proposed project and related projects would not contribute significantly to cumulative traffic
noise.

Table 5.14-5
Summary of Net Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Modeled Traffic Noise Levels for
Alternative A under Cumulative Conditions

Alternative A
Roadway Segment Annual AverageIDain Traffic Volur:e Net Change in Traffic Noise
. Cumulative + Net Change Levels (CNEL [dBA])
Cumulative Alternative A | (Alternative A)
U.S. 50 north of Kahle Drive 39,400 39,504 +104 0.0
U.S. 50 south of Kahle Drive 40,300 40,499 +199 0.0
Kahle Drive immediately west of U.S. 50 2,160 2,466 +306 +0.6
Kahle Drive through the project site 696 1,002 +306 +1.6

Notes: Traffic noise levels were modeled using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on traffic information (e.g., average daily
traffic, vehicle speeds, roadway width) obtained from the data generated by LSC Transportation Consultants used to prepare the traffic
chapter for this Draft EIS and assuming no natural or human-made shielding (e.g., vegetation, berms, walls, buildings). Refer to
Appendix E for modeling input assumptions and output results.

Source: Modeling performed by EDAW in 2007.
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Table 5.14-6
Summary of Net Change in Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Modeled Traffic Noise Levels for from
Existing to Cumulative Plus Project Conditions

Alternative A
Roadway Segment Annual Average Daily Traffic Volume Net Change in Traffic Noise
Existi Cumulative + Net Change Levels (CNEL [dBA])
xisting : .

Alternative A | (Alternative A)
U.S. 50 north of Kahle Drive 37,100 39,504 +2,404 +0.3
U.S. 50 south of Kahle Drive 38,000 40,499 +2,499 +0.3
Kahle Drive immediately west of U.S. 50 2,160 2,466 +306 +0.6
Kahle Drive through the project site 696 1,002 +306 +1.6

Notes: Traffic noise levels were modeled using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model based on traffic information (e.g., average daily
traffic, vehicle speeds, roadway width) obtained from the data generated by LSC Transportation Consultants used to prepare the traffic
chapter for this Draft EIS and assuming no natural or human-made shielding (e.g., vegetation, berms, walls, buildings). Refer to
Appendix E for modeling input assumptions and output results.

Source: Modeling performed by EDAW in 2007.

BloLOGICAL RESOURCES

IMPACT  Cumulative — Disturbance of Deciduous Riparian Vegetation. Implementation of Alternative A would

5.14-16 result in the reconstruction of the eastern portion of Kahle Ditch and associated removal or disturbance of
approximately 1.07 acres of willow scrub and riparian vegetation. The TRPA threshold for Common
Vegetation calls for the maintenance of at least 4% deciduous riparian vegetation. Removal of riparian
vegetation in the Tahoe Basin would be a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, because
the proposed project would result in “no net loss” of these habitat types, the project would have a less-than-
significant contribution to this cumulative impact.

Implementation of Alternative A would result in reconstruction of the eastern portion of Kahle Ditch, a potentially
jurisdictional water, and removal of willow scrub and riparian vegetation currently lining this portion of the ditch.
Willow scrub and riparian vegetation present on the western portion of the project site (west of the access road to
the Douglas County Sewer Improvement District Pump Station) and along the shallow drainage ditch on the
southern boundary of the project site would be unaffected by project implementation. A total of approximately
1.07 acres of willow scrub and riparian vegetation in the eastern portion of Kahle Ditch would be disturbed due to
the project. Deciduous riparian vegetation is one of TRPA’s threshold common vegetation types with an
attainment threshold of 4%. The Beach Club project has the potential to occur concurrently with other projects
that may result in the loss of jurisdictional waters or riparian vegetation and loss of riparian habitat in the Tahoe
Basin could be a potentially significant cumulative impact. However, a Delineation of the Waters of the United
States and Authorization of Fill would be completed for the proposed project that would ensure “no net loss” of
deciduous riparian habitat would result from implementation of the proposed project. Implementation of this
mitigation would mitigate the project’s contribution to cumulative disturbance or loss of deciduous riparian
vegetation to a less-than-significant level.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Tree Removal. Implementation of Alternatives A, B and C would result in the loss of fewer
5.14-17  than 100 native and nonnative trees on the project site during project construction. No trees larger than
24 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) would be removed. The removal and/or relocation of fewer than
100 trees on the project site is not considered “substantial” as defined in the TRPA Code of Ordinances and
would not require a tree removal plan. This would be a less-than-significant impact.
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Implementation of Alternative A would result in the removal of all mobile homes, grading of the property,
construction of new residential buildings, a beach and swim club, and a road, and SEZ restoration and installation
of associated landscaping. The project site contains 140 trees (78 conifers and 62 deciduous trees) that are

6 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) or greater. Most trees on the project site are associated with the
drainage ditches defining the north and south boundaries of the project site and current mobile homes. 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.
The number of trees that would be removed under Alternatives B and C is unknown, but expected to be well
below 100 trees. As discussed in Section 5.9, “Biological Resources,” based on the smaller impact footprint of
Alternative B as compared to Alternative A, it is assumed that implementation of Alternative B would result in
fewer trees removed than under Alternative A (i.e., fewer than 51 trees would be removed). Using the same logic,
it is assumed that implementation of Alternative C would result in an incrementally greater number of trees
removed than under Alternative A (i.e., greater than 51 trees would be removed).A harvest or tree removal plan is
required by TRPA where implementation of a project would cause “substantial” tree removal. “Substantial” tree
removal is defined in the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 71, as: 1) removal of more than 100 live trees 10
inches dbh or larger on project areas of 20 acres or more; or 2) removal of more than 100 live trees 10 inches dbh
or larger within land capability districts 1a, 1b, 1c, 2, or 3, regardless of the project area; or 3) tree removal that,
as determined by TRPA after a joint inspection with appropriate state or federal Forestry staff, does not meet the
minimum acceptable stocking standards set forth in Subsection 71.4.B.

As proposed, implementation of Alternatives A, B, and C would remove and/or relocate fewer than 100 trees;
none of these trees are larger than 24 inches dbh. The removal and/or relocation of fewer than 100 trees on the
project site is not considered “substantial” as defined in the TRPA Code and would not require a tree removal
plan. Although tree removal in the Tahoe Basin is a potentially significant impact, the project would avoid and
minimize tree loss to a less-than-significant level.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Loss of Tahoe Yellow Cress. Tahoe yellow cress is a TRPA threshold sensitive plant

5.14-18  species, listed as endangered by the state of California, critically endangered by the state of Nevada, and a
USFWS candidate species. Tahoe yellow cress is known to occur in the beach zone of the project site along
the drainage ditch. Implementation of the Beach Club project could disturb Tahoe yellow cress habitat
resulting in habitat loss. Removal of Tahoe yellow cress is a potentially significant cumulative impact in the
Tahoe Basin. However, the proposed project would avoid disturbance and removal of Tahoe yellow cress
and would implement measures to counteract potential adverse effects related to site hydrology and
changes in use patterns for this species as well as construction-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact.

Tahoe yellow cress is a perennial herb with yellow flowers in the mustard family that is endemic to the sandy
beaches of Lake Tahoe. Tahoe yellow cress is a candidate for listing by the USFWS, listed as endangered by the
state of California, fully protected by the state of Nevada, and is a TRPA threshold species. Tahoe yellow cress is
known to occur on Kahle beach at the western end of the project site. Because Tahoe yellow cress is only found
on the shores of Lake Tahoe, Tahoe yellow cress is one of TRPA’s threshold sensitive plant species and it is a
candidate for listing by the USFWS. Activities associated with construction, SEZ restoration, and ongoing
recreational use after the project development is fully functional could have a detrimental effect on Tahoe yellow
cress. Loss of Tahoe yellow cress associated with other projects in the Tahoe Basin shoreline areas, is a
potentially significant cumulative impact. However, the proposed project would avoid disturbance and removal of
Tahoe yellow cress and would implement measures to counteract potential adverse effects related to site
hydrology and changed use patterns for this species and construction-related impacts as discussed in

Impact 5.9.A-4 in Section 5.9, “Biological Resources.” Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact. Furthermore, all properties with
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identified Tahoe yellow cress populations are also required to avoid disturbance and implement measures to avoid
potential adverse effects to this species.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Introduction and Spread of Weeds. There is the potential for the introduction and spread

5.14-19 of weeds due to project implementation both during the construction phase and after construction. The
introduction and spread of terrestrial or aquatic weeds would degrade vegetation and wildlife habitat on the
project site and on adjacent lands, as well as degrade the waters of Lake Tahoe. Introduction and spread of
weeds is a potentially significant cumulative impact in the Tahoe Basin. However, the proposed project
would include weed management practices during construction that would reduce the potential spread of
weeds. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant contribution to this potentially
significant cumulative impact.

The introduction and proliferation of exotic, invasive, weeds, such as Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum
spicatum), compete with native plant species and can significantly alter the dynamic nature of native aquatic and
terrestrial plant communities. The TRPA Goals and Policies (Wildlife Conservation Goal #1, Policy #3)
specifically forbids the release of exotic species in the basin because exotics can invade important wildlife
habitats and compete for resources. Ground disturbance from construction activities and construction equipment
coming into the project area carrying weeds could result in the increased distribution of weed species into
terrestrial and aquatic environments. Many exotic species are introduced into Lake Tahoe and in the Tahoe Basin
inadvertently during boating, grading, and construction activities resulting in a potentially significant cumulative
impact. However, the proposed project would include weed management practices during construction that would
reduce the potential spread of weeds. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Impacts on Nesting Special-Status Birds, Raptors, and Migratory Birds. Development of

5.14-20  the Beach Club project and related projects could adversely affect special-status bird species, nesting
raptors, and other migratory birds. Loss of special-status birds, raptors, and migratory birds is a potentially
significant cumulative impact in the Tahoe Basin, and these species are provided varying levels of protection
under the federal and state wildlife laws. However, the proposed project would provide mitigation to protect
special-status birds, raptors, and migratory birds; therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact.

The project site includes potential nesting and foraging habitat for several common migratory bird species.
Construction within occupied habitat of nesting bird species could cause direct impacts on breeding and nesting
activities, including removal of active nests, nest abandonment, and mortality to eggs and chicks. Construction
could also result in noise, dust, and other disturbances to nesting bird species in the vicinity, resulting in potential
nest abandonment and mortality to eggs and chicks. Loss of special-status birds, raptors, and migratory birds is a
potentially significant cumulative impact in the Tahoe Basin. However, the proposed project would provide
mitigation to protect special-status birds, raptors, and migratory birds; therefore, the proposed project would have
a less-than-significant contribution to this potentially significant cumulative impact.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

IMPACT  Cumulative — Impacts on Undiscovered Cultural Resources. Implementation of the Beach Club project

5.14-21 and related projects could potentially uncover previously unknown prehistoric or historic resources.
Depending on whether such resources are considered significant according to NRHP, NOHP, or TRPA this
could be considered a significant impact. However, mitigation measures described in Section 5.11 would
mitigate the project’s potential impacts on cultural resources to a less-than-significant level and would
ensure that the project would not incrementally contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on cultural
resources in the region.
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The record search and the field survey conducted on the project site identified no historic cultural resources on the
project site. However, because of the proximity of the project site to the ethnographic location of Lom Wata, there
is the potential for the presence of intact prehistoric cultural remains in subsurface contexts and the potential for
unknown cultural resources or human remains to be unearthed during construction. Implementation of the
proposed project and related projects could potentially uncover previously unknown prehistoric or historic
resources. Mitigation measures described in Section 5.11, “Cultural Resources,” would mitigate impacts on
important cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Implementing these mitigation measures would also
ensure that implementation of the project would not incrementally contribute to any significant cumulative
impacts on important cultural resources in the region. These mitigation measures are fairly standard and it is
assumed that similar measures would be applied to related projects as appropriate. Therefore, the proposed project
would not contribute to a significant cumulative effect on cultural resources.

SCENIC RESOURCES

IMPACT  Cumulative — Effects on SR-1, TRPA Travel Route Threshold Ratings, SR-2, TRPA Scenic Quality

5.14-22  Threshold Ratings, and SR-3, TRPA Recreation Areas and Bike Trails Threshold. The Beach Club
project would be visible to varying degrees from important surrounding viewpoints including U.S. 50, within
Roadway Travel Unit 31, Meadow and Lake Tahoe Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood. Part of the project
would also be visible within the context of identified TRPA Scenic Resources seen from TRPA Public
Recreation Area No. 1 - Nevada Beach and the adjacent campground. Although the project would replace
the existing Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and would be partially screened by trees and other vegetation,
the project could contribute to cumulatively significant visual impacts on SR-1, SR-2, and SR-3. However,
implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.10.A-1a through ¢ and 5.10.A-3a through e would ensure that the
project complies with TRPA scenic regulations and reduces the project’'s impacts to SR-1, SR-2, and SR-3
to a less-than-significant level. These measures would ensure that the project does not contribute to a
potentially significant cumulative impact on scenic resources.

Roadway Travel Unit 31, Meadow

In the view toward the lake from U.S. 50, the Beach Club project would replace the existing Tahoe Shores Mobile
Home Park and would be partially screened by existing vegetation in the adjacent meadow. However, some of the
residential buildings would be visible from U.S. 50. Without appropriate mitigation, the project, in combination
with any other potential projects that would be visible within Roadway Travel Unit 31, Meadow (e.g., Sierra
Colina), would impact the subcomponent scores for intactness and unity and cause a decrease in the Scenic
Quality Threshold Ratings for Scenic Resources within Roadway Travel Unit 31, Meadow. This is considered a
potentially significant cumulative impact.

Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood

Aspects of the proposed project would be visible from the lake and could thus potentially affect Shoreline Travel
Unit 30. Visible structures may include a beach and swim club building and an extended pier. The existing mobile
home park would be replaced with new residential development. Without appropriate mitigation, the project, in
combination with any other potential projects that would be visible in Shoreline Travel Unit 30, Edgewood,
would cause a decrease in the Scenic Quality Threshold Rating. This is considered a potentially significant
cumulative impact.

Recreation Area No. 1 — Nevada Beach

Past scenic resource evaluations have identified the existing Tahoe Shores Mobile Home Park and KGID facility
as disruptive to the natural character of the area. The Beach Club project would remove the mobile home park and
replace it with new residential development and the existing overhead utility lines would be placed underground.
The new buildings would be substantially taller than any of the existing mobile homes, but the architecture of the
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proposed development would make it more visually attractive than the existing mobile home park. Nonetheless,
the development would have a manmade character. Lighting of the new development at night could affect
campers at nearby campsites. Without adequate mitigation measures, the project, in combination with any other
potential projects that would be visible from TRPA Public Recreation Area No. 1 — Nevada Beach, would cause a
decrease in the Scenic Quality Threshold Rating. This is considered a potentially significant cumulative impact.

The proposed project would implement the following mitigation measures to ensure the project would comply
with TRPA scenic thresholds and result in a less-than-significant effect on scenic resources:

» Design the SEZ Habitat Restoration and other on-site landscaping to provide screening of proposed buildings
and parking areas.

» Design other on-site landscaping to provide screening of existing and proposed buildings at levels anticipated
in the assessment of scenic impacts reported herein.

» Conduct screening mitigation monitoring.
» Comply with TRPA Design Review Guidelines and Douglas County Guidelines Regarding Lighting.
» Submit a Detailed Lighting Plan to the Douglas County Design Review Committee.

The implementation of these measures would ensure that the project does not contribute to any significant
cumulative impacts on scenic resources.

HUMAN HEALTH AND RISK OF UPSET

IMPACT  Cumulative — Expose the Public or Environment to Hazardous Materials. Development of the project

5.14-23  and related projects would involve the storage, use, and transport of hazardous materials at the project site
during construction and operation. However, each project considered in this cumulative analysis must
individually be in compliance with local, state, and federal regulations. Therefore, cumulative impacts related
to exposure of the public or environment to significant hazardous materials would be less than significant.

Implementation of the various related projects and other projects in the region could expose people to hazardous
materials during construction and operation of those projects. The potential could represent a significant
cumulative impact if projects are not developed in compliance with local, state, and federal hazardous materials
regulations. However, each project considered in this cumulative analysis must individually meet these
requirements. Therefore, no additive effect would result from the combination of the projects considered in this
cumulative analysis and the proposed project. Cumulative impacts related to exposure of the public or
environment to significant hazardous materials would be less than significant.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Create a Safety Hazard to Construction Workers. Development of the project and related

5.14-24 projects would involve demolition, excavation, and construction activities that could result in the exposure of
construction workers to hazardous materials, including asbestos and lead-based paint. However, each
project considered in this cumulative analysis must individually comply with EPA and Nev-OSHA standards
pertaining to construction worker safety. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to safety hazards to
construction workers would be less than significant.

Other development projects in the Tahoe Basin where older structures would be demolished have a similar
potential to result in health hazards related to exposure of construction workers to asbestos and lead-based paint.
However, as with the proposed project, asbestos-containing materials and lead must be removed by an accredited
inspector in accordance with EPA and Nev-OSHA standards. The project-specific potentially significant impact
would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.13.A-2 described in Section 5.13, “Human Health
and Risk of Upset.” Therefore, no additive effect would result from the combination of the projects considered in
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this cumulative analysis and the proposed project. Cumulative impacts related to exposure of construction
workers to significant hazardous materials would be less than significant.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Expose Future Residents to Potential Health Hazard. All of Douglas County is considered
5.14-25 a High Radon Potential Zone (4 pCi/L), as designated by the EPA's Map of Radon. Cumulative development
in the region could expose future residents to radon levels that exceed EPA’s recommended safe level of 4
pCi/L. However, the project-specific potentially significant impact would be mitigated by Mitigation
Measure 5.13.A-4 and the measure would eliminate the project’s contribution to any cumulative conditions.
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to radon exposure would be less than significant.

According to the EPA’s Map of Radon Zones, Douglas County is located in a High Radon Potential Zone (greater
than 4 pCi/L). Radon hazards are site specific and generally neither affect, nor are affected by other planned or
proposed development in the region. The project-specific potentially significant impact would be mitigated by
application of Mitigation Measure 5.13.A-4, described in Section 5.13, “Human Health and Risk of Upset.”
Cumulative impacts related to radon exposure would be less than significant.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Increased Risks of Health Hazards From Vector-Born Diseases. Cumulative

5.14-26 development would increase the number of people living in a region recognized as containing
mosquito breeding sites and; therefore, would increase the number of people potentially exposed to
vector-borne diseases carried by mosquitoes. However, the project would not increase the number
of residents on the project site. In addition, Douglas County is serviced by a mosquito abatement
district that has employed TRPA-approved mosquito abatement measures. Therefore, cumulative
impacts related to increased risks of health hazards from vector-born diseases are considered less
than significant.

Development in the region could bring in additional residents and workers, which would increase the number of
people potentially exposed to mosquito-born diseases. However, there are currently residents living on the site
and, as with the proposed project, existing measures are in place to minimize potential risks of health hazards.
Douglas County is serviced by a mosquito abatement district that has employed TRPA-approved mosquito
abatement measures. Therefore, no additive effect would result from the combination of the projects considered in
this cumulative analysis and the proposed project. Cumulative impacts related to increased risks of health hazards
from vector-born diseases would be less than significant.

IMPACT  Cumulative — Increased Exposure to Wildland Fire Hazard. Cumulative development would increase the

5.14-27 wildland-urban interface, therefore increasing exposure to wildland fire hazard. However, each project
considered in this cumulative analysis must be evaluated to minimize the potential for exposure and
incorporate fire protective measures. Each project would also be evaluated for provision of adequate fire
protection services. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to increased exposure to wildland fire hazards
would be less than significant.

The fire hazard rating for much of the Tahoe Basin is moderate to high because of the topography and extensive
wildland areas. Cumulative development would increase the wildland-urban interface. However, as with the
proposed project, each project must be individually evaluated to minimize the potential for exposure to wildland
fire, and the project site is currently developed. Fire resistant construction materials, appropriate setbacks,
removal and/or thinning of highly flammable vegetation and other measures would be required in areas of
significant fire hazard. In addition, each project would be evaluated for provision of adequate fire protection
services. Therefore, no additive effect would result from the combination of the projects considered in this
cumulative analysis and the proposed project. Cumulative impacts related to increased exposure to wildland fire
hazard would be less than significant.
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