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IMPACT  Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT). Alternative C would result in an increase of approximately 685 VMT in the
5.6.C-2 Tahoe Basin. This impact is considered less than significant.

The effect of Alternative C on weekday vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) in the Tahoe Basin is dependent on the
origin and destination of people traveling to and from the project site. The increase in VMT resulting from
Alternative C was estimated based upon the trip types and average trip lengths identified in the TRPA
TRANPLAN traffic model, and the number of new trips generated by this alternative. As discussed previously,
the number of new daily vehicle trip ends generated by Alternative C is 194 (net increase after deducting the daily
trips generated by the existing land uses). As shown in Table 5.6-16, new residential land uses would result in
addition of 3,142 VMT. However, removing the existing mobile home park would result in a reduction of

2,457 VMT. Therefore, Alternative C would result in a net increase of 685 VMT. As discussed above, an increase
of 2,000 VMT or more is considered to be a significant impact. Therefore, the impact of Alternative C on regional
VMT does not exceed the threshold standard and this impact is considered less than significant.

Air Quality Fee

Pursuant to Chapter 93.3.C of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee of $325.84 is required
per net new residential daily vehicle trip end generated by the project. As shown in Table 5.6-17, under
Alternative C residential trips increase by 194. Based on this increase, air quality fees of $63,212.96 would be
required to be paid to TRPA by the project applicant.

Table 5.6-16
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe — Calculation of VMT for Alternative C
Description TRPA Trip Type Average Trip - VMT
DVTE! Length (mi)

Alternative C
Remove Existing Mobile Homes Average of All Resident Trips (696) 3.53 (2,457)
Add Residences Average of All Resident Trips 890 3.53 3,142
Alternative C Net Impact 194 - 685
Regionwide VMT 2 1,790,602
Alternative C Percent Increase 0.04

' Reference Table 5.6-7.

2 Based on TRPA 2001 Threshold Evaluation Draft (TRPA 2002); the 2006 Threshold Evaluation Draft (TRPA 2007) reports 1,580,000 as
the regionwide VMT in 2004.

Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2006

Table 5.6-17
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe — Air Quality Impact Fee for Alternative C

Daily Vehicle Trip Ends

Description
Residential *

Alternative C

Remove Existing Mobile Homes (696)
Add Residences 890
Total Alternative C 194
Air Quality Fee per DVTE $325.84
Alternative C Total Fee $63,212.96
' Reference Table 5.6-7.

Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2006
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT
5.6.C-3

Parking Impact. Alternative C would result in a parking surplus of 2 spaces at the multifamily complexes.
This impact is considered less than significant.

All parking for Alternative C would be provided on-site. Residential parking rates were identified as follows:

» Parking rates for vacation homes are based on the Round Hill Timeshare Traffic, Air Quality and Parking
Analysis. As per this study, 25% of two-bedroom units would generate a requirement for two parking spaces
and 75% would generate a requirement for one parking space. Based on this, total of 1.25 parking spaces
would be required per two bedroom unit. Moreover, an increase in parking space of 0.5 spaces per each
additional bedroom is assumed for a vacation home unit with more than two bedrooms. Therefore a three-
bedroom unit is assumed to require 1.75 parking spaces and a four-bedroom unit is assumed to require

2.25 parking spaces.

It may be noted that as per the ITE Parking Generation Manual (3rd Edition 2004) the average number of
parking spaces required per residential condominium unit is 1.46. Therefore, as the average parking demand rate
applied in this analysis is 1.77, the parking demand assumed in this analysis is comparatively conservative.

Parking Demand — Alternative C would require a total of 265 parking spaces.

Parking Supply — The overall parking supply for Alternative C would be 267 spaces.

Parking Deficit — As shown in Table 5.6-18, the total parking demand would exceed the parking supply, resulting
in a surplus of 2 parking spaces in Alternative C. This impact is considered less than significant.

Table 5.6-18

Beach Club on Lake Tahoe — Parking Analysis for Alternative C

Dwelling Unit

Parking Spaces

Description Land Use Quantity  Effective Size spang Sﬁgliired Total

Alternative C
Residential Uses
Residential Parking Demand

Residences (2-Bedroom)? Multifamily Dwelling 45 45 1.25 56

Residences (3-Bedroom) 2 Multifamily Dwelling 78 78 1.75 137

Residences (4-Bedroom) 2 Multifamily Dwelling 32 32 2.25 72
Total Parking Demand 265
Residential Parking Supply 267
Residential Parking Surplus/Deficit 2

2

' Source: Douglas County Consolidated Development Code, Title 20 (Douglas County 1998)
Parking rates of the whole ownership residences are based on the Round Hill Timeshares Traffic, Air Quality, and Parking Study
(LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 1999).
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT  Potential for Traffic Accidents. This impact is the same as Alternative A described above in Impact 5.6.A-4

5.6.C-4 Alternative C would not result in any intersections with inadequate driver sight distance or other
characteristics that would create a potential safety hazard, and would have a less-than-significant impact on
the potential for traffic accidents.

As with Alternative A, access to the project site is proposed to be provided via one point on Kahle Drive and a
two-way internal roadway would serve development under Alternative C. Alternative C also includes a Gatehouse
at the proposed access point on Kahle Drive. To assess whether adequate space is provided for entering traffic to
gueue outside this gate without blocking other vehicle movements, an analysis was conducted using the
methodology presented in the Traffic Engineering Handbook (Institute of Transportation Engineers 1999). The
results are presented in Table 5.6-19. Assuming an electronic tag system would be installed at the gate which
would open the gate (without the need for the driver to swipe a card or enter an access code to open the gate) an
average delay of 10 seconds per entering car is estimated. It is assumed that about 10% of the cars entering during
the PM peak hour would be visitors without an electronic tag. As they would require assistance to open the gate, it
is estimated that delay per visitor vehicle would be approximately 20 seconds. Averaging the time, service time
per vehicle is estimated to be 11 seconds. The 95th percentile queue length with an 11 second delay would be
about one vehicle. Even though the gatehouse entry is located very close to Kahle Drive, one vehicle is not
expected to cause any significant queuing impact.

As explained for Alternative A, the minimum intersection and stopping sight distance requirements based on a
speed of 25 miles per hour at the Kahle Drive/Site Access intersection are 250 feet and 150 feet, respectively. The
driver sight distance was evaluated at the proposed project driveway along Kahle Drive. The existing intersection
and stopping sight distances at this location are more than adequate. No obstructions were identified in the field.
The final landscaping plan for Alternative C would allow for at least 250 feet of intersection sight distance and
150 feet of stopping sight distance.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the total accident rates at the intersections and the roadway segments within the vicinity of
the project are lower than the countywide and statewide average. Furthermore, Alternative C would not result in
any intersections with inadequate driver sight distance or other characteristics that would create a potential safety
hazard, and would have a less-than-significant impact on the potential for traffic accidents.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

IMPACT  Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Circulation. This impact is similar to Impact 5.6.A-5 described above

5.6.C-5 for Alternative A. Kahle Drive is currently not served by a sidewalk although adequate crossing of U.S. 50 is
provided by the U.S. 50/Kahle Drive traffic signal. Alternative C would not conflict with any existing or planned
pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Alternative C would generate a moderate level of pedestrian and bicycle
activity, similar to existing conditions, but would not conflict with pedestrian and bicycle circulation and would
result in a less-than-significant impact.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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IMPACT  Construction Traffic. This impact is similar to Impact 5.6.A-6 described above for Alternative A.

5.6.C-6 Alternative C would result in temporary construction traffic generated by the removal of the trailers, grading,
construction employee traffic, deliveries, and movement of construction equipment. Alternative C would be
constructed over a total of up to four construction seasons, which would tend to reduce the traffic impacts in
any one period. Construction traffic would access the project site via Kahle Drive and U.S. 50, and onsite
construction staging areas would be established to minimize heavy equipment trips on surrounding roadways.
This impact would be less than significant.

Table 5.6-19
Beach Club at Lake Tahoe — Queuing Analysis for Single Queue Lane for Alternative C
during PM Peak Hour

Input

WENICIES PRI HOUT ...ttt bbbt b bbb bbbt h bt h bt e bbb bbbt n s 56 vph
Average Time Required t0 Service EaCh VENICIE ........c..ooi i 11 seconds
NUMDET OF SEIVICE LBNES .......eeieeiee ittt bbbttt e e et e bt b e bt e b e e Rt eh b e eeeb e s beeb e e b e e Rt enbeneeabenbeebeabeenseneenaen 1
AVEIAgE VENICIE LENGLN. ... .ottt bttt b e bt h e e b e b e s be s b e st e bt ebe et et e b sbeneas 25 feet
Output

ATTIVAL RALE ..o ettt bbbt nea 0.9333 vehicles per minute per lane
SErVICE RAE PEI LANE ...eevviiecic ettt sttt resre e 5.4545 vehicles per minute per lane
TOtAl SEIVICE RALE .....ecuiciicieete ettt ettt e e te e e e e e et e besbesbeereenseseenre e e 5.4545 vehicles per minute
ULHIZALION FACION = AUS .. ettt sttt e e et st e b et e neen e e e e ntenaenteneeerenre e 0.1711 (see note 1)
Average Number of Vehicles in Queue (N0t being SErVEd)..........coivvviiiieircieicre s 0.0353 vehicles
Average Number of Vehicles in System (queue + being SErved)........ccuiveiereiinieiie i 0.2064 vehicles
Variance in the Number of VEehiCIes iN SYSIEM ..o 0.249
AVErage WaItING THME ..ottt bbb 0.0378 minutes (or 2 seconds)
AVErage TIME IN SYSTEIM ...ocuiitiiiiiiieees ettt b et snennene s 0.2212 minutes (or 13 seconds)

Analysis of Probability of Queue Length

Number of Vehicles Queue Length P(n) Probability that Number of Vehicles is Less Than N
0 0 0.82889 0.82889
1 25 0.14183 0.97072
2 50 0.02427 0.99499
3 75 0.00415 0.99914
4 100 0.00071 0.99985
5 125 0.00012 0.99997
6 150 0.00002 1.00000

Note 1: If U > 1, queue length expands indefinitely.
Source: Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook. For gates with independent queue lanes.

Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required.
ALTERNATIVE D — NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE, JERE WILLIAMS PLAN

Alternative D, the No Project—Jere Williams Plan (JWP) Alternative, would result in the existing mobile home
park remaining with 155 mobile home pads and minor improvements/repair of the aging facilities and
infrastructure, as required. Because the total number of mobile home units, site access, pedestrian and transit
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facilities, and parking would remain the same, this alternative would result in no transportation or circulation
impacts.

ALTERNATIVE E — NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE — MANUFACTURED HOUSING

Alternative E, the No Project-Manufactured Housing Alternative, would maintain the Tahoe Shores Mobile
Home Park but with upgraded facilities. The park would be cleared, improvements would be made and

155 manufactured homes would be reestablished on the project site. Because the total number of housing units,
site access, pedestrian and transit facilities, and parking would remain the same, this alternative would result in no
transportation or circulation impacts.
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