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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-ratefor-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 4,250800 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.

Fhe-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 Mederate-lrecome 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.

(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 mederate-ircome 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

unlts pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordlnances Aeeerd+ng+y—54—m&ltt—madentt&kbenus—umts

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.* 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

! 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 358,967 375,452 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 requlations 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 Sewer Permit Authorization for sewer connections
District
Nevada Division of Environmental SWPPP Activities related to soil disturbance; project
Protection plans and specifications are also subject to
review and approval before construction
Beach Club on Lake Tahoe FEIS EDAW
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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 Discharge of fill materials in waters of the

Permit 16SEZrestoration  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-marketrate-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 subd|V|S|on of the site (TRPA Code of Ordinances, Sectlon 43. 2 B)—L8

acquwed and deed restrlcted as mede#ateaffordable income housmq 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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EXISTING LAND COVERAGE CALCULATIONS: SUMMARY PROPOSED LAND COVERAGE CALCULATIONS: DETAILS
Parcel 1= APN: 1318-22-002-002 Parcel 1= APN: 1318-22-002-002
Parcel 2 = APN: 1318-22-002-001 Parcel 2 = APN: 1318-22-002-001
Parcel ||La@nd Capability || Percent | Area |Allowable| Existing Parcel 1 | Parcel 2 | Parcels 1& 2
District Allowable| (sq. ) |Coverage | Coverage| FEATURES LAND CAPABILITY DISTRICT
1 b 1% | 602,118 6,021| 361,057 b 7 Tolals | 1b 7 Totals b 7 Tolals
7 30% | 149.656| 44,897 | 78484 Buildings (SF) 127,291 | 51,813 | 179,104 21,380 0 [ 21,380 || 148,671] 51,813 | 200,454
Totals 751,774| 50,618 439,541 Utility Pads (SF) 440 887 1,521 0 0 [ 440 881 1,321
2 1b 1% | 103.227| 1,032| 20,580 [ Roads (SF) 98,610 0 | 98810 | 6,605 0 | 6605 || 105415 0 | 105415
7 30% 0 0 0 Walking Paths (SF) 31,404 | 15,514 | 46,918 0 0 0 | 31404 15514 | 46,918
Tolals 103227 _ 1,032| 20,560 Decks (SF) 0 0 0| 3507 0 | 3507 | 3507 0| 3507
Soft Coverage (SF) 0 0 0 [ 0 [ o 0 0
LA ’;’ 3;;2 ffgg Jfggg 3873?; Walls (SF) 7771 757 1,262 0 0 "l AR 51 | 1,262
Tolals 855001 | 51,950 460,121 Tolal Proposed 259,056 | 68,359 | 327.415 | 31,492 0 | 31,492 || 290,548| 68,359 | 358,907
Coverage Reduction -2, 162
Tolal Existing Coverag 457,959
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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 quidelines 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 ellqlble for muIt| reS|dent|aI bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA
Code of Ordlnances A A )
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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

Housing Anticipated

Number of Lo . .
Alternative Brief Description Coverage Residential ~ Subdivision? Mltlggtlon Sedlme_nt SEZ . Pler_ BUOY
(sf) Units Required? Reduction  Restoration  Extension  Relocation?
(Ibslyear)

A Includes construction of 143 358,907 143 Yes Yes 10,487 2 acres Extended to Yes
condominiums (15 of the 375,452 159’ (includes
units may be 124-marketrate “L” shaped
and-19-deed-restricted floating
moderate-income for-sale section)
units as part of mitigation;
the remainder would be sold
at the market rate)
condominitims-and a beach
and swim club.

B Includes development of two 320,000 2 No No 11,037 None Extended to Yes
single-family estates on two (boundary line 159’
realigned parcels. Each estate adjustment
would include a large single- only)
family residence, pool,
detached garage, guest house,
entry gate house, and tennis
courts.

C Includes construction of two 380,000 ~155 Yes Yes 10,528 None Extended to Yes
multi-family complexes on 159’
two realigned parcels. Each (includes “L”
parcel would include four shaped
multi-family residential floating
buildings with approximately section)

20 market rate for-sale
condominiums per building.
Each complex would include
a recreation building, pool
and deck.
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Table 4-1
Major Comparative Elements of Alternatives A through E
Housing Anticipated
Number of s . .
Alternative Brief Description Coverage  posigential ~ Subdivision? ~ Mitigation - Sediment SEZ. Pier Buoy
(sf) Units Required? Reduction  Restoration  Extension  Relocation?
(Ibslyear)
D The mobile home park would 457,959 155 No No NA None None No
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.
E The mobile home park would 457,959 155 No No NA None None No

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.

' 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




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 358,967 375,452 sf of coverage, as shown in Exhibit 3-12. This
would be a reduction of approximately 99,852 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 orlgmally considered an alternatlve with very similar development potential as that of the
proposed project ( 3 ) 28
conderminiumsforatotalof 143 condomlnlumspesldenml-umts)

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 mederate 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 condominivms 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: en-the-projectsite:

» 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 mederate
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  Decrease in Housing Availability/Displacement of Residents. Alternative A would result in the closure of

5.2.A-3 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—ncluding-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 mederate-income units, and an additional Atetal-ef-19 15 deed-restricted moderate income
condeminiums_units shall be-constructed-deed restricted either on or off site, for a total of 54 mederate
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 Yes 54 deed-restricted
may be 124-marketrate-and-19 deed-restricted moderate- moderate-income or
income for-sale units as part of mitigation; the remainder more restrictive
would be sold at the market rate)eendeminiums. income level units
Alternative B Includes development of two single-family estates on two No (boundary  None required
realigned parcels. line adjustment
only)
Alternative C  Includes construction of two multi-family complexes on Yes 54 deed-restricted
two realigned parcels. Each parcel would include four moderate-income units
multi-family residential buildings with approximately 20
market rate for-sale condominiums per building.
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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 No None required
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.

Alternative E The mobile home park would be closed and the existing No None required
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.

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 (2-2# 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-mederate-income-for-sale

condominitms-on-the projectsiteand-35-the purchase of 39 off-site residential units that would alse 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 mederate-
income for-sale-condeminiums units as follows: 1) 49-15 deed-restricted moderate income eendominiums-units weuld-either
on or off sitebe-constructed-on-the-projectsite; 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  Consistency with Regional Plan Land Use Goals and Policies. Alternative A would result in 143 for-sale

5.3.A-1 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 358,967 375,452 sf of site coverage representing
a reduction of approximately 99:65282,507 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 weuld-include 15 units deed-restricted as moderate-income for-sale housing as part of mitigation; the
remainder would be 424-market-rate for-sale condominiums-and-19-deed-restricted-moderate-incomefor-sale
condominiums. In addition, the project applicant would be-reguired-te-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 seil 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  Land Coverage. Alternative A would result in a total of approximately 358,907 sf (8.2462 acres) of coverage,

54.A-1 a reduction in site coverage of approximately 99,852 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 168:1257,266 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 296:548 304,234 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 91,689
77,403 sf (209 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 366,957 323,502 sf
(7.8543 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 Secendary-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
Acresof  Allowable  Proposed  Allowable Acres of LCD Coverage Impact to
Alternatives Coverage  Acres of % Site % Site Coverage in Miti ationg Land
Proposed Coverage® Coverage Coverage  Excess of LCDs g Coverage
Alternative A 8.2462 10.51 420 53.5% 7.0543 acres eXcess coverage Beneficial
43.9% mitigation fee
Alternative B 7.12 10.51 36.3% 53.5% 5.92 acres excess coverage Beneficial
mitigation fee
Alternative C 8.72 10.51 44.4% 53.5% 7.54 acres excess coverage Beneficial

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

Acresof  Allowable  Proposed  Allowable Acres of LCD Coverage Impact to
Alternatives Coverage  Acres of % Site % Site Coverage in Miti ationg Land
Proposed Coverage® Coverage Coverage  Excess of LCDs g 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  Impervious Surface Area and Runoff. Development of Alternative A would result in approximately

55.A-2 358,907 375,452 sf of coverage, a reduction of approximately 99,652 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 358,96+ 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-orareas-ofunknewn-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, tFhe 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, ardthe 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.qg., 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 0zone quench chamber, and two

50 Ib/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  Cumulative — Loss of Moderate Income Housing. The analysis in Section 5.2, “Population and Housing,”
5.14-2 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-inceme 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.”
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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 ellglble for multl re5|dent|al bonus units pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of
Ordinances. A M )
eﬁ-sﬁemederMmemeemts—Under Alternatlves B,D and E the property would not be subd|V|ded 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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