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Currently, the applicant is participating as a partner in the EIP #679 Phase II project, sponsored and independently 
managed by Douglas County r. Prospectively, in conjunction with the approval of Alternative 1, the applicant’s 
involvement in EIP #679 Phase II would include (i) its continued participation as a member of the Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) of EIP #679 Phase II; (ii) its continued funding of nhc to provide technical advice to 
the TAC; and (iii) its offer to provide temporary construction access and potentially permanent easements for 
stormwater facilities proposed as part of the design for EIP #679 Phase IIs. The County has approached the 
applicant regarding permanent easements due to the limited area available to the County to treat public 
stormwater within the existing right of way t.  

Regardless of which design Douglas County ultimately proposes, a key element of the EIP #679 Phase II project 
will address the erosion and water quality issues associated with Lake Village Drive/Echo Drive runoff, including 
relocation of the existing Lake Village Drive undocumented drainage outlet onto the Sierra Colina property. EIP # 
679 Phase II will attempt to analyze how to reduce runoff quantity, improve stormwater conveyance, and improve 
stormwater quality in an effort to: 

1. Reduce the volume and peak flows of stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces including the Middle 
School, Echo Drive, and Lake Village Drive. 

2. Reduce pollutant sources through implementation of source control measures. 

3. Provide pre-treatment of stormwater runoff prior to entering pervious conveyances. 

4. Reduce the sediment load in stormwater runoff and improve the quality of stormwater runoff to Rabe 
meadow, and ultimately Lake Tahoe. 

5. Reduce the maintenance burden for public agencies. 

6. Reduce the runoff impacts on private property. 

2.4.4 PLAN AREA STATEMENT AMENDMENT 

The proposed project includes an amendment to PAS 073 (Special Area #1). On March 31, 2006, the applicant for 
the Sierra Colina Village Project submitted an application to TRPA to amend PAS 073 to include the two 
following revisions: 

1. Insert a new first sentence of Special Policy #3 to read 

Special Area #1 shall be designated as a TDR Receiving Area for existing development. 

2. Delete the word “not” in the existing first sentence of Special Policy #3 in PAS 073, which would revise this 
sentence from 

Residential development in Special Area #1 shall not be eligible for the multi-residential incentive program. 

to 

                                                      
r See Douglas County “Lake Village Phase II Water Quality Improvement Project WQIP EIP Project #679 Draft Design 
Memorandum” (March 2008)  
s This potential grant would be subject to applicant’s analysis and determination of how project-related activities for the Lake 
Village Phase II Water Quality Improvement Project EIP #679 might affect Sierra Colina’s permanent BMPs and other 
hydrology and water quality-related matters.  
tSource: J. Drew, Nichols Consulting Engineers, lead consultant for Douglas County on EIP #679 Phase II. 
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Residential development in Special Area #1 shall be eligible for the multi-residential incentive program. 

However, during TRPA’s review of the initial PAS amendment application, it was determined that the first 
amendment is unnecessary because the TRPA Code of Ordinances already allows existing development to be 
transferred into this PAS for residential purposes as stated in TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 34.4 and 
subsection 34.4.B(2) below (TRPA 2006b). 

34.4 Transfer of Existing Development: Certain elements of existing development may be transferred 
from one parcel or project area to another, if the receiving parcel is in a plan area or adopted community 
plan area, designated as a receiving area for existing development. Existing residential development 
may be transferred to any plan area or adopted community plan where residential use is a 
permissible use. The transfer of existing development shall not be considered additional development 
and is exempt from the applicable allocation system.  

34.4. B (2) Requirements: The use transferred shall be a permissible use on the receiving parcel as 
set forth in the plan area statement or adopted community plan.  

Residential development is a permissible use in PAS 073. Additionally, PAS 073 states: 

The lots in Lake Village designated as eligible for multi-density under the approved subdivision map shall 
be eligible for such density with TDR. 

Therefore, TRPA already considers the project site to be a designated TDR Receiving Area for existing 
development and the applicant has withdrawn the first revision to PAS 073 proposed in the March 2006 
application to TRPA to amend PAS 073.  

TRPA has established a Bonus Unit Incentive Program for the purpose of assigning multi-residential and tourist 
accommodation “bonus units.” This program is intended to provide an incentive for project applicants to improve 
environmental conditions and/or to build moderate-income and/or affordable housing by awarding applicable 
projects bonus units based on whether the project complies with a set of criteria. Under this system, bonus units 
are awarded based on a points system. 

The MRIP establishes a system for evaluating projects and awarding the project points based on certain criteria. A 
bonus unit awarded under the MRIP takes the place of the need for the applicant to acquire a development right 
for the unit. Pursuant to Chapter 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Bonus Unit Incentive Program, housing 
development projects proposing moderate-income housing (as defined by TRPA) and located within a jurisdiction 
maintaining a TRPA-certified Local Government Moderate Income Housing Program, are eligible to receive 
bonus units. The number of bonus units assigned for such projects are assigned on the basis of a project’s need for 
these units (TRPA 2002). The inclusion of moderate-income housing does not replace the need for the project 
applicant to obtain residential allocations for each proposed unit pursuant to Chapter 33 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances.  

On December 6 and 7, 2006 the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners unanimously approved a 
moderate-income housing program for the Tahoe Township portion of Douglas County (Douglas County 2007). At 
its May 2007 meeting, the TRPA Governing Board certified and approved by Resolution the Moderate-Income 
Housing Program approved by Douglas County in December 2006 (TRPA 2007) (Douglas County and TRPA 
meeting minutes and Douglas County’s Moderate Income Housing Program Regulations are shown in Appendix H). 

The proposed project includes nine moderate-income homes (18% of the 50 homes proposed) to help meet the 
need for moderate-income housing in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Neither PAS 073 nor any other provision of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances applicable to the project site requires that the applicant include any moderate-income 
deed-restricted homes in any multi-family project proposed on the site. 



 

EDAW  Sierra Colina Village Project Draft EIS 
Project Description 2-50 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Currently, the project site is not eligible for the MRIP, per Special Policy #3 in PAS 073. Therefore, the applicant 
seeks to amend Special Area 1 of PAS 073 to designate the site as eligible to receive bonus units from the MRIP. 

2.4.5 SUBDIVISION AND OPEN SPACE LAND CONVEYANCE 

The proposed project includes a two-step planned unit development (PUD) subdivision (per TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Section 43.4) that would be approved by TRPA immediately after project approval and consist of the 
following two elements:  

► subdivide the project site into a PUD area and a permanent open space area with conveyance of the 
approximately 10.7-acre open space area to a public entity, and 

► subdivide each residence in the PUD area into an individual parcel for private ownership. 

The proposed subdivision of the project site into single-family dwellings and common area would divide each 
residence into an individual parcel for private ownership following the multi-family approval and construction of 
the project and the LPFs. Individual parcels would include the footprint of the unit. Driveways would remain part 
of the common area. The CC&Rs of the HOA would provide that unit owners (i) will each have an easement over 
their driveway and walkway for their exclusive use and enjoyment; (ii) will each have an easement over a small 
area adjacent to and behind each residence for each owner’s exclusive use and enjoyment, including the right to 
fence such area; and (iii) are prohibited from constructing any coverage in such adjacent areas or elsewhere in the 
common areas. The CC&Rs will address other similar homeowner-related matters consistent with the conditions 
of the TRPA project permit and of all applicable Douglas County and State of Nevada permits and approvals. 

The proposed project includes conveyance of approximately 10.7 acres of the 18-acre project site to a public 
entity for the permanent preservation of open space and public recreational access. The land conveyance would 
include (i) approximately 5.2 acres of high capability land (classes 4, 5 and 6); (ii) 5.5 acres of sensitive land 
(classes 1a, 1b and 2), including the 2.4 acres of SEZ located on the project site; (iii) all of the land under the 
proposed bicycle/pedestrian path (LPF 2); and (iv) all of the land under those portions of LPF 4 and LPF 5 located 
on the proposed 10.7 acre land conveyance. Creation of the open space easement is intended to buffer the SEZ 
from development. This SEZ buffer may be most helpful along the southern border of the project site where 
unauthorized access and use is a current problem. The SEZ’s southern boundary (and southern boundary of the 
project site) adjoins actively-used and developed parcels (i.e., Kahle Park and Kahle Community Center and the 
Burger King/UPS commercial center).  

 In the event that the proposed 10.7 acre conveyance to a public entity for its preservation as open space and 
public recreational access is infeasible or could not be approved, the applicant would record a permanent open 
space and public recreational access deed-restriction on the 10.7 acres. The proposed subdivision map, including 
the individual parcels and the proposed land conveyance area, is displayed in Exhibit 2-5. 

The proposed project also includes a deed restriction, prepared in accordance with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, 
to be recorded against both (i) the 10.7-acre land conveyance parcel and/or open space and public recreational 
access deed-restricted area (with the express exclusion of all of the land under LPF 2 and all of the land under 
those portions of LPF 4 and LPF 5 located on the proposed 10.7 acre land conveyance and/or open space area) 
and (ii) the remaining Sierra Colina project parcel (approximately 5.65 acres). The purpose of this deed restriction 
is two-fold: first, to assign all base allowable and existing coverage, density and development rights under the 
deed-restricted land to the remaining 5.65 acre Sierra Colina project parcel proposed for development (with the 
express exclusion of all of the land under LPF 3 and all of the land under those portions of LPF 4 and LPF 5 
located on the proposed 5.65 acre Sierra Colina project parcel proposed for development (See Exhibit 4.12-2)), 
and second, to confirm that none of the rights of base allowable and existing coverage, density, or development 
rights remain on the newly created 10.7-acre area to be conveyed or deed-restricted as outlined above. 
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As a result, with the express exception of the base allowable coverage applicable to all of the land under LPF 2 
and to all of the land under those portions of LPF 4 and LPF 5 located on the proposed 10.7 acre land area to be 
conveyed or deed-restricted (See Exhibit 4.12-2 and Table 2-2), none of the 10.7-acres of land included in the 
public land conveyance and/or the open space easement will have any base allowable or existing coverage, 
density or development rights assigned to it. All coverage required to create the LPFs would come first from the 
base allowable coverage attributable to the land under the proposed LPFs 2-5, and second from coverage to be 
transferred to the LPFs as provided by Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. All density calculations for 
the proposed project are based on the entire 18-acre parcel, and all base allowable and existing coverage 
calculations for the proposed project are based on the entire 18-acre parcel, less the areas of LPF 1 (49,760 square 
feet-Lake Village/Echo Drive) and LPFs 2-5 (31,657 square feet), and their underlying base allowable coverage 
on the Sierra Colina parcel (see Exhibit 4.12-2 and Tables 2-2, 2-3 and 2-4). 

At the time of conveyance to a public entity or its deed-restriction as open space, the 10.7-acre parcel would be 
encumbered by a number of easements recorded against it. Examples include: (i) easements for the construction 
and maintenance of approved LPFs; (ii) easements to provide construction and maintenance of needed BMP, 
water quality treatment facilities, and/or snow storage with respect to either the approved LPFs, the proposed 
Sierra Colina Village development area, the proposed EIP #679 Phase II water quality project or the proposed 
Burke Creek Restoration EIP #161 project; (iii) easements to provide construction and maintenance of the 
BMP/water quality treatment needs of the existing, undeveloped 10.7-acre open space easement area; (v) existing 
public utility water, sewer and electric easements on the parcel; and (vi) other types of easements to be 
determined.  

2.4.6 LAND COVERAGE AND LAND CAPABILITY  

According to TRPA’s Land Capability Mapu, the project site includes seven land capability districts (LCDs) 
(TRPA 1998): 1a, 1b, 1c, and 2 (which all have a base allowable coverage of 1%); and 4, 5, and 6 (which have 
base allowable coverages of 20, 25, and 30%, respectively) per TRPA Code of Ordinances 20.3.A.v (Exhibit 2-
26). Land coverage under the proposed project would be concentrated in the high-capability LCDs (4, 5, and 6), 
with a relatively small amount of land coverage necessary for the LPFs in low LCD areas and a relatively small 
amount of coverage transferred from the existing 1b SEZ coverage on the site (TRPA 1998 [Appendix C]). Table 
2-2 shows land area required for and land classes upon which the existing Lake Village Drive (LPF 1) is situated 
and the 4 proposed new LPFs would be constructed. Because the project proposes that each of the four proposed 
LPFs be 100% covered, the land area needed to construct the 4 new proposed LPFs and the land coverage 
resulting there from would be the same. 

On March 31, 2006, the applicant for the Sierra Colina Village Project filed a Lake Village Drive Partial Right of 
Way Reduction Boundary Line Adjustment Application (TRPA File #2006-0498) with TRPA to reduce Douglas 
County’s exclusive right-of-way easement for Lake Village Drive/Echo Drive, solely where it is inside the 
boundary of the 18-acre parcel, from 40 feet in width from the centerline of the existing pavement of Lake Village 
Drive/Echo Drive (or 80 feet in total width) to 30 feet in width from the centerline of the existing pavement of 
Lake Village Drive/Echo Drive (or 60 feet in total width). This application was approved on October 26, 2007 
(Avance 2007). The land coverage calculations for the proposed project site include this additional land area. 

                                                      
u TRPA’s Land Capability Map, approved by the TRPA Governing Board on May 27, 1998, is included in Appendix C in 
this EIS. A full-size copy is available for review in the project application file at TRPA.  
v Lower land capability districts (1a, 1b, 1c, 2) designate lands that are environmentally fragile and sensitive to development. 
Land areas that are influenced by a stream or high groundwater are assigned a land capability rating of 1b, also known as 
“Stream Environmental Zone” or SEZ. (See Section 4.5, Geology, Soils and Land Capability in this document.) 
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Table 2-2 
Alternative 1 – Total Land Area (By Land Capability District) of LPFs 1 – 5 (square feet) 1 

Land Class 

LPF 1 
Lake Village 

Drive 

LPF 2 
Round Hill/Kahle 

Park Path 

LPF 3 
Sierra Colina 

Access Roadway 

LPF 4 
Sierra Colina to 

U.S. 50 Path 

LPF 5 
Sierra Colina/ 

Kahle Park Path 
LPFs 1-5 

Total Land Area  
1b -- -- -- -- 1,004 1,004 
1a 10,809 -- 40 --  10,849 
1c -- -- -- -- -- -- 
2 8,516 -- 1,886 -- -- 10,402 
3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
4 9,610 1,076 15,473 4,202 2,363 32,724 
5 20,825 -- 5,613 -- -- 26,438 
6 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
7 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Totals 49,760 1,076 23,012 4,202 3,367 81,417 

Note: 1 As proposed for LPFs 2-5. LPF 1 is an existing roadway.  
Source: Shinault 2006. 

 

The TRPA Code of Ordinances provides two methods for calculating allowable coveragew. The first, as described 
in Section 20.3.D (2)(a)(ii), is to calculate allowable coverage using the 1/5/20/25/30 method: based on 1% 
allowable coverage for low capability land classes 1b, 1a, 1c & 2, 5% allowable land coverage for land capability 
class 3 and 20%, 25%, and 30% allowable coverage for high capability land classes 4, 5, and 6, respectively. The 
second, as described in Section 20.3.D (2)(a)(iii), is to calculate allowable coverage based on the 1/5/20/20/20 
method: based on 1% allowable coverage for low capability land 1b, 1a, 1c & 2, 5% allowable land coverage for 
land capability class 3, and 20%, 20%, and 20% allowable coverage for high capability classes 4, 5, and 6. Using 
the latter method, coverage may be relocated throughout the site, while the former method limits the land 
capability classes on the site to only that coverage allowed based on the percentage associated with the specific 
land capability class.  

The proposed project (including proposed new LPFs 2-5) would result in approximately 116,964 square feet of 
coverage on the Sierra Colina parcel (85,307 square feet of coverage for the proposed buildings, driveways and 
walkways and 31,657 square feet of coverage for proposed LPFs 2-5, excluding the 1.5 to 1 ratio for coverage 
within an SEZ mitigation requirement (see Tables 2-2, above, and 2-3, below)). Per TRPA Code of Ordinances 
20.3.D (1)(b), land beneath LPFs is not included in either the project area or the calculation of base allowable 
coverage for a project. The proposed project includes four new LPFs 2-5 of approximately 31,657 square feet of 
land areax. Because the new LPFs 2-5 are 100% covered, the total land coverage required for the LPFs is also 
31,657 square feet, excluding the 1.5 to 1 SEZ coverage mitigation requirement. Subtracting the 6,055 square feet 
of base allowable land coverage for the land under proposed LPFs 2-5 from the total land coverage required for 
the LPFs (31,657 square feet), and including the additional 1,287 square feet of low capability land coverage  

                                                      
w Both of these methods were used as the basis for calculating allowable coverage for the different alternatives (and with 
different results). The method that produced the higher level of coverage for a particular project design (based on its 
distribution of coverage over the site and the location of the coverage in relation to each of the land capability districts on the 
parcel) was selected. The method used is clearly identified in the description of each alternative. 
x Lake Village Drive (LPF 1) is an existing LPF (right of way roadway) containing 27,545 square feet of existing coverage. 
No additional TRPA approvals would be required with respect to LPF 1 (see Tables 2-2 and 2-3). This excludes off-site 
coverage needed to connect Lake Village Drive in LPF 1 to LPF 3 (access roadway) at the two proposed entrances to the 
project. 
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Source: Shinault 2006 

 
Land Capability and Coverage Map Exhibit 2-26 
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required to be transferred as mitigation at a 1.5 to 1 ratio for coverage within an SEZ (see Tables 2-3 and 2-4 
below), 26,889 square feet of coverage will need to be transferred to LPFs 2-5 per Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code 
of Ordinances. To determine the total coverage allowed for the proposed project, the 81,417 square feet of land 
area required by these LPFs (i.e., Lake Village Drive (LPF 1) and the four new LPFs 2-5 as shown in Table 2-2 
above) have been subtracted from the gross land area of the parcel before the base allowable coverage for the 
project is calculated. However, while the land beneath the LPFs does not contribute to the total land area of the 
project area for purposes of calculating base allowable coverage for the proposed project or to the proposed 
coverage for the project, the 26,889 square feet of coverage required for the LPFs (including the 1.5 to 1 SEZ 
coverage mitigation requirement) beyond the 6,055 square feet of base allowable coverage attributable to the land 
area beneath LPFs 2-5 must be transferred to the areas under LPFs 2-5 in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances (see Tables 2-3 and 2-4 below). 

Table 2-3 
Alternative 1 – Land Coverage and Land Capability Calculations for Proposed Project (square feet)1 

Land Class 
Gross Area 

per Land 
Class 

Total Area 
Required for 

LPFs 1-5 
Land Area 
Available2 

Calculated 
Allowable 
Coverage3 

Existing 
Coverage on 
Project Site 

Allowable 
Coverage for 

Proposed Project4 

Coverage 
Required for 

Proposed Project 
1b 106,259.77 1,004 105,255.77 1,053 1,900 1,900 -- 
1a 91,184.92 10,849 80,335.92 803 -- 803 220 
1c 10,282.79 -- 10,282.79 103 -- 103 -- 
2 97,880.29 10,402 87,478.29 875 500 875 665 
3 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
4 374,099.26 32,724 341,375.26 68,275 3,500 68,275 56,581 
5 97,223.65 26,438 70,785.65 14,157 200 14,157 27,841 
6 7,292 -- 7,292 1,458 -- 1,458 -- 
7 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Totals 784,222.68 81,417 702,805.68 86,274 6,100 87,571 85,307 
1Existing paved coverage within the boundaries of existing LPF 1 (Lake Village Drive) on the Sierra Colina parcel totals 27,545 square feet. 
2 Total gross land area on the project parcel, less the land area required for LPFs 1-5. 
3 Based on 20% allowable coverage per high capability land class (4, 5, 6 & 7) and 5% allowable coverage per low capability land class (1b, 
1a, 1c, 2 & 3) using Code Section 20.3.D (2)(a)(iii) to calculate coverage (i.e., 1/20/20/20%). 
4 Equals the calculated allowable coverage plus the amount of existing coverage, if any, that is greater than the calculated allowable 
coverage.  
Source: Shinault 2006.  

 

As shown in Table 2-4, no additional coverage would be required for Lake Village Drive because it is an existing 
LPF, except as required for off-site coverage to pave access from the existing pavement on Lake Village Drive 
within LPF 1 to the two proposed entrances to the Sierra Colina Village project on LPF 3 (access roadway). If this 
off-site coverage transfer is approved by TRPA, the applicant will be assessed the applicable off-site coverage 
mitigation fee by TRPA. The portion of the 60-foot wide Lake Village Drive right-of-way that exists along and 
within the northern boundary of the Sierra Colina parcel consists of 49,760 square feet of land area, of which 
27,545 square feet is covered with existing pavement/coverage. 
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Table 2-4  
Alternative 1 – Land Coverage for Linear Public Facilities (square feet) 

LPFs 1-5 Total Land Area 
Required 

LPFs 1-5 
Base Allowable 

Coverage 

High Capability Land 
Coverage Requested 

For Transfer 

Low Capability Land 
Coverage Requested 

For Transfer1 

Lake Village Drive (LPF 1) 2, 3 49,760 N/A None None 
Round Hill/Kahle Park (LPF 2) 1,076 215 861 None 
Sierra Colina Access Roadway 
(including curb and gutter) (LPF 3) 23,012 4,517 16,390 2,889 

Sierra Colina to U.S. 50 (LPF 4) 4,202 840 3,362 None 
Sierra Colina/Kahle Park (LPF 5) 3,367 482 1,881 1,506 
Totals 81,417 6055 22,494 4,395 
1 Calculations include 1.5x low capability land transfer mitigation requirement. 
2 As proposed.  
3 Lake Village Drive is an existing roadway (LPF 1) and no additional coverage would be required for it. This excludes off-site coverage 
needed to connect Lake Village Drive in LPF 1 to LPF 3 (access roadway) at the two proposed entrances to the project. 
Source: Shinault 2006. 

 

To obtain coverage necessary for the completion of the LPFs, the applicant has submitted a separate application to 
TRPA requesting approval of the transfer by Douglas County or other sources of approximately 26,889 square 
feet of coverage to these LPFs, including the additional coverage required to be transferred as mitigation at a 1.5 
to 1 ratio for coverage within an SEZ. This request for land transfer is permissible per TRPA Section 20.3.B (4) 
and 20.4 of TRPA Code of Ordinances. The applicant has submitted a separate application requesting approval of 
the LPFs, which will include a requirement that the necessary land coverage required for the LPFs beyond the 
base allowable coverage attributable to the land area beneath the LPFs be transferred to the LPFs. 

As discussed above in 2.4.5, Subdivision and Open Space Land Conveyance, the proposed project includes a deed 
restriction, prepared in accordance with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, to be recorded against both the 10.7-acre 
land conveyance parcel and the remaining Sierra Colina project parcel (approximately 5.65 acres) to assign all 
remaining coverage (i.e., excluding the base allowed coverage associated with the area beneath the LPFs), density 
and development rights to the remaining Sierra Colina project parcel proposed for development. As a result, none 
of the 10.7 acres of land included in the public land conveyance (excluding the area beneath the LPFs) will have 
any coverage, density, or development rights assigned to them.  

2.4.7 BURKE CREEK STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONE  

The project site is located within the Burke Creek Watershed, a subwatershed of the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic 
Unity. Burke Creek is one of 63 streams that drain to Lake Tahoe. The 18-acre Sierra Colina parcel is located in 
the southern portion of the 3,175-acre watershed, and constitutes less than 1% of the drainage area of the 
watershed. Vegetation in the 2.4 acre SEZ on the Sierra Colina parcel is primarily riparian and contains a 
combination of mixed aspen, willow, and conifer groves.  

Burke Creek crosses the project site in two locations: it enters the site from the east at the southeast corner of the 
site, flows off the parcel and onto adjacent properties, then back onto the site for approximately 250 feet along its 
southern border. From there, the creek flows off site under U.S. 50 through a culvert and west toward Lake 
Tahoe. Total linear footage of the delineated Burke Creek channel located on the project is 850 feet (nhc 2006d). 

                                                      
y See Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a detailed discussion regarding hydrologic conditions on the project site 

and related exhibits. 
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Of the 18.0-acre site, 7.0 acres on the southeast portion of the parcel (39% of the total parcel) naturally drain 
toward the portion of the Burke Creek channel on the property, and the remaining 11.0 acres (61% of the total 
parcel) naturally drain toward Lake Village Drive/Echo Drive or U.S. 50, through the drainage systems along 
these streets, and then into Rabe Meadow, west of U.S. 50. Most of the area proposed for development (5.4 of the 
6.2 acres) naturally drains toward Lake Village Drive /Echo Drive or U.S. 50 and away from Burke Creek  

A Burke Creek monitoring program developed by nhc and the Nevada Tahoe Conservation District (NTCD) has 
been implemented for the purpose of collecting baseline data and to assess the current hydrologic function of the 
Burke Creek SEZ (nhc 2006d). A two year monitoring report is complete (nhc 2008) The constituents monitored 
are priority pollutants contributing to Lake Tahoe clarity decline (fine sediment, dissolved and particulate 
nitrogen, and dissolved and particulate phosphorous), standard water quality field parameters, and a limited 
assessment of grease, oil, and dissolved iron. Monitoring is being conducted throughout the year to characterize 
the complete range of seasonal runoff conditions and precipitation events found in the Burke Creek watershed. 
NTCD is conducting grab sampling and in-situ monitoring of field parameters during the following runoff 
conditions: 1) the peak of spring runoff from snowmelt, 2) significant summer thunderstorms and fall rains, 3) 
rain-on-snow, and 4) typical baseflow. Additional information about monitoring sites is available in nhc’s Burke 
Creek Monitoring Workplan (Revised August 28, 2006) (nhc 2006e) and in the two year monitoring report (nhc 
2008). Monitoring results are discussed in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The data collected from monitoring are consistent with recent stream channel estimates of pollutant loading for 
Burke Creek, calculated by the Lake Tahoe Watershed Model (LRWQCB, 2006). The Watershed Model is the 
primary tool being developed and used to assess pollutant loads to Lake Tahoe. The Watershed Model estimates 
Burke Creek pollutant loads to be similar to some of the less disturbed streams in the Tahoe Basin (e.g., Lonely 
Gulch Creek, McKinney Creek, etc.), and much less than disturbed streams such as the Upper Truckee River, 
Blackwood Creek, and Ward Creek. For example, the estimated fine sediment load for Lake Tahoe’s largest 
sediment input, the Upper Truckee River, is roughly 2,250 metric tons per year (MT/yr). Conversely, the estimate 
of fine sediment load from Burke Creek is roughly 0.1 (MT/yr). The trend is similar when analyzing pollutant 
loading on a unit area basis. Based on the above estimate of pollutant loading, the Upper Truckee River watershed 
contributes 132 pounds per year per acre (lbs/yr/ac) of fine sediment. Conversely, the Burke Creek watershed 
contributes 0.07 (lbs/yr/ac) of fine sediment (nhc 2006d). 

Although Burke Creek may not be a large source of pollutants in the context of the Tahoe Basin, restoration of the 
creek can provide incremental benefits in reducing pollutant loads to Lake Tahoe. In addition to reducing 
pollutant loads to the lake, improved water quality in Burke Creek may positively affect other restoration 
objectives, such as aquatic habitat (nhc 2006d). For further discussion, see Chapter 4.7, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality.” 

No development is proposed to occur within the SEZ, except the area proposed to be covered by a portion of LPF 
5 which would provide a guided route to the public through the SEZ and over Burke Creek. LPF 5 is intended to 
reduce current impacts to the SEZ caused by unauthorized existing pedestrian and bicycle crossings across the 
creek on the Sierra Colina parcel. The project includes a proposal to remove, restore, and revegetate 1,900 square 
feet of existing coverage in the SEZ (i.e., the existing dirt road on the property). 

The proposed buildings on the site plan located closest to the existing SEZ boundaryz are Buildings 4, 5 and 6 
located near the east–central portion of the project site. Although situated closer to (but still outside) the SEZ 
boundary than other buildings on the site plan, these buildings are approximately 200 feet from the Burke Creek 
flow line (Shinault 2006a [Sheet C1.0]).  

                                                      
z The TRPA Governing Board established the boundaries of the SEZ and the SEZ setback for the parcel in a land capability 
challenge on the parcel in 1998 (see Appendix C). 
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2.4.8 LANDSCAPING 

Native landscaping proposed for the project site is intended to condition the soil and revegetate areas disturbed by 
construction with native species of trees, plants, and grasses. In addition, the applicant intends to remove, restore, 
and revegetate in accordance with the TRPA Code of Ordinances approximately 1,900 square feet of existing 1b 
SEZ coverage on the parcel (which exists in the form of an existing dirt road which runs through the parcel) and 
to relocate the 1b SEZ coverage to other areas on the parcel as part of the proposed project. Relocated 1b 
coverage would not be relocated for use in LPF 5 (which runs through the Burke Creek SEZ). The 1b coverage 
which needed for LPF 5 beyond the base allowable coverage attributable to the land area beneath LPF 5 would be 
transferred to LPF 5 per the requirements of Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

A conceptual landscaping vegetation plan is described in Table 2-5 below. (The applicant will submit to TRPA 
for review and approval a detailed landscaping vegetation plan as a condition of project approval.) The intent of 
the landscaping plan and revegetation plan is to restore areas disturbed during construction and maintain the 
natural setting. Native accent plants and flower beds would be included to focus on unit borders and walkways 
and on the entryways to the project from Lake Village/Echo Drive. The landscaping design would allow for 
placement of plants and materials grouped by water needs (by hydrozones) and by type of soil. Maintenance of 
the planting areas would involve a temporary irrigation system for several years to insure the growth and 
survivability of the plant materials. Use of fertilizer would be limited and managed and final landscaping plans 
would include a detailed fertilizer management plan, which would comply with regulations related to timing of 
fertilizer application, quantity of fertilizer applied, where fertilizer can be applied, and follow-up irrigation 
recommendations. Standards related to specific spacing and height requirements for each type of vegetation 
would also be included in the final landscaping plan, as well as planting standards designed to encourage 
successful plant establishment of native vegetation. Areas disturbed by construction will be revegetated and/or 
stabilized as required by the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

Table 2-5 
Conceptual Vegetation Plan for Landscaping 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Trees  
White Fir Abies Concolor 
Jeffrey Pine Pinus Jeffreyi 
Shrubs  
Greenleaf Manzanita Arctostaphylos Patula 
Non-Turf Grasses  
Mountain/California Brome Bromus Carinatus 

Source: Alternative 1 – Proposed Site Plans (Sheet LS1.0), Shinault 2006. 
 

Water conservation would be an element of the irrigation design. There is no permanent irrigation system planned 
for the project; however, the following conservation elements would be included in the temporary irrigation 
system: 

► low flow sprinkler heads, 
► soil moisture sensing device or automatic timer in all irrigation systems, 
► drip emitter heads for shrubs and trees, 
► low water usage plant materials including drought tolerant natural grasses, and 
► an irrigation schedule that involves watering at night or early in the morning to minimize evaporation. 
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2.4.9 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to commence within a period of time equal to the sum of (i) 
twelve (12) months after receipt of all TRPA project approvals and acknowledgement of all TRPA permits 
(including obtaining TRPA approval of the proposed project, of the LPFs, of the two-step subdivision and open 
space land conveyance and of the PAS amendment applications), plus (ii) the additional period of time thereafter 
until the next “May 1” building season start date arrives. This process would also include obtaining all discretionary 
approvals and permits from Douglas County and the State of Nevada, and all other necessary project and subdivision 
permits and approvals. Thus, this start of construction estimate is also subject to the timing of such approvals in 
relation to the start of allowable “in-ground” building season in the Basin (May 1 – October 15). Construction of the 
proposed project is anticipated to be carried out in three phases as shown in Table 2-6 below.  

The first phase of construction (Phase 1) begins at the time outlined above in relation to the receipt by applicant of 
all TRPA project approvals, plus 12 months, plus the period of time until the next “May 1” building season start 
date, and would last for approximately one year. Between May 1 and October 15 of the year that this first phase 
commences, all underground project utilities and site work for the first phase of homes (home utilities and 
foundations) are anticipated to be substantially completed, along with the shared access road (LPF 3). Temporary 
BMPs would be installed prior to the commencement of construction and permanent BMPs would be installed on 
the first phase of homes prior to their completion per the TRPA Code of Ordinances. It is anticipated that 
approximately one third of the homes in the project would be constructed in Phase 1. Earth moving would cease 
by midnight on October 15th as required by TRPA Code of Ordinances. Non-grading construction activity would 
continue year round. All roadways, parking and material storage areas to be utilized in all phases during periods 
between October 15 and May 1 of each year will be paved or otherwise stabilized in accordance with TRPA 
requirements to ensure protection of water quality and soils. 

The second construction phase (Phase 2) is anticipated to begin twelve months after the commencement of phase 
1 and would last for approximately one year. During this second phase, it is anticipated that approximately one 
third of the homes in the project would be constructed, along with temporary BMPs being installed prior to the 
commencement of construction of Phase 2 and permanent BMPs would be installed on the second phase of homes 
prior to their completion per TRPA Code of Ordinances. In-ground grading work on the second phase of homes 
would be limited to the period between May 1 and October 15 of that building season, and non grading 
construction activity would continue year round.  

The third construction phase (Phase 3) is anticipated to begin twelve months after the commencement of Phase 2 
and would last for approximately one year. During this phase, it is anticipated that the remaining homes in the 
project would be constructed, along with temporary BMPs being installed prior to the commencement of 
construction of Phase 3. Permanent BMPs would be installed on the final phase of homes prior to their completion 
per TRPA Code of Ordinances. In-ground grading work on the third phase of homes would be limited to the 
period between May 1 and October 15 of that building season, and non grading construction activity would 
continue year round.  

In addition, it is anticipated that LPFs 2, 4 and 5 and any remaining buildings would be constructed during this 
third phase. It is anticipated that opening of the LPFs to the public would take place after full completion of 
construction of all components of the proposed project.  

During all periods between October 15 and May 1 of each year that the project is under construction, the site 
would be winterized in accordance with the provisions of TRPA Code of Ordinances if construction is not 
completed. All disturbed areas would be stabilized per the TRPA winterization requirements.  

The foregoing tentative construction schedule and Table 2-6 below are subject to adjustment as necessary for 
reasons of force majeure, the status of the for-sale home market, regulatory issues, technical issues or other issues 
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unanticipated at this time, which could result in such tentative construction schedule or components of each phase 
being either accelerated or extended, subject to the approval of TRPA. 

Table 2-6 
Project Construction Phasing 

Project Component Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 
Site & Utility Grading X   
Building Foundations, Building Utilities Hook Up & Driveways Grading X X X 
Undergrounding of Utilities/Installation of New Site Utilities X   
Construction of Buildings X X X 
Construction of shared access driveway (LPF 3) ) X   
Construction of pedestrian/bike pathways (LPFs 2, 4 & 5) X X X 

Source: Shinault 2006 

 

Construction activities would include site preparation (e.g., excavation, grading, vegetation removal, and 
clearing), cut and fill, trenching, laying of concrete foundations, paving, frame erection, equipment installation, 
finishing, and cleanup. Foundations for the project buildings would be spread footings and no pile driving is 
anticipated. However, where boulders conflict with final grading or foundation and utility excavations, cushion 
blasting and/or pre-shear blasting could be used to trim/smooth wall boulders to minimize ground disturbance 
and/or open confined excavations. 

Construction activities occurring daily before 8:00 a.m. and after 6:30 p.m. would comply with the Noise 
Limitations of Chapter 23, Section 23.8, of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Construction activities occurring daily 
between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. are exempt from the Noise Limitations contained in Chapter 23. 

Construction equipment is expected to include standard equipment such as haul trucks, backhoes, water trucks, 
forklifts, etc. The majority of heavy equipment would be used during Phase 1 of construction for site clearing and 
grading activities, although foundation and building pad preparation work for individual homes and duplexes will 
occur during all three construction phases of the project. Noise would be reduced by the mandatory use of 
equipment containing integral mufflers on all construction vehicles and equipment. Once the initial site clearing 
and grading is completed, most construction vehicles would be between ½-ton and ¾-ton in size, subject to 
foundation and building pad preparation work during each phase. Lighter weight equipment (rubber tire 
excavators instead of more traditional track driven earth moving units) would be used whenever practicable. In 
the SEZ area, landing mats that distribute the weight loads of the equipment would be used to reduce soil 
disturbance. All areas disturbed by construction would be protected for dust control as required by the TRPA 
Code of Ordinances. 

Construction access to the project site would be via Lake Village Drive. Any partial street closures and traffic 
control would be coordinated with NDOT (if the closures or controls affect U.S. 50) and Douglas County Public 
Works Department, as necessary. Local residents would be informed through available means (for example, but not 
necessarily limited to, the posting of notices in the immediate area or mailers) of potential traffic controls on Lake 
Village Drive or Echo Drive. Adequate emergency access would be provided at all times, and local emergency 
service providers would be notified of any potential road closures or detours at least 48 hours in advance. It is 
anticipated that vehicle access on Lake Village Drive/Echo Drive will be open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
subject to occasional off-site utility work. During those limited times where some areas of Lake Village Drive or 
Echo Drive would need to be worked on traffic controls would be implemented, as needed (i.e., flagman and one 
way traffic). The balance of the time, the applicant anticipates that virtually all construction activities will be 
confined to the 18 acre Sierra Colina parcel.  
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During construction, it is anticipated that an average of between 20 and 30 craftsmen and laborers would be 
working each day on various aspects of the project. This would result in an estimated 30 vehicle trips per day 
using light truck and passenger vehicles. In addition, it is anticipated that vendor deliveries of construction 
materials via large trucks would occur an average of twice a day. Haul trips to export material and debris from the 
project site would occur primarily during Phase 1 of construction and demolition, with several large truck trips 
per day, although such hauling would also occur at a lesser frequency during Phases 2 and 3. During the 
construction of the homes in Phases 1, 2 and 3, applicant will coordinate recycling and will minimize waste to the 
extent practicable, as required by LEED. Material hauled off-site would be taken to a dump outside of the Tahoe 
Basin, or to approved recycling facilities contracted by the applicant. 

2.4.10 LEADERSHIP IN ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 

The U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC), a non-profit organization with over 6,400 member organizations that 
include government agencies, builders, non-profits, professional firms (building, planning, and design 
professionals, product manufacturer societies, universities, and others) is striving to transform the way buildings 
are designed, built, and operated. The USGBC is encouraging an environmentally and socially responsible, 
healthy, and prosperous built environment that improves the quality of life in communities. The USGBC has 
developed LEED Rating Systems (i.e., New Construction, Commercial Interiors, Existing Buildings, Homes, 
Campuses, etc.) to determine whether structures meet sustainable criteria. While LEED is already a well-
established national green building standard for commercial buildings, USGBC began the LEED for Homes Pilot 
Program in August 2005. The Pilot Phase was intended to test the LEED for Homes checklist with stakeholders 
nationwide, contributing to its potential revision and ultimate standardization. The Sierra Colina Village Project 
was accepted into the LEED for Homes Pilot Program in 2006 (USGBC, 2007). In November 2007, the LEED for 
Homes Rating System was launched by USGBC. LEED for Homes can now be applied to single and multi-family 
homes and is intended for both market-rate and affordable housing. 

The LEED for Homes Rating System is a voluntary green building certification program that recognizes and 
rewards the nation’s top green home builders in terms of environmentally sound construction and community 
development. LEED provides a framework for assessing building performance and meeting sustainability goals. 
LEED for Homes rates qualified homes at the Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum levels, depending on the 
number of credits they achieve and in recognition of the level of performance achieved. To become certified, 
projects must meet all prerequisites and a minimum number of points within eight credit areas: innovation and 
design, location and linkages, sustainable sites, water efficiency, energy and atmosphere, materials and resources, 
indoor environmental quality, and awareness and education.  

The proposed Sierra Colina Village Project is striving to obtain LEED Platinum Certification, the highest LEED 
certification level (although achieving this highest level of LEED certification cannot be guaranteed). Measures 
that may be implemented as part of the project to achieve this rating include, but are not limited to: 

► Site Location - The location is an urban infill site within ½ mile (walkable) access to over 15 basic 
community resources, community open spaces, the County recreation center and administrative offices, as 
well as the community transit center. The site is also located within a ½ mile of existing water, sewer, and 
roads.  

► Reduced Water and Energy Use - High efficiency energy and water systems using the latest technology will 
be installed. The average LEED-certified building saves 40% on water use as compared to a conventional 
building. Additionally, the average LEED certified building uses 32% less electricity, 26% less natural gas 
and 30-40% less total energy as compared to a conventional building. 

► Energy Star for Homes - Energy Star qualified homes are independently verified to meet strict guidelines for 
energy efficiency set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Energy Star homes are significantly more 
energy efficient than standard homes, incorporating a variety of energy-efficient features, including effective 
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insulation, high performance windows, tight construction and ducts, efficient heating and cooling equipment 
and Energy Star qualified lighting and appliances. These features contribute to lower energy demand and 
reduced air pollution. Sierra Colina Village is an Energy Star Partner and the applicant has committed to 
obtaining Energy Star certification for all of its residential units. 

► Use of Environmentally Preferable Materials – Materials will utilize the latest technology (including high 
recycled content) and be acquired from local sources (within 500 miles) when feasible. 

► Reduced Waste – A Waste Management Plan will be utilized throughout the construction process to minimize 
waste and increase the amount of reuse and recycling.  

► Use of Native Vegetation – Native drought tolerant landscaping will be used to minimize the landscape water 
demand.  

► Stormwater Management and Water Quality Treatment - Design will substantially exceed minimum 
requirements and typical standards of practice for stormwater management as required by TRPA, and if 
implemented, would result in a high level of water quality performance. Design will meet the minimum 
requirements of Douglas County Storm Drainage Design Criteria and Improvement Standards.  

► Awareness and Education – The project applicant envisions providing homeowners and the community with 
educational materials regarding these LEED certified homes. 

► Improved Health For Homeowners – By using moisture-control detailing, pollution and contamination-
rejection and ventilation strategies during construction, green homes are healthier for residents.  

► Reduced Greenhouse Gases – Through reduced energy consumption, sustainable homes generate less carbon 
dioxide to operate, thereby reducing emissions of greenhouse gases. Green homes use less energy and 
generate less carbon dioxide through their operation, require less transportation energy for their occupants, or 
avoid release of other greenhouse gases (such as hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFC) and hydrofluorocarbon 
refrigerants and foam insulation blowing agents). 

► Reduced Ozone Depletion – Green homes minimize the use (and release) of ozone-depleting substances. This 
involves replacing chlorofluorocarbons-based chillers, specifying non-HCFC mechanical equipment, and 
avoiding foam insulation produced with an HCFC blowing agent. 

► Reduced Toxic Emissions From Use Of Sustainable Building Materials – The manufacture of certain building 
materials, including some types of plastic, results in the emission of toxic air pollutants. The same materials 
(and others) may also emit toxins at the end of their lives, when they are land-filled or incinerated. There is 
growing concern about additives such as phthalate plasticizers and brominated flame retardants that are added 
to some plastics. LEED certified green buildings use materials selected to reduce the emission of toxic air 
pollutants, thereby contributing to the reduction in local air pollution. Some building materials also contribute 
to air pollution (smog) through the release of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). By selecting green 
building materials, air pollution sources are reduced. 

LEED projects seek to provide homeowners with homes that offer: 

► Economic Benefits (i.e., lower energy and water bills) 
► Environmental Benefits (i.e., reduced greenhouse gas emissions) 
► Quality of Life Benefits (i.e., improved comfort, less maintenance) 
► Health Benefits (i.e., reduced exposure to mold, mildew, and other toxins) 
► Third Party Verification (homes are inspected and certified to meet LEED green building standards) 
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By participating in the LEED for Homes Program, the Sierra Colina Village Project would seek to create high 
quality sustainable homes that are energy efficient, resource friendly, healthy living residences. Sierra Colina Village 
residents would potentially experience reduced home operating costs, while conserving energy, water, and other 
natural resources. The Sierra Colina Village Project would be a unique LEED for Homes project that could serve as 
a model project for green building and spotlight Lake Tahoe as a leader in sustainable home building. 




