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5. Moderate-Income Units #43-54: The applicant will request that TRPA issue 12 multi-residential bonus units 
to the project site, and 12 residential building allocations from its allocation pool. In the event that the 12 
allocations are unavailable, the applicant would use seven (7) (the third through the ninth) of the nine Douglas 
County residential building allocations described above, 4 residential building allocations scheduled to be 
issued in 2009 and 1 of 4 residential building allocations scheduled to be issued in 2010. the moderate income 
housing component of Alternative 4 assumes the approval of the proposed PAS Amendment, LPF#3, and 
transfer of bonus units and building allocations for the 12 moderate-income, deed-restricted homes. 

6. The above plan to provide the necessary development rights, allocations and ERUs for the proposed 54 units 
in Alternative 4 is subject to modification (and TRPA approval) to the extent that additional more cost-
effective development rights become available to the applicant, in which case applicant would replace one 
SEZ ERU for the applicable Market Units #4-42 with (i) one development right later purchased, and (ii) one 
building allocation from the existing residential building allocations previously issued to the applicant by 
Douglas County. 

The site plan and design elements of Alternative 4 are similar to those of Alternatives 1 and 3 (Exhibits 3-5 and 
3-6). Although Alternative 4 includes four additional residential units, it would result in approximately 105,480 
square feet of coverage (81,561 square feet of coverage for buildings and unit driveways and 23,919 square feet of 
coverage for LPFs 2-5, excluding the 1.5 to 1 ratio for coverage within an SEZ mitigation requirement). This total 
for Alternative 4 (including LPFs 2-5) is approximately 11,484 square feet less than the 116,964 square feet of 
coverage required for Alternative 1 (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).  

The development would be consolidated onto the high capability land on the northern side of the parcel. 
Infrastructure improvements similar to Alternatives 1 and 3 would be required, including extending utilities and 
services to the site. As with Alternative 1, this alternative would include the underground placement of the same 
portion of the existing 14.4-kV overhead utility line on the project site.  

Alternative 4 would result in the construction of four linear public facilities (LPFs 2-5), similar to those of 
Alternative 1. The 4 LPFs would include three public use pedestrian/bicycle paths (LPFs 2, 4, and 5) and one 
shared roadway (LPF 3), each of which would be available for public use on and through the project site. For 
Alternative 4, the LPF roadway would not pass through the parking area of the lodge style building; therefore 
ingress and egress to the development would not be circular. Residents of homes in the lodge style building would 
likely access the property via the western-most entrance while residents of other units would likely access the 
property via the eastern-most entrance (Exhibit 3-5). 

The access roadway from Lake Village Drive to the entrance to the lodge style building would be a private 
driveway. LPF 3 (shared roadway) would include one connection to Lake Village Drive at the easterly, upper 
entrance to the residences. The shared LPF roadway through the project site would connect to LPFs 4 and 5 at the 
point where the 14.4 kV power line currently overheads LPF 3. A hammerhead turnaround at the end of the 
shared roadway is included in the site design for large emergency vehicles (Exhibit 3-5). The four new LPFs 
would consist of approximately 23,919 square feet of land area8. The total land coverage required to be 
transferred to the LPFs per Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances equals 23,919 square feet plus the 
additional low capability land coverage required to be transferred as mitigation at a 1.5 to 1 ratio for coverage 
within an SEZ, less the square footage of the base allowable land coverage attributable to the land under proposed 
LPFs 2-5. 

                                                                  
8 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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Alternative 4 – Lodge-Style Building (exterior) Exhibit 3-6 
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Approval of LPF 3 (access roadway) would remove the roadway easement area from the project area, making 
available adequate base allowable coverage on the parcel to construct the 41 market homes (and thereby subsidize 
the construction and reduced sale price of the proposed 9 moderate-income, deed-restricted homes) and to fund 
the cost of LPFs 2, 4, and 5 coverage transfers and of construction of LPFs 4 and 5 and other public, water quality 
and environmental improvements.  

Alternative 4 would result in a land conveyance for permanent open space to a public entity, (approximately 10.7 
acres, consisting of 5 acres of high capability land and 5.7 acres of sensitive land, including all 2.4 acres of SEZ 
on the parcel). As under Alternative 1, the land conveyance would include all of the land under the proposed 
bicycle/pedestrian path 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 (see Exhibit 4.12-5) and the bulk of the land within the scenic setback from 
U.S. 50. This alternative also includes the creation of an open space easement encompassing the entire land 
conveyance area to further buffer the Burke Creek SEZ from development. 

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 cannot be approved, the applicant would record a permanent open space and 
public recreational access deed-restriction on the same 10.7 acres to preserve and protect the land as open space in 
the same manner that the proposed land conveyance to a public entity would. The proposed subdivision map, 
including the individual parcels and the proposed land conveyance area, is displayed in Exhibit 3-5. 

Alternative 4 would include a deed restriction prepared in accordance with the TRPA Code of Ordinances and 
recorded against both the (i) 10.7-acre land conveyance and/or open space and public recreational access deed-
restricted parcel (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 land deed-restricted 
parcel per TRPA Code Section 20.3.D (1) (b)) and (ii) the remaining Sierra Colina project parcel (approximately 
5.7 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 5.7 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 5.7 acre Sierra Colina project parcel 
proposed for development (See Exhibit 4.12-5), and second, to confirm that none of the rights of base allowable 
and existing coverage, density, or development rights remain on the 10.7-acre parcel to be conveyed or deed-
restricted as outlined above. All coverage required to create the LPFs under Alternative 4 would come first from 
the base allowable coverage attributable to the land area beneath the proposed LPFs 2-5, and second would be 
transferred in as provided by Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. All density calculations for the 
proposed Alternative 4 are based on the entire 18-acre parcel, and all base allowable coverage calculations for the 
proposed Alternative 4 are based on the entire 18-acre parcel, less the areas of LPF 1 (Lake Village/Echo Drive) 
and LPFs 2-5 (and their underlying base allowable coverage on the Sierra Colina parcel) (see Exhibit 4.12-5). 

As in Alternative 1, at the time of its conveyance to a public entity, the approximately 10.7-acre land conveyance 
in Alternative 4 would be encumbered by a number of easements (to be determined) 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 or 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 undeveloped 10.7-acre 
land conveyance; (v) public utility water, sewer and electric easements on the parcel; and (vi) other types of 
easements to be determined. 

The two-step subdivision process proposed for Alternative 1 would also occur for Alternative 4. 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 
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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’s residence for their 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. 

Alternative 4 includes the same PAS amendment proposed under Alternative 1. The proposed PAS amendment 
under both Alternative 1 and Alternative 4 includes a language modification to designate the project site as 
eligible to participate in the Multi-Residential Incentive Program (MRIP). 

As under Alternative 1, the applicant would continue to participate as a partner with Douglas County in regard to 
Douglas County’s Lake Village Phase II Water Quality Improvement Project (WQIP) EIP #679 (EIP #679 Phase 
II). EIP #679 Phase II proposes to address the existing erosion and water quality problems associated with the 
public (Douglas County) right of way for Lake Village Drive and Echo Drive within, above and below the project 
site. Prospectively, in conjunction with the approval of Alternative 4, the applicant’s continued 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 II. 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 (see discussion at Chapter 2.2 Project Background and Purpose)9. 

Alternative 4 also includes the applicant’s continued participation as a partner with TRPA for the implementation 
of restoration efforts under EIP #161 on the portion of Burke Creek that crosses the project site. Prospectively, in 
conjunction with the approval of Alternative 4, the applicant’s participation in EIP #161 would include (i) the 
applicant’s continued participation as a member of the TAC of EIP #161; (ii) its offer to continue funding nhc to 
provide technical advice to the TAC; and (iii) its offer to provide access and construction easements to EIP #161 
for necessary construction or restoration work on the portions of Burke Creek located on the Sierra Colina parcel 
which are part of EIP #16110.  

Under Alternative 4, the applicant would continue to participate in the LEED for Homes Program and attempt to 
obtain the highest feasible LEED certification level (the applicant is striving to obtain LEED Platinum 
Certification) and Energy Star Certification for all residential units constructed on the project site. 

Construction activities and timeframes would be similar to Alternative 1. Under Alternative 4, all of the proposed 
12 moderate-income deed-restricted homes would be constructed in Phase I, versus over all of the phases in 
Alternative 1. The 20-unit lodge-style building would also be constructed during Phase I. 

3.6 ALTERNATIVE 5 – NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under Alternative 5 (No Project Alternative), the project site would remain in its existing condition. The parcel 
would remain undeveloped and inaccessible to the public. The No Project Alternative would avoid any 
environmental impacts of development (e.g., construction, traffic generation, noise) and would also preclude 
environmental and public benefits offered by the project. No housing would be developed on the site, no transfer 
of any portion of the parcel to a public entity would occur, and no LPFs or open space easements would be 
                                                                  
9 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. 
10 This potential grant would be subject to applicant’s analysis and determination of how project-related activities for the 
Burke Creek Restoration Project EIP #161 might affect Sierra Colina’s permanent BMPs and other hydrology and water 
quality-related matters. 
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created. No subdivision of the parcel would occur and PAS 073 (Special Area #1) would not be amended. The 
approximately 6-foot high fencing along a portion of the property’s perimeter would remain in place.  

The existing 14.4-kV overhead utility line on the project site would not be placed underground, and no temporary 
or permanent BMPs would be designed or implemented. Alternative 5 would not include collaboration by the 
applicant with Douglas County or the potential grant of construction and maintenance easements necessary to 
Douglas County for the Lake Village Drive EIP #679 Phase II project; nor would Alternative 5 include 
cooperation by the applicant with TRPA to address the restoration of the portion of Burke Creek located on the 
project site via EIP #161. Current planning documents and regulations applicable to the parcel do not preclude the 
potential for future development of the site; however, no reasonably foreseeable proposals exist at this time and, 
therefore, consideration of optional scenarios would be speculative and, therefore, outside the scope of this EIS. 

3.7 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
EVALUATION 

3.7.1 NO PROJECT – SELL LAND TO A COMMERCIAL BUYER 

One option the applicant considered was to hold the land until a commercial buyer made a market offer for its 
highest and best use. The applicant decided to pursue a development alternative of its own design rather than sell 
to a commercial buyer.  

This specific no project scenario consisted of the applicant holding the land until such time that a future 
commercial buyer would make a market offer for its “highest and best use.” This alternative was predicated on the 
future sale being a transaction with a private buyer. It was not anticipated that a public entity would ever present 
an offer for “highest and best use”. 

Reason for rejecting: Without the identification of a specific potential private commercial buyer and resulting 
development plan, determining the potential environmental effects of selling to another private entity is infeasible. 
No known buyer exists, so further evaluation of this alternative would be too speculative to be meaningful. 

3.7.2 CONSERVATION PURCHASE OF ENTIRE PARCEL 

Another option considered was sale of the parcel to a conservation entity for the price of the costs incurred by the 
applicant in acquiring the property plus a “reasonable” return on capital for the time during which the property 
was carried before such a transaction. 

Reason for rejecting: For approximately one year after acquiring the parcel, the applicant conducted community 
outreach to—among other things—explore avenues to locate a conservation buyer for the entire parcel. No viable 
conservation buyer with available capital emerged during this process (Sierra Colina, LLC 2006). Without a 
specific potential conservation buyer in possession of sufficient capital and resulting preservation plans or 
potential plans for public access, determining the potential environmental effects of selling to a hypothetical 
conservation entity is infeasible. No known conservation buyer with sufficient available capital and motivated 
buyer interest in this parcel exists, so further evaluation of this alternative would be speculative. 

3.7.3 OPEN SPACE WEST OF AND 33 MARKET HOMES EAST OF THE 14-KV POWER 
LINE 

Under this design concept, the portion of the project site located east of the 14-kV power line – which runs north 
to south across the property near the centerline – would be developed as a 33-unit Planned Unit Development 
(PUD), and the area west of the 14-kV power line would remain as open space. 



 

EDAW  Sierra Colina Village Project Draft EIS  
Alternatives 3-22 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Reason for rejecting: This option would not generate sufficient revenue to carry the costs associated with 
obtaining approval for, developing, and selling the project to make the project economically feasible. 

3.7.4 SEPARATED 33 MARKET HOMES AND 17 AFFORDABLE RENTAL UNITS 

Under this design concept the portions of the project site located east of the 14-kV power line would be developed 
as 33 market-rate homes and located west of the 14-kV power line would be developed as one lodge-style 
building containing 17 affordable rental units. The layout of this project design is similar to the Alternative 4 
(Increased Density Alternative), discussed above. The affordable rental units in the lodge would be eligible for the 
various forms of federal and local government subsidies, which have enabled such units to be successfully built 
and leased at other sites in Douglas County. 

Reason for rejecting: The number of market-rate homes under this option would not generate sufficient revenue to 
pay for the project, thereby making this option economically infeasible without seeking government subsidies 
available for building affordable rental homes. The applicant intends to use private financing and does not intend 
to seek government subsidies to build affordable rental homes. 

3.7.5 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 MARKET-RATE DETACHED HOMES 

This design concept involved the development of 50 detached, market-rate, single family homes distributed across 
the entire parcel in the allowable high capability areas (and outside the 200-foot scenic setback), with no LPFs.  

Reason for rejecting: The visual and environmental impacts of 50 single-family home footprints and the roadway 
and driveways needed to serve them within the high capability land areas would result in considerable additional 
coverage and development intensity, compared to the proposed project. The homes would be too close together 
and would require physical alteration of a majority of the site. 

3.7.6 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 58 HOMES (34 MARKET-RATE AND 24 
AFFORDABLE RENTALS) 

Under this design concept, 34 market-rate homes would be constructed east of the 14-kV power line and one 
lodge style building containing 24 affordable rental units would be constructed west of the 14-kV power line 
(outside the scenic setback). It is expected that the affordable rental units inside the lodge-style building would 
have been eligible for all existing government programs and subsidies for affordable housing.  

Reason for rejecting: Approval of this project plan would have required approval of PAS Amendments consistent 
with affordable rental housing, including additional coverage, additional density, possible requirement to be 
annexed into the Kingsbury Community Plan, and other regulatory challenges.  

3.7.7 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 58 DETACHED HOMES (45 MARKET-RATE 
HOMES AND 13 MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES) 

The maximum use of space available in high capability land on the project site enabled a design that plotted 58 
detached single-family homes. This design concept planned for 45 market-rate homes and 13 deed-restricted 
moderate-income homes. This development would exceed the maximum allowable density for the project site. 

Reason for rejecting: The visual impact of this option would be substantially greater than the proposed project, 
because the homes would be close to one another and would encroach on a large portion of the open spaces 
throughout the property. Additionally, some of the homes would possibly encroach into the SEZ and cause 
attendant environmental impacts. Further, to obtain the increased density and coverage needed for this project 
configuration, such as the approval of additional PAS Amendments consistent with additional coverage, 
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additional density, possible requirement to annex into the Kingsbury Community Plan, and other issues would 
present regulatory challenges. It is also likely that, with the network of roads required by this site plan, this 
alternative would not meet the criteria for a Two-Step Subdivision as outlined by the Cal AG. 

3.7.8 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 HOMES (22 SINGLE-FAMILY DETACHED 
HOMES AND 28 DUPLEX-STYLE HOMES) 

This design concept involved the development of 40 market-rate homes and 10 moderate-income deed-restricted 
homes. Of these homes, 22 units would be single-family detached units and 28 would be attached, duplex-style 
homes. This design would use the maximum land coverage available on the project site and would include four 
fewer homes than the maximum allowable density for the project site. 

Reason for rejecting: The visual impact of this option would be substantially greater than the proposed project, 
because the homes would be close to one another and would encroach on a large portion of the open space 
throughout the property. Additionally, some of the homes would possibly encroach into the SEZ and result in 
attendant environmental impacts. To obtain the increased coverage needed for this project configuration would 
pose substantial regulatory challenges, and the network of roads required would likely not meet the criteria for a 
two-step subdivision process as outlined by the Cal AG. 

3.7.9 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 62 HOMES (45 MARKET-RATE HOMES AND 17 
MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES) 

This design concept involved the development of 45 market-rate homes and 17 moderate-income deed-restricted 
homes. This was an optional increased density alternative. This option would require density and coverage 
transfer through either a PAS amendment or an amendment of the parcel to the Kingsbury Community Plan. 

Reason for rejecting: The visual impact of this option would be substantially greater than the proposed project, 
because the homes would be close to one another and would encroach on a large portion of the open spaces 
throughout the property. The unit density and layout would result in impacts to a larger portion of the site. In 
addition, this alternative would require the approval of additional PAS Amendments consistent with additional 
coverage, additional density, possible requirement to be annexed into the Kingsbury Community Plan, and other 
regulatory challenges. 

3.7.10 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 DETACHED HOMES (40 MARKET-RATE 
HOMES AND 10 MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES) 

This design concept involved the development of 50 detached, market-rate, single family homes distributed across 
the entire parcel. The concept consisted of 40 market-rate and 10 moderate-income deed-restricted homes in the 
allowable high capability areas (and outside the 200-foot scenic setback). 

Reason for rejecting: The visual impact of this option would likely be substantially greater than the proposed 
project, because the homes would be close to one another and would encroach on a large portion of the open 
spaces throughout the property. The layout also raised additional potential environmental impact issues associated 
with impact to a larger portion of the site. 

3.7.11 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 HOMES: (40 MARKET-RATE HOMES AND 10 
MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES) 

This design concept planned for of the construction of 42 attached and eight detached single-family homes. The 
homes would consist of 40 market-rate and 10 moderate-income deed-restricted homes, where the market and 
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deed-restricted homes would be mixed throughout the project site. The homes would be concentrated as much as 
possible toward the north property line of the parcel in mostly high capability land areas (and outside the 200-foot 
scenic setback), with 33 units located east of the 14-kV power line and 17 units located west of the 14-kV power 
line. 

Reason for rejecting: Technical problems that would have required homes to need to be relocated and costs to 
increase significantly rendering the alternative economically infeasible. This design was rejected, but proved to be 
the basis of other designs that were pursued and eventually led to the proposed project configuration. 

3.7.12 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 HOMES: (26 MARKET-RATE HOMES AND 24 
MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES IN 6 FOUR-PLEX BUILDINGS) 

This design concept involved 20 attached and six detached single-family, market-rate homes east of the 14-kV 
power line, and six four-plex buildings consisting of 24 single-family, moderate-income deed-restricted homes 
west of the 14-kV power line on the project site. Although the design separated the market from the moderate 
homes, each area of the site would have the look and feel of a neighborhood. The four-plex units containing the 
moderate-income homes would be functional two bedroom, two bath, 1,000-square-foot units.  

Reason for rejecting: The roadway providing access to the homes on the western portion of the project site 
violated the prohibition against access from U.S. 50. Given the network of roads that this site plan would require, 
this option would not meet the criteria for a Two-Step Subdivision as outlined by the Cal AG. Additionally, there 
were not enough market-rate homes to pay for the project and for the losses associated with providing deed-
restricted moderate-income homes. 

3.7.13 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 50 MARKET-RATE HOMES 

Under this design concept, 50 market-rate homes would be constructed on the project site, including four 
detached single-family homes, 40 attached (duplex-style) and six attached (triplex-style) single-family market-rate 
homes. The homes under this option were large in square-footage, compared to other alternative concepts. 

Reason for rejecting: This design option was inefficient, requiring more coverage than what was available on the 
site and some of the homes were too close to the SEZ. 

3.7.14 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 54 HOMES: (26 MARKET-RATE HOMES AND 28 
MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED FOR-SALE HOMES 

This design concept planned for 28 moderate-income deed-restricted for-sale homes in the area west of the 14-kV 
power line on the project site. This design was efficient in that the west area of the site would have the look and 
feel of a neighborhood. The seven four-plex buildings containing the 28 homes would be two-bedroom, two-bath 
units with approximately, 1,000-square-feet of livable space. This site plan would be combined with a smaller 
cluster of 26 market-rate homes on the high capability land on the site east of the 14-kV power line. 

Reason for rejecting: Primarily, this design was rejected because it required excessive coverage. It would also 
access the site from U.S. 50, which the PAS prohibits (and which the Nevada Department of Transportation 
[NDOT] would not allow). Economically, the number of market-rate units would be insufficient to subsidize the 
deed-restricted moderate-income homes in the project. Lastly, this option would not meet the criteria for a Two-
Step Subdivision as outlined by the Cal AG. 



 

Sierra Colina Village Project Draft EIS  EDAW 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 3-25 Alternatives 

3.7.15 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 54 HOMES: (22 MARKET-RATE HOMES AND 32 
MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED FOR-SALE HOMES) 

This design concept planned for 32 moderate-income deed-restricted for-sale homes in the area west of the 14-kV 
power line on the project site. This design was efficient in that the west area of the site would have the look and 
feel of a neighborhood. The eight four-plex buildings containing the 32 homes would be two-bedroom, two-bath 
units with 1,000-square-feet of livable space. This site plan would be combined with an even smaller cluster of 22 
market rate homes on the high capability land on the site east of the 14-kV power line. 

Reason for rejecting: This design was rejected because it required excessive coverage. This design would also 
require site access from U.S. 50, which the PAS and NDOT prohibit. Economically, the number of market-rate 
units would be insufficient to subsidize the deed-restricted moderate-income homes in the project. 

3.7.16 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: 54 HOMES (26 MARKET-RATE FOR-SALE 
HOMES AND 28 FOR-SALE MODERATE-INCOME DEED-RESTRICTED HOMES) 

Under this design concept, 26 market-rate for-sale homes and 28 moderate-income deed-restricted for-sale homes 
would be constructed on the project site. The 26 market-rate homes would be located east of the 14-kV power line 
and the 28 moderate-income deed-restricted homes, consisting of seven four-plex buildings, would be located 
along U.S. 50 (encroaching into the 200 foot scenic setback).  

Reason for rejecting: This design was rejected because it required excessive coverage. Additionally, the 28 
moderate units would all be located in the U.S. 50 scenic setback, and many would be in low capability land. This 
design also required access to the site from U.S. 50, which the PAS and NDOT prohibit. This option would not be 
economically feasible because the number of market-rate units would be insufficient to subsidize the deed-
restricted moderate-income homes in the project. Lastly, this option would not meet the criteria for a Two-Step 
Subdivision as outlined by the Cal AG because of the necessary road network. 




