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STATELI NE, NEVADA, WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10,
2008
9:30 A M
--000- -

CHAI RMVAN TOLHURST: Call the neeting
of the APC to order.

Do we have any changes to the agenda?

MR. SINGLAUB: No changes, M.
Chai r man.

CHAl RMVAN TOLHURST: | guess we ought
to have the roll call.

(The roll was called, general public
coment was heard, and the m nutes were
approved. These matters were not
transcri bed.)

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST: Ckay. First item
on the public hearing will be public coment
on the Draft Environnental |npact Statenent
for the Sierra Colina project. And this is a
no action item So it is a public, we are to
provi de comments to staff and we wll have a
public coment period after the APC has their
chance to comment on the Sierra Colina
proj ect.

M5. AVANCE: Good norning. [|'m
Theresa Avance, senior planner with TRPA.
This project is Item BAS and starts with page



1 of your project.

This is the Sierra Colina Draft
Envi ronnmental | npact Statenent public comrent
period. W are in a 60-day public coment
period. This is the second of two public
comment hearings. The environnental docunent
IS to evaluate environnental inpacts of the
proposed project and alternatives. This is
for TRPA environnental reviewonly. It is not
af fected by NEPA or CEQA.

The TRPA is to receive comments on the
merits of the draft docunment. There is no
action or recommendati on proposed at this
time. The final environnental docunent wll
be presented to the APC and Governi ng Board at
a later date for action. And final project
approvals will be presented if and after the
El S has been certified.

And | amgoing to hand this over to
Sydney Coatsworth of EDAWto give us an
overvi ew of the docunent.

M. COATSWORTH:  Good norning, M.
Chai rman and nenbers of the Comm ssion. |'m
Sydney Coatsworth with EDAW environnent al
consultant to TRPA and preparers of the EI' S
for the Sierra Colina project.

As Theresa nentioned, we are still in



t he 60-day public comment period. So there is
no action today. W are happy to answer
clarifying questions. W do have sone nenbers
of the technical teamhere. But the rea
intent is to have a one-way flow of questions
and comments so the EIS team can take those
away and prepare the final EIS.

We have a court reporter here to
capture the comments verbatim and conpl ete
transcripts of this hearing and the prior
hearing will be included with the final EIS.
| have a brief presentation on the project and
the findings of the EIS.

Ckay. The Sierra Colina Village site
Is 18 acres in size. It is located right
here, not far fromthis location. The site is
bounded by H ghway 50 on the west, by Lake
Village Drive and Echo Drive on the north, by
Forest Service |lands to the east, and by a
comercial area to the south, including the
Kahl e Community Center, Burger King, UPS
comercial center.

The site is currently undevel oped,;
consi sts of Jeffrey pine forest with Burke
Creek and its associated SEZ that skirts the
sout hern boundary of the parcel.

Ckay. The project identified as



Alternative 1 in the EI'S proposes 50
residential units. Forty-one of these would
be market rate honmes and nine woul d be
noderate i ncone deed restricted hones. The
unit type would be a m x of duplex and single
famly hones.

The project is located in Plan Area
Statenent 73, special area 1. And the project
woul d require a Plan Area Statenent anendnent
to be eligible for the multiple,
mul ti-residential housing program This
program woul d provide incentives for the
applicant to inplenent environnental
| nprovenents and to build noderate incone or
af f ordabl e housi ng by awardi ng bonus units.

Ckay. The project includes many
beneficial features including three pedestrian
and bi ke trails, one new public roadway. It
woul d designate 10.7 acres of the 18-acre site
as pernmanent open space. |t would include
under groundi ng of utility lines through the
project site. It proposes a storm water
managenent approach that exceeds current code
requi renents.

The project includes also active
participation in tw inportant EIP projects.
One is the restoration of Burke Creek. The



other is Lake Village Drive where currently
poor quality runoff from upstream i npervious
surfaces flows on to the project site. The
project is going for LEED certification, LEED
pl ati num the highest LEED certification
possi bl e.

Ckay. Here is the site plan for
Alternative 1, the proposed project. Let ne
find the cursor here. Here is Lake Village
Drive. The new public roadway woul d run
t hrough the center of the project site right
here. These are the proposed bike trails wth
t he proposed bridge over Burke Creek in this
| ocati on.

Thi s purpl e designates the devel opnent
area here with 29 separate buil di ngs.
Twenty-one of those woul d be townhouse-style
dupl ex buildings, plus eight single famly
hones.

The green area is the area proposed
for open space. And the blue Iine down here
Is the center |ine of Burke Creek.

The undergrounding of the utility Iine
woul d occur in this l[ocation here.

| n accordance wth TRPA requirenents,
the EI'S evaluated a range of alternatives at
an equal level of detail. Those include a



single famly estate, a reduced density
alternative with 37 market rate hones, an

| ncreased density alternative that proposes 42
mar ket rate hones and 12 noderate incone deed
restricted hones; and, of course, a no project
alternative as required.

In terns of the environnental process
so far, a notice of preparation for an EI S was
rel eased in Cctober of 2006. Three scoping
neetings were held in the fall of 2006 to
solicit input on the issues and content of the
El S.

Those were before this body, before
t he TRPA Governing Board, and then an evening
scopi ng neeting to accommodate nenbers of the
publ i c.

The primary scopi ng i ssues included
concerns about new devel opnent on a currently
undevel oped site, drainage and water quality,
potential inpacts to Burke Creek and its SEZ,
| npacts to biological resources, archeol ogical
resources and sceni c resources.

The EISis a full scope docunent and
assesses in detail all of these 12
envi ronnental i1issue areas, plus cunulative
anal ysis of each of these issues in a separate
chapter.



Now, just to highlight a couple of the
key environnental issues evaluated. A key
| ssue, of course, was water quality. The EIS
found potentially significant inpacts related
to short-termerosion and sedi nentation during
construction and long-termquality inpacts
frominpervious surfaces where there currently
are none, and urban runoff.

The EI'S found that these wll be
mtigated through the inplenentation of
tenporary and permanent BMPs, including the
applicant's proposed storm water nmanagenent
approach that will exceed code requirenents.

H ghlights of this approach include storm
water facilities that are proposed to have
twice the m ni nrum storage capacity; collection
and extra treatnent of higher poll utant

runoff, for exanple fromroadways and
driveways; treatnent of snow nelt prior to
detention; and conservative estimates in terns
of capacity and percolation rates of the storm
water facilities.

The EI'S found significant inpacts to
the SEZ from construction of the bike trai
bri dge over Burke Creek and from degradati on,
al so found degradation of wildlife habitat and
mgration corridors fromproximty of the



devel opnent to the SEZ. And applicable to a
| ot of construction, from potential for
I ntroduction and spread of invasive weed
speci es.

And mtigation for these inpacts
I ncl ude redesign or nodification of the bridge
to avoid the SEZ or mnimze disturbance;
enhancenent of over an acre of SEZ through
coni fer renoval, erosion control and
restoration of sone trail areas that traverse
the site, and al so sone weed nanagenent
practi ces.

There was initial concern at the
proj ect outset that there were goshawks
nesting on the site, but the site has been
nonitored for the past three years and it
appears that this is no | onger the case.

The site has, nmuch of the region is
known to have been used by the Washo and a
cultural resources investigation led to the
di scovery of two prehistoric sites and sone
| sol ated artifacts. These resources were
t horoughly studied and determ ned not to
qualify as historic resources under the code.
And a letter of concurrence with these
findings was received fromthe Nevada SHPO and
al so fromthe Washo.



Notw t hstanding, it's typical to still
i ncl ude or make the call that there are
potentially significant cultural resources
| npacts because you can al ways unearth
sonet hing or find sonething during
construction. So the mtigation is
recommended to address that particular
condi ti on.

Sceni ¢ resources were al so a concern.
The devel opment woul d be visible from Scenic
Roadway Travel Unit 31. The EIS found that
sone of the design elenents of the project
would mtigate scenic inpacts including height
limts, |andscaping, color choices and
architectural features. W have sone pre and
post - project renderings to show you here.

This is existing conditions from Rabe
Meadow. It's difficult to see, but obviously
t he highway occurs right in this area. This
Is the pre-project condition. And here is a
rendering of post-project with the buil dings
appearing there in the trees. One nore
time --

MR SINGLAUB: Harnon, can you turn
the light off up there so people can see this?
Thank you.

That may hel p.



M5. COATSWORTH:  Thank you.
Pre-project, post-project rendering. And one
nore view froma different |ocation fromU. S.
50, looking at the site. You can nmake out the
fenci ng al ong the project boundary, but here
IS pre-project and the post-project condition.
One nore tine, pre to post.

There were concerns about traffic
| npacts fromthe project. The project would
generate approximtely 475 average daily
trips. Forty-eight of those would be peak
hour trips. Though the trip generation in and
of itself was not determ ned to be
significant, the applicant would be required
to pay the air quality mtigation fee for any
new trips. That would fund regi onal and
cunmul ati ve neasures. O TRPA could find that
the bike trail construction would satisfy that
requi renment, but that is not finalized yet.

The EI'S al so found that the increased
traffic would affect the operation of the
I ntersection of Lake Village Drive at H ghway
50. This inpact would be mtigated through
restriping to define a designated |left-turn
| ane from Lake Village Drive on to U . S. 50 and
al so an accel eration lane on U S. 50.

It's al so expected that TRPA will be



able to nmake findings that the project neets
the criteria for transit-oriented devel opnent,
which require close proximty to transit,

wal kabl e di stances to services, and

devel opnent at specific densities.

So as an overview, mtigation was
required in each of these issue areas in the
El S.

Now, this chart has a |ot of
I nformati on and nmaybe it's difficult to see,
but it's nmeant to succinctly convey
di fferences anong the alternatives, including
coverage, the total nunber of hones, nunber of
noderate and market rate hones, open space
preservation, bike trails, LEED certification,
and enhanced stormwater treatnent. And I
woul d be happy to provide you wth a copy of
this chart.

Finally, in terns of next steps, the
Draft EISis still circulating for 60 days,
concl udi ng OGctober 13th, during which tine
witten comments will be accepted. Public
hearing was hel d before the Governing Board on
August 28, and of course today is the second
of two public hearings. Witten responses to
all comments, including oral coments, wll be
prepared as part of the final EIS for



consi deration by TRPA

And additional public hearings will be
hel d, as Theresa indicated, prior to
certification and project action.

And that concludes ny presentation.
Thanks. |'m happy to take any questions.

VICE-CHAIR JAM N Coul d you pl ease
show where the nine noderate incone
residential units would be | ocated?

ME5. COATSWORTH: They would all be in
t he townhouse-style units. Let ne go back
here. They are not clustered together. It is
t horoughly m xed. The single famly units are
I nterspersed with the townhouse units.

So | would be hard pressed to tell you
exactly which units would be -- let ne go back
her e.

You can see the |arger building
footprints here are those townhouse-style
units. The smaller are the single famly
homes. They are all thoroughly m xed in the
devel opnent .

VICE-CHAIR JAM N.  Thank you.

MR. RILEY: Yes. Could you tell ne
the egress of the roadway that you are putting
into the project? Were it starts and where
It ends?



M5. COATSWORTH: This public |oop
road -- cursor difficulties.

This |l oop road is the public road that
woul d | oop through the project and woul d begin
and end on Lake Village Drive.

MR. RILEY: Okay.

MR. UPTON: Roughly where are the
proj ect boundaries?

MR. SINGLAUB: Can you turn the
m cr ophone on, John, so you're on the record?

MR. UPTON: You said there's 10 acres
of open space out of the 18. So, are the
proj ect boundaries off that map? O are those
the map --

M5. COATSWORTH: Yeah, this whole
pi ece is considered the project site. The
18 acres is depicted here. The 10.7 acres is
the total green area.

MR. UPTON: The noderate inconme units
wll be for sale?

M5. COATSWORTH:  Yes.

MR. UPTON: But the sale price
obviously will have to be subsidized by
keeping it at whatever the forrmula |l evel is?

MR. SINGLAUB: They are deed
restricted, too, in that fornula.

MR. UPTON: Deed restricted into that



range.

MR. SI NGLAUB: Under the fornula.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST:  Any ot her
guestions?

MR. KUCHNI CKI: Yeah. | saw that the
water quality mtigation neasures that you are
proposi ng, the latest TMDL findi ngs suggest
that i1nnovative and advanced practices are
needed to nake a dent in the loss of clarity.

| " m wondering, could you clarify which
of those are innovative or advanced practices?

M5. COATSWORTH: W have Brent --
| nnovati ve and advanced practices fromthe
water quality?

MR WOLFF: Yes. H, |I'mBrent WIff
wth Northwest Hydraulic Consultants. | wote
the storm wat er managenent plan for
Alternative 1 and also worked quite a bit on
the TMDL -- on the source category group, the
pol | utant reduction opportunity report.

The advanced technol ogi es, Jason,
woul d be sone water filtration vaults sized to
neet the peak flow froma 20-year one-hour
stormfor all surfaces associated with cars.
The public road and all the driveways woul d
have stormwater filtration before detention.
That's the best avail abl e technol ogy we are



goi ng to enpl oy.

MR. KUCHNI CKI: Great. You m ght want
to stay up here; |'ve got a couple questions
on the water quality.

But you know, with our TMDL anal ysis,
we conducted that based on existing
conditions. And so | think, you know, it's
| nperative to denonstrate that if this
devel opnent were to be approved that it was
going to be no loading. You know? And so it
seens to ne that nonitoring would be an
essential part of this project.

Do you have a nonitoring plan
devel oped or proposed?

MR. WOLFF: We do not have nonitoring
proposed for post-devel opnent at this point
right now. Storm water managenent approach is
estimated to achieve a very high | evel of
water quality, but we don't have in there that
this devel opnent will need to be nonitored per
se to neet sone standard.

M5. COATSWORTH:  Is there -- there may
be a nonitoring program proposed as part of
the Burke Creek EIP program though. [|'m not
sure if that rel ates.

MR. KUCHNICKI: [|I'mnot famliar. |
guess that would be a comment, is that | would



encourage that a nonitoring be conducted
because, you know, the TMDL anal ysis also did
an anal ysis on coverage and did show t hat
coverage is significant, adding coverage is
significant.

So you know, we don't really know the
effecti veness of these control neasures. W
m ght have a good idea, but we don't really
know. So in order to prove, show that, |
think that nonitoring would be called for.

And to kind of tie this all back
together, one thing that you may want to
consider in terns of advanced practices,
there's a unique opportunity potentially that
exists wth the next round of SN PLMA Sci ence
Funding. A thene area is going to be
noni toring innovative controls and using
nat ural nmeadow systens to treat storm water.

And so, since Rabe Meadow is right
across the way, | think that would be a
potential thing that you could look at is, you
know, sending the stormwater over there and
doi ng sone nonitoring on that type of advanced
practi ce.

MR. WOLFF: The majority of the storm
wat er would go to Rabe Meadow, but the storm
wat er managenent approach does not propose for



it to be used for treatnent. The treatnent
vaults in the storage prior to discharge to
Rabe Meadow woul d provide the high | evel of
treat nent.

So we didn't propose that because it's
kind of a research topic and so we wanted to
stick with at |east the practices that we know
woul d performwel | .

MR. KUCHNI CKI: Well, the problemis
that the research, the research practices
opportunities on advanced controls, unless you
have a project such as this to inplenent these
types of controls, it's going to be limted in
our data. You know, so you al nost essentially
need a denonstration project, you know.

Largely it's experinental. |'m not
saying it would work or wouldn't work, but we
need to experinent and find that out, which
controls work and which don't.

MR. SINGLAUB: W certainly would be
happy to work with NDEP if you would like to
fund such a project.

MR. KUCHNI CKI: What |'msaying is the
SNIPLMA is --

MR. SINGLAUB: That's not the project
proponent's position to be doing that kind of
thing, but I think that's good for what we are



| ooki ng at when we get to those science
proposals. Kind of off topic, | guess.

MR. KUCHNI CKI: Sorry. One other
thing I noticed in the DEISis that there is
no di scussion for -- NDEP did a nice job on
the Bureau of Water Quality planning, but I
think there should probably be sone discussion
on obtaining stormwater permts under the
stormwater regulations. | didn't find that
I n there.

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST: Laurie?

M5. KEMPER. While Brent is still
around, as nuch as | usually agree with Jason

on nost of his comments, | just wanted to
clarify a couple things. | guess | agree with
a |ot of what Jason said. | think that we

are, our TMDL is showi ng that subdivisions and
roads and devel opnent create water quality
problens. And we are proposing that we need a
55 percent reduction fromthe current load to
reach our clarity standard. That nunber may
go up.

And we don't expect any of the
retrofit projects -- there wll be sone
retrofit projects that can get us to zero
| oad, but we are really tal king about
enpl oyi ng i nnovative technology to reduce



sedi nent | oading, not elimnate it.

Even wth innovative technol ogy, |
think Jason is right, the goal should be zero.
The goal should be zero. There may be enough
| and on this parcel to do that. But just
I ncreasing the volune of a pond by two or
putting in a filter or whatever, it may be
fine for a retrofit project because you are
showi ng a reduction, but | think that there's
a hi gher standard on new devel opnent. So |
just wanted to nake that clear.

And | wouldn't, | would not support
any project that used the neadow for treatnent
because we nmay need that for treatnent of sone
exi sting devel opnent upstream or, you know,
downstream or whatever. You know, so this
project by itself ought to be able to do
better than average and we can't really all ow
for a new-- we just can't allow a new
I ncrease. So we can't accept a new | oad.

So | don't know, you know, Brent
doesn't have to answer that today, but | would
expect this environnental docunent to | ook at
the inpact of stormwater. And there's, you
know, at least in the summary actions you talk
about LEED and I didn't hear the words "Il ow
| npact devel opnent,"” but | want to let folks



know t hat even that termand there's a | ot of
new i nformation out there to develop in a | ow
| npact way, you know, keep in m nd that
there's the word "low' in front of inpact.
It's not "no."

And so |, it's just a difficult thing
to support in the Tahoe Basi n new devel opnent
when we have not been able to retrofit the
exi sting devel opnent and to recogni ze that
there is no, you know, it's very difficult to
show no inpact. You mght be able to do it
and that's what this EIS should attenpt to do,
IS a no inpact, not a, you know, |ess than
significant or small or sonething |like that.

And then ny other question, and |I'm
sorry, | cane in late and m ssed the staff
presentation. [|I'mstill confused why we are
| ooki ng at a new subdivision in the Tahoe
Basi n because this | ooks |ike a new
subdivision to ne. It |ooks Iike a new road
and individual housing. So if sonebody can
clarify that, Joanne or whatever, |'mnot sure
why we are | ooking at a new subdi vi si on.

| thought we had -- it mght be
sonething that | read this norning, that our
pl an had a prohibition. | thought TRPA s did,
t 0o.



MR. BARRETT: Ckay. The TRPA pl an
states as a goal no new subdivisions. So you
woul d think that. But then we have "except."
So we allow you to have it for ceneteries, and
then at the bottomwe have it for planned unit
devel opnent s.

And basically the logic was to
transfer devel opnent off those bad places to
good places to allow multifam |y housing or
hi gh density housing in the right places. W
have an exception to do that, and that's in
essence what they are planning on doi ng.

M5. KEMPER: Then there's still, |
mean even within that, it's a matter of, you
know, no discharge -- | guess that's the other
part, where we have this kind of no discharge
standard. So it's not show ng that you conply
wth the effluent and runoff standards or
anything like that. The existing codes say no
di scharge of sedinent. So | would kind of go
back to that.

MR SINGLAUB: And | think it's not
only no discharge, but the degraded stream on
this property, they are, we are seeing
| nprovenents to that. So that we are even
doi ng over and above. | think that's the
| nportant nessage here. W are not only doing



the no discharge, but we're doing
| nprovenents, preventing erosion, part of the
El P, the whole streamthrough here.

Sone of you may know, where the
property di sappears off the south end of the
map is the Burger King parking lot. They are
tal ki ng about noving the parking | ot back,
wor king together with all the property owners,
i ncl udi ng the Forest Service across the west
side of the highway on the BMP project, which
Is a significant contribution.

CHAl RMAN TCOLHURST: Jenni fer?

M5. MERCHANT: | have a question for
you, Sydney, on the transportation slide. The
48 peak-hour vehicle trips that you nenti oned,
are those inclusive of the offset provided by
the bike trail? O wll that bike trail
provi de an additional reduction in the vehicle
trips?

M5. COATSWORTH: That's a great
question. Because it's difficult to quantify
the kind of reduction that you are going to
get fromthe bike trails, the EIS took the
conservative tack and the 48 are consi dered
new peak hour trips.

M5. MERCHANT: Okay. So the answer is
no?



M5. COATSWORTH:  What was the
guestion?

Yes, we didn't discount for the bike
trails.

M5. MERCHANT: Ckay, great. All
right. So yeah. Thank you.

MR. DONOHUE: M. Chairman? |'m
curious, | know there are a nunber of soci al
trails throughout that parcel. |[|s there just
a no net gain in terns of the proposed bike
paths with the mtigation that you are
proposing to do on those social trails?

M5. COATSWORTH:  That's, simlarly
that's a difficult thing to quantify. There
I s expected that with the Iinks that these
bike trails will have to surroundi ng bike
trails that it wll inprove the situation.

The social trails that you nentioned
do provide recreation, of course, but they are
erosi on problens and sone of the mtigation is
to restore those trails; and through barriers
and through surface treatnent to attenpt to
renove those trails, and focus people instead
on designated trails.

MR. DONOHUE: Right. So you haven't
tried to determ ne how many square feet there
are on the social trails versus the proposed



new trail systenf

M. COATSWORTH:  No, not that kind of
gquantification attenpt. Mstly to provide
those |inkages to surrounding trails.

MR. DONOHUE: Ckay. | have a question
for Brent, if I may, M. Chairman.

Brent, |'m curious how you are
proposing to handle the off-site storm water
that currently cones on to the property, as
part of that storm water managenent plan?
Com ng off Lake Village? | know there's a
substantial anount that conmes down fromthe
m ddl e school .

MR. WOLFF: Yeah, that question
actual ly can be handl ed better by Jason Drew.

W'l let Jason answer that one.
MR DREW Hello. M nane is Jason
Drew. |I'mwth N chols Consulting Engi neers.

We are the engineer for Douglas County for the
Lake Village Phase Il EIP project, which
enconpasses Lake Village Drive and Echo Drive
fromH ghway 50 all the way up to the mddle
school .

Right now I think, Charlie, what
you're tal king about, there's a cul vert
outfall on to the Sierra Colina property in
this vicinity right here.



And as a part of the EIP project, that
culvert is going to be renoved because right
now there's no | egal docunentation allow ng
the county to discharge to this private
parcel. So that culvert as a part of the EIP
project will be renoved and it's going to be
treated as a part of the proposed design for
the EIP project for the road.

Does that answer your question?

MR. DONOHUE: Yes, that answers ny
guestion. My | continue? | have a few other
ones.

Sydney, on page 210 you tal k about the
residential units and the average size of the
honmes, but that average |and coverage is
substantially different fromthe average size
of the hones.

| s that because that determ nation
I ncl udes the 10 acres of open space provi ded?
O can you just clarify why that's --

M5. COATSWORTH: | m ght have to | ook
that up and accept your comment and either get
back to you later in this neeting or in
responses to comrents.

MR. DONOCHUE: Ckay.

MR, SINGLAUB: Just as a rem nder, M.
Chai rman, the purpose of this neeting is to



get public comment. |If there are concerns
that the APC has, for themto be anal yzing
| ater, those would be really great.

But the technical teamis not all here
on this project. That wll be com ng when we
bring it back for approval. Thank you.

M5. AVANCE: Charlie, may | ask that
you either restate the question or put it in
witing so we get that right?

MR. DONOHUE: Sure. |'mcurious about
the chart that Sydney put up related to the
base al | owabl e coverage where it was
13 percent across the board. Ws that based
on the 18 acres? O is it based on eight?
Because that woul d probably be the difference
bet ween your hone size and | and coverage size.
But I'Il put it inwiting, all right?

M. COATSWORTH: Al right, great.

CHAI RMAN TOLHURST: This is |ike
Jeopardy. State it in the formof a question.

MR, DONOHUE: ['Il put it in witing.

M5. COATSWORTH: \What is conplete
cover age”?

MR. GOLDBERG MWy comment is regarding
fire and defensi ble space. So | suggest as we
nove forward on that to consider, since we
asked honeowners to do their own defensible



space is a large -- either the individual or
part of a honeowners association, but ongoi ng
def ensi bl e space program so that fuels
reduction is considered and the fire
departnent doesn't have to cone back in ten
years and ask that.

And then al so the building standards,
| ook at the California Building Standards 7A
when constructing, even though it's in Nevada.

M. COATSWORTH:  Thank you.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST:  Your comments are
now for both agencies? Have we nade that
transition? You're representing both
agenci es?

MR SINGLAUB: No. W never got to
that itemon the Governing Board' s agenda.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST: W'l take it.

MR. GOLDBERG  Yes, absolutely.

CHAl RVAN TOLHURST: Tenporarily,
anyway.

Any ot her questions for Sydney or
conment s?

(There is no response.)

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST: 1'Ill open it up to
public hearing. Anyone w shing to neke
coments on the Sierra Colina Village, please
conme forward.



Just a reminder, this isn't the final
approval. This is just comments for the
Envi ronnmental | npact Statenent.

M5. THAW Good norni ng, nenbers of
the APC. M/ nane is Melissa Thaw. I'mwth
the League to Save Lake Tahoe.

The preferred alternatives' i|npacts on
traffic, noise, water quality and wildlife are
significant with incorrect classifications
supported by inadequate evidence. The
| nsufficient evaluation of goshawk habitat is
an especially denonstrative exanple of the
weakness of this EIS. An additional
conservation alternative needs to be prepared
to sufficiently give perspective to the
alternatives currently being presented.

To appear environnentally beneficial,
this project attenpts to include sone
superficially beneficial aspects such as LEED
certification, sone restoration of Burke
Creek, and desi gnated open space. Although
this project contenplates or proposes LEED
certification, sone restoration of Burke
Creek, fuel reduction efforts and desi gnat ed
open space, these only detract fromthe
enornous size and nmmjor inpacts that the
proj ect creates.



Restoration of the area should occur
regardl ess of the construction of any
comercial residential devel opnent project and
SNI PLMA funds have already been specifically
al located to Burke Creek for restoration. A
conservation alternative is needed to put into
perspective the environnental inprovenents
that Alternative 1 proposes. The potenti al
exists to choose a conservation alternative
that will provide restoration of the damaged
wat er shed and surrounding forest to return the
site to its healthiest natural state.

This land was originally classified as
conservation land w th unbuil dabl e
capabilities and then was reclassified as
urban with buil dable I and capabilities for
devel opnent. What were the justifications for
t hese reclassifications?

One purpose of the anmendnents to the
1987 Regional Plan and the 208 Water Quality
Plan in relation to the two-step subdivision
process was to prevent new road networks. The
Sierra Colina wll be creating four new |inear
public facilities including one road.
Additionally the anendnents were to pronote
devel opnent on high capability non-sensitive
| ands, redirecting devel opnent to nore



sui tabl e areas and avoi d devel opi ng sensitive
| ands.

The project site contains |ess than
.01 percent existing coverage. One
hundred percent of the project wll be
constructed on raw | and. Fifteen percent of
the entire project site wll becone inpervious
coverage and will fragnent the remaining
forest. 26,889 feet of coverage will need to
be transferred beyond what is currently
al l owabl e to becone pavenent.

The project site and nearby
residential and commercial areas are
surrounded by acres of Forest Service |and.
Consi derable traffic inpacts include 475 new
daily trips, which is above the 200 underlined
as significant. The proposed mtigation fee
in lieu of inprovenents neans that direct
onsite mtigation is unlikely to occur.

| ncreased traffic and residenti al
noise is anticipated to be considerable. The
previous Draft EIS noted the need for
rubberi zed pavenent to decrease traffic noi se,
i ndicating that traffic noise |levels may be
hi gher than the 2008 Draft EIS and mitigations
outlined and the mtigations outlined will not
be sufficient.



| ncreased traffic also inpacts water
quality. According to the Lake Tahoe Basin
managenent unit cunul ative watershed effects
anal ysis and the environnental docunentation
for the Round H Il fuels reduction project,

t he Burke Creek watershed has been cal cul ated
to have an inpact risk ratio of over

100 percent, wth nost danage comi ng from
currently existing inpervious coverage.
Addi ng nore coverage wll further harmthis
al ready damaged wat er shed.

Finally, wildlife mtigations
essentially include enhancenent of riparian
area. No enhancenent can repl ace | ost
habitat. Goshawks have historically existed
in this area. A survey conducted by wildlife
resource consultants consists of only two days
of broadcast surveying, which |leads to too few
data points to be statistically valid. This
survey nethod detects only breedi ng goshawks,
while half of the data was collected at the
end the breedi ng season.

Recent studies have found that the m x
of high foliage nesting areas, dry open
foragi ng areas, and wet areas such as the site
provi des are suitable characteristics for
goshawk habitats.



CHAl RMAN TCLHURST:  Thank you.

M5. QUASHNI CK: All right. Good
norning. |'mJennifer Quashnick, and although
| ast time | spoke for the Sierra C ub, today
"' mgoing to be leaving that to M chael
Donohoe. So |'m speaking as a resident.

| want to reiterate sone things |
nmentioned at the last hearing. First is a
process issue. | have this visual wth ne.
This tinme | brought the whole thing. But I
think this is inportant because not only this
project but we have a lot of EISs comng up in
the near future and the process really needs
to accommopdate the ability of the public to
review it.

This DEI'S was provi ded two weeks
before the first hearing on the adequacy of
this DEIS. | don't know anyone who can
actually read this DEIS in two weeks, barring
maybe no sleep and a | ot of caffeine, and four
weeks before this hearing today. Again, we
have a | ot of projects going on right now |
don't know how many people in this room again
have read this and actually thought about it
and processed how adequate it woul d be.

So we would like to point this out and
ask that in the future when the TRPA wants to



hear fromthe public on the adequacy of a
docunent, let's do it towards the end of the
60- day comment period so the public has
adequate tine to actually read it and think
about it.

So we wll be providing nore detail ed
comments on the adequacy at the end of the
60-day period. But | would |like to make that
request for the future.

Anot her thing, the DEIS fails to
I ncl ude the nost recently avail abl e
I nformation on the Burke Creek watershed. The
League touched on it. The US Forest Service
did the Round Hlls fuels reduction EA this
past spring and found that the watershed, the
ri sk was 147 percent, representing an al ready
affected wat ershed. And where additi onal
| npervi ous coverage in the watershed such as
t he proposed project could |l ead to adverse
envi ronnent al i npacts.

That said, this DEIS nust include this
I nformati on and explain how, contrary to the
Forest Service findings, adding inpervious
coverage will inprove this watershed as
cl ai med.

We al so heard at the Governi ng Board
that new i nformati on had been coll ected



recently -- oh, gosh, I'msorry. | don't have
the nane here. But there was al so new
measurenents taken through 2007 up through
2008, and | asked that TRPA go back to the

m nutes fromthe Governing Board neeting and
al so include that data.

Al so the TRPA staff put out white
papers for the Regional Plan update workshop
in March. One of those related to | and
coverage. And the white paper tal ked about
how t he Regional Plan is going to have to
reduce inpervious coverage if we are to neet
our thresholds. Again we agree with staff's
assessnment in those papers and question why a
project that would add al nost 117, 000 square
feet of coverage on currently undevel oped raw
| and woul d be considered given staff's
docunent ed need to reduce coverage in the
Basi n.

Al so, like Laurie and Jason got us
tal ki ng about this norning, again increasing
| and coverage increases |oading to the Lake.
So again the DEIS needs to tal k about how all
these other findings are wong in the case of
this project based on the findings that are
bei ng cl ai ned.

Next | ask TRPA to consi der



Alternative 5, no action; and include as
Alternative 6 the conservation purchase of the
entire parcel. | believe what a | and
managenent agency would do to conserve the
property is narrow enough that it could be
predicted in the EI S and anal yzed as an

al ternative.

Anot her question that | have that |
didn't raise last tinme, it looks |like for the
proposed project, the linear public facility
three, the access road, is being counted as a
public facility and as a result the coverage
I s not counted agai nst the devel opnent. And
the reason for this is that it's being called
a key pedestrian route between the north and
south end of the parcel.

By ny read of this, there's no
sidewal k, there's no bike trail, there's
not hi ng to accommodat e pedestri ans and bi kers
on this access road. So | question how it can
be a key pedestrian route when it doesn't have
anything for pedestrians. | personally don't
| i ke wal king along in between cars on a
r oadway.

On a final note, we heard this norning
t he suggestion that the Burke Creek EIP
project will help mtigate runoff fromthis



new devel opnent. To ne that's using public
tax dollars to fund new private devel opnent.
| just think that's unacceptabl e.

| agree with Laurie and Jason that new
devel opnent nust create zero inpact, but
really at this point what we know now, new
devel opnent needs to be creating a net to
benefit, a net reduction. Less than
significant, obviously inappropriate. Even
zero i npact, inappropriate at this point in
tine.

Thank you.

CHAl RMAN TCLHURST: Just a rem nder,
the close of the comment period is Cctober 13.
Cut down on the caffeine. You've still got 33
days.

Anyone el se wish to comment on this
| tenf

MR. DONOHCE: Good norning, M.

Chai rman, nenbers of the APC, nenbers of TRPA
staff, and nenbers of the public.

My nane is M chael Donohoe. |'m
conservation cochair for the Tahoe Area Sierra
C ub G oup.

If you were to judge an EIS by the
nunber of pages or by its weight, as you j ust
saw, this Draft EIS would raise to the top of



the list. Goodness gracious, it is huge. But
it's quality, not volune, that |I'minterested
in. And this Draft EIS falls short right from
the start.

Where is the context? The history?
Wiy is it not stated that this sensitive
18-acre streamside parcel on raw land -- raw
| and, renenber. Raw |and that for thousands
of years has protected this | ake and kept it
cl ear and renoved the nutrients and the fine
sedi nent s.

UNI DENTI FI ED AUDI ENCE MEMBER: Ri ght.

MR. DONOHCOE: Wy is it not stated
that this parcel used to be designated a
conservation district and that this parcel is
So sensitive that the Forest Service tried to
buy it? The first time they tried to buy it
was in 1990. They were unsuccessful; a
private devel oper outbid them They again
tried to buy it as recently as March 21st,
2005.

Forest Service cannot buy | and under
Burton Santini by law unless it is a sensitive
parcel .

Isn't an EI'S supposed to surface all
of these kinds of facts and not just the ones
t hat support the project proponent's proposal ?



Wy then do we not know fromthe outset that
on Septenber 22nd, 1999, the TRPA Governi ng
Board rejected a nuch smaller 26-unit

subdi vision on this very sane 18-acre parcel?

And that Tahoe's prem ere scientist,
Dr. Charles Goldman, got up and testified that
he was, quote, negative on the ability to
effectively mtigate | arge subdivisions and,
gquot e, concluded that we have to be
extraordinarily careful about subdivisions and
that he would like to essentially, quote, not
see subdivisions continue to spring up in the
basin. That's on page 30 and 31 in the
m nutes of that neeting on the foll ow ng
Gover ni ng Board packet in October 1999.

Here we have a subdi vi si on being
proposed today that is twice the size of the
one that was rejected nine years ago. Wy
this cherry picking of the facts? And why
does the EI'S not highlight the testinony of
the other scientists and experts that
testified in 1999? For exanple, a
geonor phol ogi st, Dr. Scott Stine. He
concluded -- and this again is fromthe
m nutes -- that the project, |ike past and
future ones involving subdivision of |and and
resul tant construction of |arge anounts of



| nper neabl e surfaces, was going to
substantially increase the novenent of
sedi nent towards Lake Tahoe.

In addition he said, and this is kind
of interesting -- this isn't often talked
about. He said that every stream channel had
not only a river of water, but a little stream
of air going down it all the tinme. And that
with the uncovering of [and and the renoval of
vegetation and the construction of houses,
dust and fine sedi nent were generated which
then could travel |ong distances down that
corridor and into Lake Tahoe.

Does the EIS sufficiently deal with
t hi s phenonenon? | think not.

Two ot her experts testified about the
two-step process that is being used by TRPA,
in my opinion, to sidestep the 208 plan's
prohi bition on new subdivisions in Lake Tahoe.
Dan Siegel fromthe California AGs office
said that the subdivision that was proposed in
1999 was not consistent with the 208 pl an.

And Dr. Robert Tw st who hel ped devel op TRPA' s
first 20-year Regional Plan was, quote,
surprised to be back argui ng agai nst the
subdi vi sion process. Dr. Twi st urged the
Board to deny projects of this kind and al so



to retire the two-step subdivision process.

You may not be famliar with that
process. Sone of you probably are. But it's
a process whereby to get around sone of the
prohi bitions, the project is first approved
for nultifamly, and then five mnutes |ater
It is approved for subdivision.

And Dr. Twi st said that, at |east
don't do anything further with this two-step
process until a thorough planning review could
be done. That thorough planning review was
started, but it was never conpleted. Sone of
the people in this roomwere involved in that.
Dan Si egel cane down for it. Sierra Cub was
| nvol ved, ot her groups.

Pages 3-1 and 3-2 of the EIS put on
rose-colored glasses with regard to this topic
and they make it ook |ike continuing with the
t wo- step process has no individual and
cunul ati ve negative environnental inpacts.
Subdi vi si ons have negative i npacts.

You have to go no further than the
second page of the EIS sunmary to see that the
EISis nore of a sales job for the proposed
project than an objective surfacing of the
facts. If you have a copy of that, take a
| ook at the top of page 2. It says that the



proposed project includes construction of 50
residential units, as you saw on the Board on
the screen. That's true.

But then it al so says roadway
| nprovenents, utility and infrastructure
| nprovenents, et cetera. Wat do they nean
roadway i nprovenents? Uility inprovenents?
This is raw land. They are proposing to build
new r oadways, new driveways, new sewer |ines.

This is not an inprovenent project.
This is an increase in the very kind of
| nper neabl e surface, inperneable urban
coverage that the |atest TMDL science is
telling us is the maj or cause of Tahoe's
clarity loss. W are thinking of adding nore
of that? Wy doesn't the TMDL research play a
major role in this EIS? O maybe | was w ong
about an EIS surfacing the facts so that TRPA
can nmake science-based deci sions about what is
best for the | ake.

Could it be that the purpose of an EIS
Is not for facts, but project justification?
| f you turn to page 3-21 you wll see one of
the nore bl atant exanples of this. The EIS
clains that the applicants were not able to
| ocate a conservation | awer -- a conservation
buyer for the entire parcel. Really? A



weal t hy | ocal businessman | know had a group
of investors lined up to buy this parcel and
hold it until the U S. Forest Service or
Nevada State Lands could buy it back from
them He told ne he was totally frustrated in
his efforts because the owners refused to even
set an asking price.

But perhaps the nost disturbing thing
about this EISis what is mssing. As
Jenni fer Quashni ck noted and al so the League,
the Forest Service recently conducted a study
of the Burke Creek watershed. It showed that
the watershed is covered, over-covered and is
at risk. \Wiere is the inclusion of this
Forest Service study?

This is EI'S 101, folks. If this is
m ssing, what else is mssing? Cherry picking
IS an activity best left to the orchard.

Thank you.

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST:  Anyone el se
W shing to comment on this project? Your | ast
chance.

(There is no response.)

CHAl RVAN TOLHURST:  Seeing none, 'l
cl ose the public hearing and bring it back.
Any further questions or comments fromthe
APC? Allen?



MR. BREUCH. Real quick, just a
gquestion for Douglas County and Theresa. The
nunber of units, is this com ng out of
al l ocations through the county or is this
going to be transferred in? Just curious.

MR. ZUCKERMAN. The Dougl as County
all ocation systemis only based on parcels
that are inside the Carson Valley part of
Dougl as County. Anything that's on the other
side of the Tahoe rimis in TRPA and we have
separate allocations through TRPA, but it's
not part of our allocation system

MR. BREUCH. Ckay.

M5. AVANCE: Sorry. At this point
it's a conbination of the two. They have
residential units avail able, they have
devel opnent rights available, and they al so
have sone all ocations from Dougl as County
al ready issued to this project since it has
been in. It's still -- I'"mnot sure right now
what is going to play out wwth that, but |
know that the residential units are avail able
W t hout the allocations.

MR, BREUCH Okay. Thank you.

CHAl RMVAN TOLHURST:  Anyone el se?

MR, LeFEVRE: | just have a quick
process question. The comments that you are



now t aki ng, how do those then show up in the
next version as a response to coments? Do
you go in and nodify the docunent?

M5. COATSWORTH:  We will be preparing
a responses to comments docunent that will be
a supplenent to the draft.

MR. LeFEVRE: Fromthe comments today?

ME5. COATSWORTH:  From the comments
today and all witten comments.

MR. SINGLAUB: And there may be
changes to the docunent?

M5. COATSWORTH: Right, yes, and these
comments and responses could pronpt changes
that will also be sunmarized in the strike out
and underl i ni ng.

MR LeFEVRE: kay.

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST: Laurie?

M5. KEMPER: Yes, this is kind of a
process check, too. | don't know if you can
explain this, the code allow ng planned unit
devel opnents and the way things have been kind
of nodified. And I know our code talks a
little bit, our basic plan nentions |ooking at
subdivisions -- there is a way to do
exceptions and that you can all ow subdi vi si ons
certain tinmes if it sort of neets the intent
of the other portions of the code and a | ot of



the planned unit devel opnents | have seen on
the California side have been on nmuch smaller
parcels. They have been redevel opnent in a

| ot of cases or they have been a smaller, just
a small er parcel surrounded by a bunch of
comerci al use.

That's, you know, on the North Shore
or sonething like that where you have a | ot of
exi sting residential or tourist accommobdati on
units. And the actual planned unit
devel opnent, you know, |ooks, is nore conpact,
| guess. There's not such a | ong roadway
section. |It's nore |like a large parking | ot
or sonething |ike that.

So this one has a different, just a
different sense to it because you are buil ding
a roadway, you are building these big |Iinear
facilities like a bike path. It doesn't seem
to neet the intent of the code in terns of
that kind of infill.

You nentioned that the code has this
exception | anguage in there about planned unit
devel opnents related to noving residenti al
allocations froma nore sensitive area to a
| ess sensitive area. And | recognize there's
sone high capability land on this parcel and
they are not noving the devel opnent into a



sensitive land class per se, but it would seem
that the EI'S ought to consider sone ot her
al ternatives.

So | guess | have a coupl e questions.
One is, the first question is just: Does this
devel opnent really neet the intent of the
Regi onal Pl an and the code when | ooked at, you
know, in its sort of entirety about
transferring land in, or allocations in from
anot her site. And maybe you can answer that.

Then | have a second question about
what we can ask for in terns of alternatives,

t 0o.

MR. BARRETT: The history on that
again was in general we did the new plan. No
new subdi visions. W had a big tack, at that
time about 18,000 lots to be dealt wth,
bought up, built on. There's no logic: No
nore | ot and bl ock subdivisions. That's what
nost peopl e know.

We have an exception. | use PUD as a
term but technically the goals and policy
docunent says condom niuns. The | ogic was
that we were going to allow transfer of
devel opnent, forget about the subdivision
rule. |If we allowed sonething to be built, we
should -- does it matter who owns it? Could



you subdivide it? It would definitely help
the transfer of the econom cs work out.

And we used the word "condom nium"
And | could probably say it in this room and
nost people -- maybe half of you would think
t owmnhouse, you know, towers, conpact
devel opnent |ike you were tal king about. And
the Attorney Ceneral that M chael tal ked about
had that vision.

But if you go out to Uppaway or
sonething simlar to what is shown up here,
there's actually condom ni um devel opnent s
where you get a building envel ope, but the
open space is all held in commbn ownershi p.
That is a condom nium That's nornmally what
we call a PUD type of devel opnent.

On the other side people said no,
that's what | thought. And it was pointed out
by M chael, we have had several attenpts to
devel op this parcel. And there was debate
over: VWat did that nean? And when you | ook
at the 208 plan, it says condom niuns. No,
condom ni uns nean t ownhouse- | ooki ng
structures, not the detached single famli es.

I ncline basically took this to the
extreme of building what | ooks |ike a single
famly subdivision all on little building



envel opes with common open space. | know the
League and AG did not |like that. W have had
numer ous debates, nunerous workshops trying to
sort this out.

And so at this point it is not
officially resolved what this gray area of
condomniumis. And from one point of view
t he proposal out there would neet, you know,
the technical requirenents. O her people say
well, that's not the intent. And that's the
debate the APC is in and you coul d possibly
ask for sone formor alternative that showed a
very conpact devel opnent. Anyway, this is
where we are today.

M5. KEMPER:  Ckay.

MR. BARRETT: Probably one little side
thing that was pointed out in the history
because | have to plead sonewhat guilty to
this rezoning. That the old plan, the TRPA
plan fromthe '70s, this was zoned touri st
commercial. It was right next to the Burger
King and the condom nium right next to a
school. But the capability on our maps showed
it to be bad capability.

When we were doing the community
pl anni ng, that team | ooked at this. The
proponents, the Rabe estate owned this



property and said no, we've done a chall enge
and there's sone good capability on this | and.

And for that, TRPA said okay, based on
the teamis input and all the input, we'll
rezone this. W basically want it to be a
transfer receiving site and we want it to be
kind of |Iike TOD devel opnent, set back wth
requi renents that they are having to neet.

So that's why it changed. And |I'm not
saying that's good or bad. |'mjust saying
that's why it changed and that's what the
applicant is dealing with today.

So anyway, there's a series of events.
M chael is probably right, a better history in
the EI' S woul d be good for everybody to at
| east understand the events that got us there.
It's got a long history. That's true.

MR. ZUCKERVMAN. M. Chairman? | would
like to rephrase the first part of Laurie's
gquestion and ask the applicant to cone up and
address it as to just how suitable is the
project in terns of neeting the code in
transferring entitlenents froman area of
| ower capability to higher?

M5. AVANCE: |'IlIl attenpt to answer
that one. The environnental -- |I'msorry,
what is the tern? Help ne. Units, thank you.



Resi dential units of use that woul d be
transferred to this site are froma known
restoration site on Kahle Drive, just down the
street fromthe Beach Club, up fromthe Beach
Cl ub where the ponds restoration was. Those
old apartnents were the site of the units to
be transferred.

MR. ZUCKERMAN. Ckay. | would also
| i ke to, as Douglas County representative to
the APC, just tell the nenbers and the public
a bit about the history of this project that
has been brought to us.

Last year we drafted a noderate i ncone
housi ng program t hrough a nenorandum of
agreenent with TRPA. This project is
attenpting to be the first project to take
advant age of the noderate incone housing
agr eenent .

It is alittle different fromthe
noder ate housing that we allow in Dougl as
County. For a project to qualify for nod in
Dougl as County we only allow 110 percent of
medi an famly incone. @G ven the expensive
living in the Basin, we upped that nunber to
120 percent. It allows for a density bonus if
a certain percentage of the applicant's units
are going to be dedi cated and deed restricted



to af fordabl e housi ng.

So that took a | ot of effort. |
wanted to thank TRPA. | think they carried
the ball alittle bit, nore than | did on
that; and also the applicant who did a | ot of
the work drafting the agreenent.

We had spoken earlier in the process
about m xing the noderate units in so there
woul dn't be like a little mni ghetto in the
project, but actually all of the noderate
units would be invisible to the naked eye
because they woul d be m xed throughout the
project. And the applicant chose to go ahead
and take our advice and do that.

"' m hoping that will be a harbinger of
things to cone in terns of the applicant's
wi I lingness to take sonme good i deas and nove
forward wwth them

We tal ked about using NTCD s pil ot
programto use biological neans to capture the
finest of fine sedinents in their basins. The
applicant showed interest in doing that. |
hope they follow that interest to maybe a
pilot project with NTCD to use the al gae
screen that | think Doug Martin showed at APC

We al so spoke about ways to construct
trails through the flood zone. And | hope the



applicant cones up with a creative solution to
do that because in the end Douglas County is
going to be responsible for approving this
project or denying this project as a planned
devel opnent. It is going to have to go in
front of our Planning Conm ssion and Board of
Comm ssioners, and they really are going to
have to | ook at sone of the itens that we
pointed out to themin ternms of flood zone
devel opnent. Douglas County is very careful
about all ow ng devel opnent in the flood zone
and very sensitive to FEMA requirenents.

So | would say that it's been so far a
good rel ationship that we have had with the
devel oper of this project. And we found them
to be pretty responsive to the environnental,
transportati on, and affordabl e housing goals
that we have in our master plan.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST: Laurie, were you
finished with your comments?

M5. KEMPER. Hmm no. | guess the
ot her comment or question | had, and this is
just to put out there in terns of alternatives
because it seens |ike there were -- we are
going to have to discuss sone other ideas on
al ternatives.

| Iike the idea, Gabby, that you



tal ked about, the possibility of them
anal yzing a nore conpact devel opnment. | know
they have a | ess dense devel opnent wth 37
units, but I would be interested in an
alternative that | ooks at a nore conpact, with
basically | ess roadway and | ess |i near
I nfrastructure and | ooking at the need for the
bi ke path or how best to site that to link up
wWith existing bike trails.

The ot her one that was brought up by
sone of the public today was about a
conservation alternative and | ooki ng at havi ng
that | and, you know, be acquired. | don't
know how reasonabl e that is, but | always,
whenever | think about things that don't make
sense to ne -- John, you tal ked about this,
you know. There's a private property owner
who owns this land and they are proposing to
do sonething with it.

You know, | always go back to the
Tahoe Research Group's project, which still
kind of blows ny m nd that when they were
trying to build a research facility at the
fish hatchery site and they were | ooki ng at
all these environnmental benefits including
tearing up the canpground and SEZ and
| nproving the SEZ and using the | and they



owned to build a facility, they were asked in
their EISto |look at alternatives that did not
I nclude the land that they owned. They | ooked
at several locations wthin California and
ended up purchasing and acquiring | and or
wor ki ng out an agreenent to build their site

I n Nevada, which still | don't quite get. You
know, how a California institution ended up
being sort of forced into Nevada, but which
causes ne other problens | won't go into right
NOW.

But anyway, just in terns of trying to
treat people the sane, |I'mjust wondering, you
know, it may seem unreasonable to the
applicant in terns of alternatives, but
when -- and | understand, you know, Harnon's
need to try to use these units that have been
produced out of the Kahle Drive SEZ site, that
we need sone multifam |y housing and we have
t hese units.

But it would seemthat this project
ought to be | ooking at other avail able | and
and, you know, stuff that currently either has
been devel oped or is under sone sort of
di sturbance regine or just less sensitive
| and. And | don't know, | realize this is
| ate in the gane and probably shoul d have been



brought up during scoping, but it just begs
the question. | know that based on all the
comments that we get we are going to have to
decide if we want themto go | ook at hybrid

al ternatives or another couple alternatives or
even an alternative that involves not this

pi ece of |and.

MR. SI NGLAUB: Just a process check.
This i s not scoping.

M5. KEMPER: Right, | understand.

MR. SI NGLAUB: W deci ded al ready what
the alternative, range of alternatives would
be on this; and that it was sufficient to neet
our requirenents in the code.

So to ask for additional alternatives
at this point would nean they would have to
conme back with another draft and those kinds
of things. So | would be reluctant to do it
and woul d rather instead address sone of these
things in the final specifically.

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST: Jason?

MR. KUCHNI CKI: Just going off of
that, | was wondering, was the conservation
easenent alternative, was that brought up
during scoping at all?

M5. KEMPER. We nust have both been
gone during scopi ng.



M5. COATSWORTH: This is an issue that
has been brought up. It was brought up early
in the project. And the applicant did pursue,
and those are docunented here, conservation
alternatives. And Garrett Villanueva spoke
before the Governing Board at this hearing
saying it was not a priority piece of |and and
there were no plans to acquire it.

MR. SINGLAUB: Garrett Villanueva from
the Forest Service said it is not an
acquisition priority for the Forest Service.
And certainly wthin the public marketpl ace,

i f the Trust for Public Lands or sonebody
wants to cone in and negotiate, they are
wel cone to do so.

CHAI RVAN TOLHURST: Charlie?

MR. DONOHUE: Thank you, M. Chairman.
Based on Harnon's comments, in the addendum
can you tal k about the history of the Kahle
parcels where these residential units are
comng fron? Because of the fact that that
was, the water quality project that went on
down there was severely inpacted by the fact
that residential affordable noderate units had
to go back on to that parcel because the
applicant at that tinme associated wth that
parcel could find no other | ocation.



Sol'"'mreally kind of interested in
what is the bal ance of units that were all owed
to go back on by -- the Governing Board
substantially changed the size and
configuration of an EIP project, and now |'m
hearing that there are actually nore
residential units associated with that parcel
that are out there floating around that are
going to be transferred up to this one.

If | can get sone kind of nunbers on
that and maybe | can work with you, Theresa,

" m curious about that.

M5. AVANCE: We can talk |ater and get
that clarified.

MR. DONOHUE: Sure, okay.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST:  Any ot her
conment s?

MR, ZUCKERMAN: | just have one nore
gquestion for the applicant. How would you
address the itemthat the nmenber of the public
brought up about not counting the coverage on
the linear public facility that is the roadway
that serves the project?

M5. AVANCE: The linear public
facilities will be dedicated as public rights.
So it's actually extracted fromthe project
area as a whole. The avail abl e coverage



associ ated specifically within the boundaries
of those facilities is the base allowable, and
addi ti onal coverage will be transferred in in
accordance with our allowable transfer
proceedi ngs in Chapter 20 of the Code.

It's kind of |Iike a two-step process
| i ke subdi vi si ons.

MR, ZUCKERMAN: Ckay. So from TRPA
staff's perspective it's a legitimte
definition to call a roadway a linear public
facility, whether it has pedestrian and
bicycle facilities on it or not?

MR. BARRETT: When we |ay out
subdi vi si ons and whatever, we always have this
problem oh, there's easenents, there's
roadways. And we use this concept of |inear
public facilities. And we realized that in
the Bailey systemgenerally in a narrow
ri ght-of -way you are not going to have the
Bai | ey coverages there or you're going to have
very w de right-of-ways.

So when there's existing easenents, we
say yes, that's an existing easenent and you
are allowed to transfer coverage in to neet
your needs.

TRPA has the ability under our |inear
facilities to make determ nations that



basically these are to serve properties other
than them | guess the bike trail or the
pedestrian path is for other devel opnents and
access through. And that we wll allow
transfer coverage to happen.

MR. ZUCKERMAN:. Ckay. | just wanted
to understand how TRPA treats that because
it's very different, obviously, in terns of
coverage. W don't really care about coverage
i n Dougl as County. For our code, it doesn't
I ncl ude anything that has to do with that.

We woul d be nore concerned with just
maki ng sure there's pedestrian and bicycle
access. | can tell you when the PD cones in
for approval in Douglas County, they would
have to ask for a variance to provide a public
roadway that doesn't have si dewal ks and
bicycle facilities attached to it.

Now, they can justify the variance
request by saying that there are off-street
trails that serve the sane purpose and go in
the sanme areas. But again, | just wanted to
under st and how you guys cal cul ate your
cover age.

MR. BARRETT: You need further
explanation on that? Basically, |inear
facilities -- sidewal ks, roads -- count, when



you do a site plan, that counts as coverage.

The thing that's inportant to a
devel oper is for those facilities, if they
serve other properties, we can allow transfer
coverage in. So in essence, you get nore
coverage on your site than you would normally
be allowed. And | assune in this designation
that's what is happening.

MR, ZUCKERMAN. Okay, got it. Thank
you.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST:  Any ot her
comments? Questions?

MR. LeFEVRE: M. Chairman? It's
probably already been said, but | think it
woul d be appropriate that the applicant expand
on the alternative that was elimnated, 3.7.2,
which is the conservation purchase of the
entire parcel to give alittle bit nore
breadth and history of that tract.

| know the Forest Service has a letter
In the record here that describes our position
on it and maybe sone of that could be brought
forward.

CHAl RMAN TOLHURST:  Any ot her
guestions? This was the associ ated comments
for the public and APC. The comment peri od
cl oses Cctober 13.



Do we have an ETA of when the final
m ght be com ng back for final discussion?

M5. AVANCE: That would entirely
depend on the scope and nature of the
conment s.

CHAl RVAN TOLHURST: Ckay. Thank you.
| think we will take a five-m nute break
bef ore we nove on.

(The neeting concl uded at
11: 00 o' clock a.m)
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