SENATE :
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC RESOURCES COMMITTEE  r =" 0gq '

March 17, 1975

The meeting was called to order in Room #213 at 1:00 p.m. on
Monday, March 17, 1975. Senator Thomas Wilson was in the chair.

PRESENT: Senator Wilson
Senator Bryan
Senator Blakemore
Senator Neal
Senator Sheerin
Senator Dodge

Senator Wilsen explained that Mr. Fran Breen's testimony had to
be postponed to this date because of the necessity of vacating
the hearing room on March 11, 1975, by 7:30 p.m. and that the
Committee had provided Mr. Breen the opportunity to appear this
day.

Mr. Fran Breen, 232 Court Street, Reno, Nevada, states that he

is appearing for the first time since 1949 as a non-paid witness,
and that, in practice, he represents Oliver Kayle and the Bourne
Interests. However, Mr. Breen states that he is definitely not
appearing today to represent Oliver Kayle. For the record, he

says he supposes it could be said that he represents Mr. Bourne

but he is actually representing no legal .clients at this hearing.
Mr. Breen states that he is speaking in reference to S.B. 254 and
S.B. 44 and submits that there are some real objections to the

bill. Mr. Breen further states that there is no need for this
particular bill and that it will probably make matters worse.

For all practical purposes, at the present time the sewage problem
at Lake Tahoe has been solved. Affluent will be transported out of
the basin in the near future. Mr. Breen comments that there is

much federal legislation that applies to the Tahce basin; i.e. Clean
Air Act, Clean Water Act, Rivers and Harbors Act of 1893 which is
now being used, National Environmental Protection Act, California
Environmental Quality Act, California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency,
and Nevada Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. If the bill passes, it
will: a) give control to the other state, and with particular
reference to Public Works, California will be able to stop any road
plan that Nevada wants to put in, and b) give California the power.
Mr. Breen feels that testimony taken at the hearing that was in
favor of the bill were paid employees of federal or state government.
Mr. Breen refers to Roger Trounday's statement that his agency needs
this power; Mr. Breen feels that there is enough power in the Clean
Air Act and the regulations promulgated under the act in this State
to control any air pollution problem.

Mr. Breen feels that when the interests of developers join together
with the League to Save Lake Tahoe in the same complaint that TRPA
has failed to follow the act, there must be some merit to the
Complaint. When Section 4.31 and Section 4.32 (Land Use Ordinance)
was adopted, all these matters before the TRPA have to come to
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public hearing for a vote. Mr. Breen feels that the plan

itself is incomplete. Mr. Breen refers to various maps, i.e.

the general plan map, the environmental constraint map, and

also the narrative brochure entitled "The Plan for Lake Tahoe".
Mr. Breen advises that the general plan map, which seems to be

the only one ever made, was evidently left on the wall during

a meeting on August 25, 1971. Mr. Breen advises that with respect
to the map that TRPA actually adopted, it is not possible to find
any member of TRPA who will tell you specifically the map that
they have.

Senator Wilson asked if the general land use map was not of
public record; Mr. Breen replied that there was one adopted,
but the question is which one.

Mr. Breen referred to the summary and findings which were adopted
on December 22, 1971 and advises that Fxhibit B contained therein
did not exist at that time and that it probably does nct exist
today. Senator Wilson asked if the summary and findings are
Exhibit B to the Ordinance; Mr. Breen replied in the affirmative.

Mr. Breen advised that on February 26, 1975 they tried to find
out where the map was from Mr. Richard Heikka. Senator Wilson
asked where this information could be found, and Mr. Breen replied
that it appears in a deposition taken on Borhan vs. TRPA (2/26/74).

Mr. Breen advised that 12/16/74 is the date on the document that
was later identified by Mr. Heikka as Exhibit B. They asked him
to initial this, and he refused to do so. During a discussion on
February 26, 1974 between Mr. Hanna and Mr. Heikka, Mr. Breen
guotes Mr. Hanna as saying "the counsel and the witness are not
in accord on this point". On March 4, 1974 Mr. Breen advises
that deposition of Mr. Stuart (Calif. representative of TRPA) was
taken, and at that time Mr. Hanna was again asked for Exhibit B.
They were at that time told that the secretary had been unable to
find it.

Referring to the foregoing exhibit to this hearing, Mr. Breen

stated that it was obvious that this could not have been Exhibit B,
but that it represents what the TRPA had adopted. They were missing
Exhibit B and there was considerable question about the large map.

Mr. Breen stated that the General Plan consists of a land capability
map and a map showing various capabilities of the Tahoe Basin. Also,
since passage of the General Plan, various ordinances have passed.
Mr. Breen explained the different types of maps used in the Bourne
case and the necessity of superimposing one type of map over another
in order to find use of a piece of property. Mr. Breen asked members
of TRPA if they could tell what these maps which are used in this
manner mean; various members of TRPA stated that they would require

a team of experts to read maps. , ‘ij
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Mr. Breen stated that at a hearing on December 21, 1971, there

was a recommendation as to the Bourne properties. They objected
because it cut the buildings they could put on their property down
considerably from Douglas County.

Upon conclusion of testimony, Senator Wilson asked Mr. Breen if
he wished to make the maps a part of the record. Mr. Breen
replied that he did not wish to make the particular maps he had
with him a part of the record.

Senator Sheerin commented that the representatives of the State

Highway Department were present with a film-slide presentation of
South Lake Tahoe. Senator Wilson advised that they could return
to Room 213 to view this presentation following the day's session.

Being no further business at this time, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

’

7 4;/,/‘// Ay s

Jéssie Wilber, Secretary-
S
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March 18, 1975

Thomas Wilson, Chairman

Senate Environmental and Public Resources Committee
State Capitol Building

Carson City, NV 89701

Dear Senator Wilson and Committee Members:

We again wish to express our deep concern over the
adverse effects should Senate Bill 254 be passed.

Should this legislation be passed, and the "dual
majority rule" be approved, Nevada would surrender her
sovreignty rights to California.

I also feel it is imperative that a committee which
performs regulatory and legislative functions such as the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency be composed of elected
officials rather than appointed officials. Senate Bill
254 would increase the appointed members and thus a majority
of the committee would not be answerable to the residents of
the Basin. Thus, Basin residents would not have a strong
voice in their government.

My family has been propertyv owners and residents of
Lake Tahoe for several years, and we are deeply concerned
over the future of the area; however, the passage of Senate
Bill 254 will do more to destroy this area than to save it.

We respectfully urge that this bill be defeated.

Sincerely,

/{/Z{/// ﬁ"w”"‘“‘

. and Mrs. Stephen H. Bourne

cc: Richard Blakemore
Richard Bryan
Carl Dodge
Mary Gojack
Joe Neil
Gary Sheerin
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The Honorable Thomas R, C., Wilson
.Nevada State Senate
Carson City, Nevada é;;ES.

March 17, @975
Dear Sirs

" I would like to express my opinion as a resident and
registered voter of Douglas County.

I approve of your co-svonsored S.B. 254, especially that
portion under Article VI (k), dealing with clarification
of the 60-day rule. '

Since local governments have not seen fit to comply with
Agency ordinances, I believe additional membership as ad-
dressed in Article III is essential if the Agency is to

be effective., It would seem to me that the Forest Service,
which actually owns over half the lands in the Basin,
should have a vote on the Governing Body. They certainly
have more concern than Carson City's interests.

Along with that wvote, I feel that they should also be
subject to project review, and should be included in
Article VI (d) line 41: *"All public works and U.S.F.S
pro jects shall be reviewed ————-e—- and approved =——-—-",

I have followed the developments in TRPA since I was
Editor for the technical rerorts and plan under J.K.Smith,
and am currently Chairman of the South Tahoe Citizens®
Committee, although I speak here as a private citizen.

Sincerely,

Dorothy W..Boyd

P.0.Box 362
Zephyr Cove, Nv. 89448

o
[T 4 ¥



The Honorable Thomas R. C. Wilson

Hevada State Senate -

Carson City, Nevada - E ﬁﬁﬂi
March 17 Bﬂ?%

Dear Sir:

I would like to express my opinion as a resident and
registered voter of Douglas County. :

I approve of your co-svonsored S.B. 254, esoeéially that =

portion under Article VI (X), dealing with. clarlflcatlon 7,.,5?f:

of the 60-day rule.

Since local governments have not seen fit to cnmply Wlth _
Agency ordinances, I believe additional membershlp as ad<
dressed in Article III is essential if the Agency is to-

be effective. It would seem to me .that the Forest Service,
which actually owns over half the lands in the Basin, ‘
should have a vote on the Govarnlng Body. They certalnly
have more concern than Carson City's interests.

Along with that vote, I feel that they should also bhe
subject to project review, and should be included in
Article VI (d) line 41: "All public works and U.S.F.S
projects shall be reviewed =--—~--=~ and apnroved —---".

I have followed the develovments in TRPA since I was N
Editor for the technical reports and plan under J.XK. %mith,,
and am currently Chairman of the South Tahoe Citizens®'

Committee, although I speak here as a private citizen: .« .

éffcerely, 4 '>‘ >
{ e v e :
Nl Lo God

Dorothy W. Boyd

P.0.Box 3562
Zephyr Cove, Nv. 89448

cc: Hon. Gary A. Sheerin

oo




TAHOE REGICHAL PLANNING AGENCY

SUMMARY REPORT ON ALL CORRESPONDENCE
AND TLSTIMONY RELATIVE TO THE PROPOSED .
TAHOE REGIONAL GENERAL PLAN

el

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM TRPA GENERAL PLAX SUB-COMMITTEE

Revised 12/16/71
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SUMMARY OF CCMMENTS INTRODUCED INTO TER REC arn AT AGEICY
\ ca-ﬁnac ém --9»3

Cf‘:-l—\\'nuncp COMMf “.T hwf , g’

v ome of b SN

(a'tter dated 10/6/71) l.. Area southeast of Fallen lLeanf Lake to be
" placed in General Forest category. Now shown
Low Tensity. Area at Rubicen Hay showr in
Lcw Density should be Ceneral Forest category
This property prcesently shown as.meddun
dencitiy on proposed plan. Dedsity requirements
chould comply with land capabilities if higher
use is granted by Weshoe County. 3. 014
Whittell Cecstle now shown as Rural Estates should
( be pleced in Fenerazl Forest. L. Glenbrook area
should te placed in Recreaticnal category.
Hetel now operated, could continue privately
owvned and operated or acquired in the future by
- rryvate foundntion funds. 5. -Area Herth of
Zzphyr Cove :zouth cf Skyland oubdiv151on now
shown Low Density should be placed in: Rec-
rection category, as far south as the presently

snbaivided erzas _at the P01 t. Ares
aJ ccnt to hr. Rocse ad above éncllne Vlllave

‘either’ uraluaatates ‘or D@velopMen+rﬂeserve'

be placed in Gereral Fereszi category.-T.

cents in general in the Inclipe area do not

ant 2ny additicnal hotel/cesino complexes' end

. woa‘d prefer the existing hotel/casino operation
be discontinued. 8. Area south of Zephyr
Point, Douglas Couaty, shounld be completely
re-exazined ir view of the land capability.
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HZARINGS AND EY VARIOUS COMMUNICATICIS

contd.

RECOMHMENDATIONS

s
~ere further idenvil
a

ized thet in the cazze of 1) and 2} trat
development is being restricted o its
present boundaries. 3.  Agree, Tzis

peses no ~sjor problex a2nd the susjlect
property cculd continuve in & ron-~cecxfors-
irg status. L. This is sgain s policy.
gueéstion for the Gov. Body in the case of
Glenbrcok. It should e pointed out tiet
the Land Cepability =zep was resituidlied for
this area eand indicate a land capadility '

The decicion on Faller Lezf Lzke is 2
policy question and should be discussed
end enswered by tte Coverrnixz
consensus of the plarnners v:
developnment based on the ext
ment now in the area, and st
that development, lexgth ¢f
developzent hzs been asscc
Follen Lezf Lzake., Saze
prevails in the co +]
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cati
ebility that indicate that develcp
should reasonably be retaired vit;out caw
to the envircnment. It sheuld be recogae

of 3, wvhich was not id en*zfﬁed &t the
tire originel plans vers zade. 5. Ares
south of Sxyland to rexzzin a3 lcw dernsity

‘6. To be reviewed by Dick Allen. T. o,

comment. 8. The area below Zepkyr Foist,

Douglas Co., does identify some predlans
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poruTnTATCR o ™ AT AMTAY S
. e ot - S COMMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Coxntinued associated between land use plan and lend

capability. Prcvisions in the ordirance,
however, recognize the existence c¢f suck
conflicts and rakes provision for re-
striction of land use, unless lznd cep-
ebility can be shown to be satisfactery to
allow for development. )
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EE Yclerthy, Pres.
S;e:r= Nevads Realty
Letter dated

e

10/13/71
5. Jack Vazn Sickle, rep-
resenting self and Van
] Sicxie Znterrrises
; : .
1
)
4
a
!
3
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H
+
1
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- \ Conaue
COMMITTATOR COMMENT Aere >
IICATION:  CITY OF SOUTH LAXE TALOE 7 e o
i. Svelyz I. Xuraise Request change of zoning of her 5.33'acre parcel
(Lztter dated to R~-M category. Property located-in South
August 21, 1971) Lake Tahoe. o
2., <Gersld Yertin City of South Tahce, p*esently‘zoﬁaé RAT.
Tec. 15 Stb=- Regioneal Plan shovs Nediuw Density. Would
Cecznmittee rceeting ~request it to be High Density. Co
3. Zarry Ezll 16 acres being Lot 3 of Tahoe Valley Céﬁter
Tes. 15 Sur- Unit 3, Request Plan show Commercial instead
Ccmmittee rceeting

of Medium Density.

I and four others are involved in preparing'a
project for the development of lots 1 through

& in Heevenly Valley Village subdivision. The
property is currently zoned R-T. We have learned
thaet you have thrust our property -into land L
capability zone 2, making it undevelopable. ?
This is not entirely sstisfectory td us and we
would like the opportunity to review with you
what our planning proposes and we want to learn

fron you what the true facts are,

See El Dorado County, item 19 -



contld.
—

DATIOXNS

T R8T

RECOMMEN

Should be medium density.

Reconmend

Plen refleet the saze.

Agreé.

edjacent

Comzmercial woulé not
Lané Use, hovever Ccn
to placing parcel in

High Density would be sccept-
able with its relationship to the

aregs.

e a

o]
=

These properties have a developadle
stetus according to the present
Regionel Plan end ordinances.
Recormend it remain es is.
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PLACER CCOUNTY'

1. Al Fiske
Agency leeting
August 25, 1971

2. Bill Chidlaw
Lgency 'leeting
August 25, 1971

Don Beck .
ency Meeting
Angust 25, 1971

5. ¥Yarren E. Evans, President
Plueridge Development Corp.
Let:er Dated 8/28/71

t E. Schlesinger
ted Auvgust 31, 1971

neﬂ; o
Request that the Homewood Ski area master plan

be the guide to decvelopment and that ‘the General
Plan reflecct the same.

Request that the Star Harbor project be placed
in 2 developable usc area rather than the plan .
designation of Recreational Use.

Request that Unit #2 and #2B of Kingswood
West Subdivision on the Truckee shortcut

be pluced in a Medium Density classification
per General Plan, to coincide with their
development densities. ~

Requesting the 24 acres across Highway 28 from
the north shore be retained as Commercizl zone

instead of recommendation for acquisition.

. Our property, located 1 mile NV of Kings Beach

on State Highway 267, is under a master plan
showing approx. 9 acres of our land High Density,
approx. 6 acres General Commercizl, and re-
maining 65-1/2 Ac¢res in Low Density Residen-
tial. 'General Plan-indicated entire property

as low Density Residential. We request that the

Y
@
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RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Hozewood Ski
area master plan be reviewed by Placer
County as the Regional Flan certainly
identifies it as a ski zrez. The de-
tails of the plan, however, weuld be
the responsibility of Placer County
working with the developer after the
appropriate ordinances and plans have
been adopted.

Disagree with commentator on basis thzt

compiete study should be made after plan

is adopted and after a2ll ordinances are

developed. Ordinances as now proposed

will provide for redress froo the Land

Capabilities Map, which is the basis of
staff opinicn.

Recommend that any development that is
proposed zbove the upper level hizhway,

~ as recomnended on the plan, be sericusly
considered for General Forest designatica.

Recomnend that the local agency make
findings on this request with the 4390
sczle maps.

Reconmend the General Plan reflect the
developnent's approved master plan re:
higher use. However, where develop-
ment plan conflicts with constraints
area, capability map to supersede.

Plzcer 1.

264
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COMMENT continued

5. Centinued

6. william H. liacLaughlin
Letter Dated 9/2Y71

7. Gecrase H, DeRacker
Letter Datgd 9/17/771

8. Grahaz znd Janes, Attorneys

Letter Dated 9/18/71

8. Paul'J. Heyer.
Letter Dated $/17/71

hece ?

Tahoe General Plan regurd our prescn“lfgﬂx
and incornorate it in your finzl consideration.

Request that the Homewood Ski arca and all ski
arcas located immediately adjacent to the Lake
where draincge surface runoff is closely rclated
refrain from further expansion,

- Trimont Land Company, located in Placer County

requests that approximately 40 acres of the

ski complex be designated Tourist Commcrc1al
between the ski arca and the adjacent Low Den-
sity Residential Land Use. They request this
on the basis that other ski complexes in. the
Basin have similar commercial value related

to the ski complex.

On behalf of the 207 families who own homes at
Tahoe Tavern and Tahoe Tavern Shores, urge you
pronibit development or use of any kind of the
64 acres of property adjacent to these commun- -
ities, said parcels owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. :

Request that the entire Powder Bowl Ski area be
shown on the Gencral Plan as it now exists.
Evidences are that the ski area as shown now
does not adequately cover said area.-

&2
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RECOMMENDATIO

¢ontinued to be nonitored in‘n?ce: to

*
Lake Taroe Se vene'ated £r

- area.
Stzff believes that subject rezeest is
appropriate zad was npot desisnated
specifically on the Plan in thazt there

To allay the fears of th e\Pe.»e, Sowl ‘nl

facility and we generzlly agree with’ th:

Agree that high standards nust be maine
tained in the case cf ail suriace run-
off. Illomewood Ski area ‘is only ski
arca immediately adjacent to Lake, On-
going programs and under way: and should b

gusrantee that no delatesr?

was at that time question of ordinance-
interpretation of accessory use to. a
ski 'area. This would renove any goafué
sion about the existences of a s¥Ki basis
solely in connection with this.ski'a:ak.«'ﬂ

The sspecific dispdsition of uSa‘of'the;é4

acres, while in Federal ownerskip, shomld -

be ‘etcrved to the AggiCn¢- agengy feor

‘appropriate deterzinztion of pudlic use
"before dlsnosx*lcn.j The Cexpact degided

that the Fecderal Government will csaperato
with the Regional chernnent in such

matters. : - V@”JJLJ

area, the plan sizcwn is gesdeval in natuta.
Details of the ski 2rea wouild rrincipally’
be the responsibility of 1deat1 iesyzon
by Placer County, This is an’exis: ing )

retention of thzs ki a .
s f“'?iaeez 2.,
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13
Le

Leo Wyrsch

mes P. English, HM.D.
dated 9/1c/71 ‘

(3 I
(ad
o
H O
C
r# m

ed 9/18/71

. H. H. Grund
tter dated 9/17/71

and Janmes, Attorneys.

Request our parcel located in Section 10, Town=-
ship 16N, R17E, containing 80 acres, Assessor's
Parcel #87-060-06, remzin in its n;esmnt zoning
status of two. rcsxde ces per acre. Gemeral Plan
at this time does not reflect these densities.

Request that General Plan designations of Public
Ecach between the Homewood and Placer County-El
Dorado County line be clarified inasmuch a2s many
of the arcas shown thereon are not the most de~
sirous for public access.

Requcst that properties held by Moana Develop-
ment Corporation retain their zoning status as
property was purchased. Properties in question:
180 gcres 2t Dollar Point, North Lake Tahoe (Lhi
quapin); 10 acres of property known as Cedar’
Pcint on the west shore, one mile south of Tahoe
City; 13 acres of Commercial zoned property,
lighway 89 across from Tzhoe Tavern Propertxes,
S acres of land adjacent to Tahoe Shores in
Tahoe City.

We are owners of Lot 45, Blk R, Highland Greens
#2, Assessor's Parcel #93-350 Oa. Our present
zoning is TR3 allowing five units per acre. We.
specifically request that this zoning status
remain and so designated on the General Plan.

over
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RECOIMENDATIGNS oo o

L 4
4
4

This arca in the General: Pc.egt natsgcry‘“

and looks to be divided by the upper le-

“vel h-r*"~v nrenssed con the Plan, rTecem-

- . ‘e 2

i r

ment io To.diad as ooa fios Wik wltisere o U

acquisition,

Explanations at publie
thke public beach srniol.
concentrate at i~ UL

o

Recommend the 180 acre shorelire parcel
stay in recreatisn wirh some 2lleowance

to other area Ffor dovsitys Thzvorher

subject request shagid be dizscted ¥o
Piaccer Courty reiative to ta2 guéstisca o
of sr;c1¢1c zoning for specific properyy

f'-

thhzn the framework of the mﬁnsral Plin*'uf

Due to the scale c¢f the Regi
details of a lot-by-lot veri
zoning must be ‘the responsi
local governnent. The ques
density of subject property
ibility within the frazework o
densities of the General Plan.:
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COMIIENTS

omn

4. Chzrles ¥, Crawford
wetter Dated $/20/71

5. Tahoe City Disposal Co.
Letter Dated 5/19/71

16. Povder Bowl Ski Area
Letter Dated 6/12/71

17. M. F. Jones
Lzﬁter (undated)

4

$. leXinmney Bay Improvenent
~ssociation. Letter Dated
/14771

W e b

19, Dave Tucker, Perini
Prorerties. Letter Dated
8/3/71

~ T 288
That the public Beach designation om the General
Plan running fron liomewood south recognize the
propcrty ouncrs' association of Moana Beacth,
extending approximately 1000' south of McKinney
Creek will remain under association status and
comply with the General Plan.

Assessor's Parcel #94-016-02 and 54-010-12, 10-
cated in Sectior 6, TI5SN, R17E. This property’
has been zoned C4 in Placer County for quite some
time. We strongly oppose being placed in a Gen-
eral Forest category and would respectfully re-
quest to maintain our Commercial stsatus.

Request that the north half of s=2~tion 3, TI1SN,
R16E, be changed from Genecral Forest to a
Linited Resource zone.

Ye have 80 acres located in Placer County,
Section 10, T15N, R17E, adjacent to Agate Bay
Development. Property presently zoned TR-1-V-
20-LUI. Yowplan refers to General Forest on
this parcel. We request that present zoning
be acknowledged. / o

The proposed population density of the Lake
Tahoe Basin be held to the original plan calling
for 134,000 people. Any additional ¢asinos
called for on the Plan do not meet the objec~-
tives of the Bazsin. Respectfully request that .
these be considered strongly and related to. '

We are concerned about our density reduction
from 300 units to 0. Request sufficient den-
sity be picked up in our fcethill zres west of
the highway and that our plans call for quasi-
public beach znd recreational arsa adjacent to
our property be in conformance with the GP.

~Dyey”



General Plan and symbol ef baach ace@u&:‘l
for this which would include gquasi- <
public. Agree with cozzentator.

A suggested adgustﬁent proviilas war a3 -
‘Service Commercial use is warranzed fcrl“
. this location. .

Same comment as Iten 9.

Scy as Item 10 - Recosns. i &0ng SPIDe
erivy be: consxdered in accaisl tion praoéV
gram. - N e

Population will be as determined by zreas
calculated on finalized GP. Gazing £
nov covered by previocus agreeaents made -
under Bi-State Caapact and wiil ba con-
trolled thereby. -

-Suggest this dove1ow*9”“{ il ééizza&»i
al data for J.i .2y s.s2e 0. (228 en 6P
and Land Cépetiiisy. Fesoiws.d Zhe quas;~7i R
pudlic beach in this area be cccepted 2s.
conforning to GP.

*e

Piacer k. ] I R
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22. Joel A. Shouse
Letter Dated 8/31/71

21. Joseph Trianchero
Letter Datad 5/18/71

Lake Tzhoe Gold Mining -
ary by Finley J. Gibbs
er dated 5/8/71

w O W

=p
tt

. Howard M. Turner
tter dated 9/8/71

-
S
<

2
L
24. Prorerty Counselors, Inc,
Telegran dated 9/21/71

L.

ovey
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COMMENTS

RECCMIITNRATIONS

Layton-Tahoe properties, 80 acres, Assessor's
Parcel #94-010-01 and 94-010-10, located in the
XW1/4 of Sectionn 6, T15N, R17E, be regarded with.
its present zoning of 1R 1 (LUI 310). Plan indi-
cates these properties in an acquisition area.
Letter refers to Achiro-Giannini properties.
ments coverced by Tahoce Ulspoaal Company herexn
above.

As owners of Parcel #87-060-06, the S1/2 of
Section 10, T16N, R17E. I firmly believe it -
should renain the same as it was in the past
two‘familics per acre.

We have been. adv1sed that ecu~ oracerty, namely
in Section 13, T14¥, RLiT, *n Pav..- County and
the old Tahoma resort priozciy Lwted in Sec-,
~tion 8, is in conflict w.«h j%nﬁ ‘roposed CP.

We wish to protest any ehiige »31 nur-deusities
and would hope that the final pian wouid re-
flect the dénsities already exzstzng in

freference thereta.

VFe questzon ﬁhe apnlzcntlon of Recreational Use
in the Homewood area. Weé have felt that the
low density residential wzll remain on the

- Hotiewood: shoreline.'ﬁ

Geﬁbral Plan ShOuld reflect Mas»er Plans fer
Lingswond 2B and portion of.Kingswoed 2 on,  ~ .
propefty owned by this company on Highway 2&7.
wearasgectfuiiy requast thktrthese chéngas be
&3 & » '

-for low density resident

Conm~

See Item 15 for Tahoe Dispesal Ca,
Layton-Tzhoe properties are reco_Le:aed
ial.

Same as Item 10.

Portion of property located in Sectien i3
is in Low Density Residential «nd the

"Ta¥ 722 resort property is ... .. 0o

Cor-i:rcial on the Plans.,
plen stay as is.,

Generally aaree wzth comﬂent prOJ iei,
however, that specific locations for
quasi publxc beach access shoald he aa»e
1n Homewoad area. :

'Seer;e;ommendation fpr Iten ;;

RIS
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COMMENTS RECOMMERDATIONS
With vefercnce to Ster Harbor Development, work - Disagree. Breskvweter separate froz
which has been acsociated by our Loard with this developuent and should be considered
development on providing breakwater protcction separate.

would be severely hampered 1f this development
were not allowed to continue. We hope consider~
etion ic given to this developmept for the con-.
tinuance of our progran.

I have & lot in the Lake Tahoe Pa.h Subdivision known. The details of this specific zoaing
as Lot kS, _Higplund Greens Unit #2, presently will of necessity have to be worked
zoned rr‘R-3' I would like to have this zoning ' out with Placer County. It is
retalned and would be opposed to any change in’'its = entirely probable thrat the requ
use. o ‘ - can be acknowlcdzed.

‘ , ) .
In behalf of the Pencnh property, located on Hitay S Subject aree is in a high hazard lan
28 south of Lake Forest Drive, Tahoe City, Assessors cepability classificetion. Dispesition
Parcel #93-020-11 and 93-020~ 13 and 94-1k0-12, I ~ of property as for the balance of the -
respectfully request that the many conflicts in area is suggested for either recreestional.
reference to this property be resolved as follows: S or Cenersl Forest use, probebly ra-
1. Reguest to permit retention of entire site. . quiring ultinmate acquisiticn. ‘

2. To pernit an improvenent density of h
dweli*ng unlts per acre.

‘Vy‘uronertj is Lot 9 through 12, Tahoe Vista Re- . It appears subjeét property is

rart of
- subdivicion of Cal-Neva, 100" ft. from'Cal Keva the Tourist Commercial ccxplex at tas
LLndbe, presently zoned R-k-D. . It appéars to be ~ ‘nerth state lige, anad that tke :oyerty‘
designated Generacl Forest under the Geheral Plan. 'ig not a part of the greenbelt, but a pars
I strongly oppose this Plan and wounld hope ny - * of saild Tourist Cenﬂercial area. A n re
precaent zoning voula be continued.~u .- . » i ‘definite determination will be nade hy
S»iwrﬂgﬁg\¢‘i,, . o | ;‘st;g‘uﬁ";f .7 loecel: voaxng. o
“Lots . 1&2 and 143 Laée31&n ‘Subdivis on. K T W:ﬁecommend that ‘the: Local Agency naks -
Lots 238, $39 snd 240 Sans Vouzziwe:réce?m§::§§0§gﬂ ~* findings on this vequest with 400 .
vish to :etain 3*1 zaning, pl '“shows lov den& ty o -,;fsegle naps. ;.fﬁu‘,,j . o T

.
-
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30, Esrold Perichan Representing James Visgv& kssbciéﬁ%ﬁ? ovners -
Public Hearing _ of Eagle Rock and Fleur Du ‘Lac. - Request
12/8/71 ©  present zone be reiained-on gacu.garcel,

Plan now shcws recreationel.

Zédward D, Patton I wish,to protest the'rezoning of’ﬁy praperty

k3 ¥rs.

3 Let<er dated on the Truckee River below Tahoe City fron
11/16/171 . ‘ C-3 to- Greenbelt '

32. Mariin JI. Spitsen I cwn Placer Co. parcels #9k-180~23 and
Letier deted 10/26/T71 65-110-10, known as Tahoe City Lumber Co., on

the Lower Truckee. The property consists of -
5 acres and is zoned C-3 and I object to: the
. General Forest designation.

33. Floyd V. Carnell and We own .Placer Co. parcels # 95-110-08 and - 09,
Buklz V. Cernell located on Highvay 89 ecross from the Thhoe City
Letter dated Luzber Co. Out property is zoned (-1 .gnd we

(’ 11.:5.712 ' oppose the designation of General Forest. '

3%, Joss3zh Q. Joynt, Attorney Mr. and Mrs. Herman SchaefsrloanPigaarqqo; o
rerresenting Hernmean Parcels # 95-110-06,07, 11 and 12. These
Szheszfer, etux properties are downsiream from Lake Tahoe
Letter dated : on the Truckee River. The tlrstfgarcel is the
ii1/23/71 Schaefer residence, the third parcel is the

. Pfeifer House Restaurant. Please protﬁct
‘the vested iaterests of my elienzs.

35. Adoldh Yoskovitz, Attorney My clients won epproximately 30 scres’ et land at
rezresenting Paul KNave ard the intersesction of State hwy 28 and Lake Forest
FeuvlvlLawrernce, etus ' Drive on the south side of State Huy 28 and on-
Letiter dated the east side of Lazke Forest Drive. .The land is
iz/2/11 zored by Placer Co. as SC<DS (Shopping Center with

: design control). It is shown on the proposed
Plan as CGeneral Forest, We requeet p?e%ﬂnt w&&inc
be maintained . .
( - : ‘ L e

f v?l";s %

| th6\;@;1"“
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Bagle Rock Plzn is preczosed for
Recreation 2nd recocnend it rezai:z,
Fleur De Lac Development neets
capability reguirements arnd would co
wvith lané use, recozmend low densit

Recormmend property rerain in Genersl
Forest, =xisting use will te coxntizu
non-conforming, with ultirate
acquisiticen

Recormmend properiy remain in Generzl
Forest, ZExisting use will bSe cortipu
as non- conforrming with ultizmate °

acquisition,

Rzcormend property rexein in Cen=arzl
Forest. ZEZIxisting use will be cosiir:
non-c¢onforming, with ultinate
acguisition.

Recormend property remain in Jenersl
Forest., Existing use will be coatin
as non-conforming with ultinatse
acquisition.

Area for the most pa.. is in a aigh
cepability, that portion which is ina
medium to low hazard should be ccasi
Placer Co. as to ultizate use. High

hazard property should rexain in Cen

Forest, for ultimete acguisiticn.

Placer 7.
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&
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ToCATICY: VASEOE COUNTY
~
1, Llvizn Zeliver
TLatter dated
- August 17, 1972

2.
.

Dea Steinzey+rr
Letter dated
9/2/71

Irxring Bliss

Letter dateéd 9/24/71
rd

W. ¥W. wWhite, Gereral

oo

Mezzger, Inciine Village
CID. Letter dated

9/7/71

Representing the Heller family, owners of
approximately 13.95 acres on Lakeshore Blvd.
at Incline Villege, which is requested to be
shown on the Generel Plen as Low Density
Recidential category rather than Recreational
Ares,

Our vroperties, Brockway Springs and Mountain
Sradows are shown irn-Mediunm Density and they
shouwld be Maxirum Density of up to 15 units
rer acre. Wz request the appropriate cnuvges
be made prior to final zdoption.

I a2 owner of proximately 7 ascresgs which lie
scuth of Village Blvd bounded on the west by
Third Creek and on the east by Kings Castle
Way, and it is divided by Anderson Drive. Qur
property is presently zoned R3 and we wish

it to remain,

t recognition of certain areas not

To reques .
clearly designeted on the Geéneyregl Plan and to
request that 2 clear statemeat be made as to
constraints of the land ceapabilities and to
reguest thst crdinances related to the Tahoe
Regional Plan be adopied prior to or together
with the General Plan. It 1is felt that the

¢ccononic status of the district is in Jecopardy
by virtue of the many programs relating to
the General Imp*ovement District .

over
382




RECOMMENDATIONS

Disagree, recorzcernd this aree te in-

cluded in the overall Recreaticrn Plan

and be itemized es an acquisition
" parcel.

Lgree. This was an errcr or tke =ep

that should have been ackrowledged as
develiopnent haes progressed to alxzost

50% of completion at the dexsit;
question. ’

Recommend Medium Density Residertiel

Agree regzarding prepsaraticz of crdias
ances and pﬁcha. A serarate ecozcezic
izpact enzlysis has been preparszd re-
gardin problems associeted wita

special districts.

Washce 1.

« s i e
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ve Wwish to protest the proposed zoning change for
he Van DerMcer-Xing Tennis Camp, 977 Tahkoe Blva.
ne Villege. This plsn would apparently ‘
bit the school from building cdequate housing
z tudents. We wish to state thet any zone
that directly influences our future plans
ised.
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Tuttle Reguest confirmation on a designation’ of Publie -
ted . Beach in front of the 35 private homes between

bR ‘Shoreline Circle, Just cast of Burnt Cedar -

Beach and Incline Beach et Incline Village. -

Eowser As ovners of a three-acre parcel located on
Scuthwood Blvd. at Iﬂcline Village, we finﬁ the
b - General Flan designation of Medium Density .
11 Residential. As per Vaeshoe County Commission--
ers, this property hes been zcned High
Tensity Residential and we feel it is fight-
fully zoned and would respectfully requ&st

the sanme te acknowicd"ed

g
a
©
]
3]

¢t o
o

owser The G 2l Plan appears to place my property
in a gle family desigration. My present
zoning by Weshoe County is Cl, or local
commercial, I request that this proprerty remain
ir its present zone status. Location is on
Tahoe Blvd. end Incline Villege at its inter~
section with Northwood 3lvd. at the North-
west corner thereof. ‘

sty

»uu

e
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Mexrle . Anderson My proverty, Lot 3, Block 14 of Crystal Bay Perk,
_Leuu r dated Vashoe Co. apnears to be located in an Acquigition
©/53/11 erea. I wish to go on record as pxotesting
A this action of the TRPA

3\

LSRN

e wqt ¢
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?EC\,i‘IfTEIZ‘A’.’ICI;S
ny additionzl use Tor this rrerperty re-
g rding edding building will hsve to
conply with capability map. Stuient
housing to be deternined ty Weshoe

County.

To remove any question regarding sudject eree,
there is no intent by this Plan .o proscse.

" thet the 35 private n :es betw Shcrelize

Circie and I*cl' ¢ Bezch _'ired cr
used for public or gques se

Agree this wes not definable on our s=al
scale map and is in en area whick is ¢oa-
dusive tc high density in its *elat*ons:zp
to commercizl.

" Agree. This is & deteil for Wssktce Colxty

to resolve.

Shown as Generazl Forest. Could contiznue
to be used es non-conforming lot, Migat
not be eccuired fer mary years.

Washoe 2.

300



SoMMENTATSR COLDENT 30‘1

0. X, ¥, Zrewen, Cc. Clerx , .
£ Cleri ¢f the Zozrd of L% County Comrmicsicners! Meeting in Washoe
County Cor=issicrers, County held or 6/15/71, the following order
¥ashse Lo, ievede wvas made, o wit: FResoluticn, Coce Swobde,
Letter dated Stute Senator, azppeared tefore the Board
S/is/7 of Co. Commissioners and presented a ;

esolution citingz probvlems and agred that '
tue area locatced above TOGO feet lavel at ;
Incline be designated in Cenersl Pl&n as :
Recreetional until vaerious problems were .
resolved. : ‘
| - o

il. Doreld L. Carano I en the ownexr of 2 1 aere parcel lotated |
Letter dated on Xirngs Castle Vay, inrediately adjzcent ;
S/1L/T71 to existing townhouse Bsvelopment ‘of .Gary

Cagteel., It is ny request that this
property be zoned so. as ‘to allww up to
8 units per acrec. :

( 2o Tavié C.. Cary, Gen. There are severzl areas within our core area
¥gr., Izecline Village, as ﬁv;lned as roperty line southeast of the
Letter dzted ¥r, Rose Highway andé Southwest of Xings
g/14/71 Castle H*y and bounded on the south by the

' Lake. The many conflicts between the existing |
zoning and the »roposed CGe=rneral Plan are hard
to define, Undersianding the scales ve are

working with, simcly‘statad this core area
ghould be reteined under its present zoning
status.- We pppose the len s use of develop~
rent reserve as a land ceiegory. We oppose
the Plan's total vrohibiticn of the right to
develop Units 6 and 7 of Incline Village..
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The Regionegl Agency-eer a*r‘y ?QU*u naz'xan»

to pre clnae iocal governzent estibl is:;ng
more restriciive stand rdz‘thaa<zz the gase
’of'the_Regional»Plhn.l,Q&is eppears to be the
. case and if this ic the desire of ¥Wothoe Lo,
thon they nay cstatlish thiss It chsuld te
recognized th the T02L' level at Incliiae
runs through several existing subdivisicsas
that are con 6“&%»1’ constructed,  Tals gsould
pose severe problenms for those properiy '
owners in these ereas. B

This reguest appears to be reasonatlis;
however, the details of the zoning will be
the responsibility of Washoe founty.

“f »
o

In the case of the core area at Inclins, ths
deteils of the zoning and interpretatio: of
the Plan are being vorked out at LCO sgile iz
concurrence with the Washoe Co. stafl peospls
In reference to the use of development rszer
the regional intent vas 1o provids &5 CpsorTes
tunity to review problex areazs such a3 Uiits .
& and 7 of Incline Villzgze. Im view ¢f ks
attitude of Weshoes County and tha land ecipse
bility studies, it appears that subject irea-
should be identified as Gemeral Forest zzd
that the development reserve category be. »
dropped from consideration in both this zres
and Glenwcod. Therefore, aisag ee¢ with.iks
development on Units 6§ & 7 and peoint to ke
past deniels by the local egancg &g evidazce

~of local goverrmeni's rnot é&ﬁ}”ikg to . ellagw.

this ée?elopaeat to proceed. Waszoe 3

El




“ee

SOMMINTATLR COMURNTE
13. Fay C. Robirnson Request that our six-gere narcel‘”réi&ﬁxed,
‘ Le2tter dated £0 &5 rorcoel 12626311, Aren *QQ locsted
1/3/71 on the ¥ of the £1d4 ¥r. Rese Highway, be
left in 2 iMedium Density Residential zone
a5 per existing zoning (n*onerty is now
in a Genersal Fere t afea oy the Gaﬁﬁral
Plan) N 3 o
1%. Eey C. Rgcbinson I have two coamﬁrczal prﬁp&*txeg zdan;iziaﬁ
Letter dated as Parcel 12226306, Area 122, consisgting of
7/6/72 .62T ecres loccted on the corngr.of’ ?i&&a&e RN
Blvd. °nd Seuthwood at Incline Villege, pure . -
chased from Crystal Bay Development Ce. in |
1965 ac commzreiesl, I «ﬂv‘vaﬁazh$x~§urcel |

i5.

iylé;

Boger Steelé

Tavid Hswley

-of Feirview Dr

#12k16305, Area 122, consistiang of 1.87 acres
located on the ccocrner of KNorthwood Blvd. and
Fairway which was purchased from ury&&al Bay -
Developrment Co. in %ay of 196k as e vompercial
piece. I request that these tvo-parcels
te centinued in th&%r same use pn. the @gnaral
Plan.

Reguests property ha placei»*a aural E&t&tas,
new shown as Recreatiomal an.thé G&a,(al
Plan. .

Eight ecre pa*cel Isc?ine Vzl&ﬁg& E&&i ﬁﬁde
ive just- ﬁarta of intersection
with drivewsy. quuéﬁﬁ to havwxﬁaw ﬂeasi&y
apnﬁ;eé to- pareel.

-

i

;

v
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Reccxmmerd Rural Estates

Lgree, however, th

is
worked out with Vasho
a

" Recon
the »

Recommend that the existing

County be applicable.

rend the Plan stay the
roperty in KRecreztion.

zoning of Washoe

23



209
COMMETITATOR COMUERT
i Pzul E. ¥right, V.P. Y2 reguest that the 2.3 acres kaown as =
Sec-Treazs, for Tzhoe Incline Crest 3-3 be zoned for at least
Izclire Hezmes, Ine. 10 units per acre .and that the 5. 5?3'
Latier dated ecres just north of and harderirg S
11/33/71 Incline Crest 3 acaiv1 ion, be s@ned
for =zt leact 8 units per acre "
i8. A. A. Eszyran, Jr. Request that lot 2, Block H, Nevada
Letier dated Vista Subdivision be retsined in its
11/13/71 -current R-2 (duplex) zoning. '
¥grvin P. ¥lassen . Reguesting on behall of the owners of
reoresenting Db“u record that the Whispering Pines Subs
Izvestment Co. and édivision be retsined &t *henpreseﬂt
self, Letter dated R-3 du plex zoning
13/9/11
Tzvid C. Carey, Reguest that not less than 15600 units be.
Gen. Marnzger, allcved on our 3400 acres of land ncrth
Tzclirve Village of Incline Villaze or we are willing
Letter deted to negociate & sale or exchaongs to a
12/1/71 pudlic agency. Ve are reserviang rights
conferred by the Conpact, Sce. VI A
&as to our panorama woint parce. Purther,
we believe that the developnent reserve
designatio is 50 ambiguous as. to be -
totslly unwvorkable.
Lewrence M, Elliman My 2% acre pareel, number 122-91-025
Lette? dated" "located on the Morth side of Tahoe Blvd.
12/5/71 west of Red Cedar Drive has becn down-

zoned fron E-1 to A-4, or Pfrom 2.9 units
per gere to one unit per 5 acres. I
reguest that this property be rezoned-to
&' nore reasonable densitys Pl&ase‘aaﬁfir&
TRPA existing zoning of thishywage:ty.‘

over
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RECOM {EXDATIONS

This property is in kee

ping with tre
existing zoning e&s per pian. Density
determined by land capability.

This property appears to be i
compliance with locel zoning and the
General Plan.

Recoxzmend that the General Plan
remain es is.

Recomnend the reduction of reserve in
Unit 6 by 160 acres - ené add to PFlan
70 acres of reserve in viciaity of Uzis
T, as lend capability deterzines.

Recommend low density be placed on
property es it is not in éonflict wi
present nlen, shere copability lsvel
bad, no developnment should te zlloved.

Was i0e >.

A



CoMUTITATER COMMENT — 433'5.’
LISATICYN: ZL ZORADO COUNTY
1. Neii Blsecxtura Reguest that the development ol Lake Country
Lfzzneoy leeting Esteatec, located midway bet :een WCJgrS and
€/25/71 South Shore bte placed in the developable
category inasmuch as they hnave an Agency
approved Master Plan on the total project.
2. Fallern Leaf Lake -. _ Request the present development on the west
rcperty Owners side of Fallen Leaf Lzke be recognized on
Letier dated . the mep.
8/25/71 .
3. Hovert H. Watson Request that Cal-Pacific Resources, Inc.,
‘( Letiter deted Property located at Tahoe Paredise, sne01f1cally
9-17-71 Tahoe Paradise Unit #3L4 (present zoning, R2 -
shcrping center site), present zoning CP, Tahoe
. Parzdise Unit #7 (present zoning R2), Tahoe
. Parzdise Units #6, #7 and #8 (present zoning high
density cohze*cial and nauctrlal) Hot Springs
site {present zoning R2). These unlts”all appear |
tc conflict with their status on the General Plan
and that they request that the Agency consider
their present zoning status and recognize it On
the Gensral Plen.
3. Rotert Zang Requestirg Lot 3, Tahoe Hills Unit #I, be
Letter dategd considered a buiidadble lot and so designaged on
9/2/71 the General Plan.




Disagree on basls of len prapcsal tc ;L"”r

- owners could te phased out either

Recammend Unit #3Lk »

" R-2 be left in Generzl Fo
‘be a determination’ by County. ﬁahﬁt,?ar&iish

- and Industrial 2o be pleced in Jeiebel Fores:t

RECQMMINDATIOH

Recommend to place this property in -
Development Reserve only in azreas not

¢learly identified as meadow or zarshe -
lands anéd/or below the 10C- yeer

flood plain,

create &€ major greenbalt area in the
south West“portlan ol Lakxe Tghoe.

Life Estete or Lnnﬁ-;e-¢ Acguisitica, .
thereby preserving-reasonable &nd equit-

.able rights to use of pro*erty. . o f’?;i

£
1]
0

3]

I
TRLES

em

Pl:n. Rescomrend Conne Y
County. .Recoumend Upig #7
»

o 0
L)
IR I 1] .
m et ¢t by

HE N L R
O 4

Plan. Hot Springs site rr
Addition #6, #7 and #G presently. ¢§:zereiaif"

instead of Low B&ns~‘y as shown on Flan.,  Ares.

North ané West of Unit #34 be placed in Maag*wlzgnép;~
~Forest instead of Lcw Density as. per r:la::v.fe'gw._~ S

The subJect area . agaln 1s in yr¢Xl"it4 to the o
west shore Genersl Forest and greentelt arsz,
elso identified in a high constréint land cap-.
ability classification. Present lots wauld Ye .
allowed to be frandfethered unisr currest .
ordinance proposal, tXereby allowing *a&tn“n

‘able and exiended use of property untiz T
‘ecquired. :

- [

s

i3 e
3
“ o v
&
L]




SLUNINTATOR COITITS -
'3, Thczzs Z. Flowers Western Urben Development Iave ment Ca&g» requests.
' Zszzer Zated that iheir 47 lots in Tahoe ﬁz la Suvdivision, Meecks
¢/2/71 Bzy, s in an acguisition areas and- that :the prasent
Ceneral Forest grea., Specifically, they would.
/ like the Plan to show and reflect iheir mree as
Eesidential. o RO
6. ¥ax Hoff Reguest thaet Glenwood Park, located near Meeks
Terter dated Bay, be shown as a residentizl area .or if
5 g/z5/171 acguisition progroen is set up to have re&san&biﬁ
" assurance that money will‘beia leeate& iar
purchase of this ares. ’
T. Brigc Ebright That Casczde Praﬁe*ties have na*,ﬁﬁﬁﬂaiﬁe& _
Letter undsated. Takoe EBesin, i.erezore, 2y ghould not be .
( pleced in an ares that la b etrimesival
to their investnent. Caﬂcadﬁ Fnaﬁartiéﬂ &re.
now shown ir General Forest. = .-
g. ¥illiez R. Yzckey Request that 37.6 acre parcel adjacent tc’
Letter dated soufsern boundary Sugar Pine Point Park,
. 9/2Y/7r wned by the Lazard family, be recognized.

a5 a developable area inasmuch as this
fegnily was the original owzser of &?@rmx.
2,000 ac¢cres now comprising the Sugar Pine
Point State Park. The *ﬂmily was assured.
that their rights would be retained $o
enable rcesonable develeopment of such 37. 5
acre percel by the State.A




. ’ » ")
7
BECOMUENDATILIS e ——
The subject aree egain is in proxizity
to the westshore Gznerel Forest end
- greenbelt erea, also identified in 2 ’
high cconstraint land capability claSSa .

ification, Present lots wculd be alloved
to be grandfathered under cur*cnt

ordinance proposal, theredy all -«bi - ‘fgﬁiﬁim
reasonable and extended use of prope:ty , IR R
unfil ecquired. - .- - R

{Sane recomwendatzon as for Thonas E¢
Flowers.

The subject Cascade Properties, wiile k
‘provisions for some desvelecrzent under t
Land Capability Map, by virtue of iccat TS . L o
on thes west shore, &n opiaicn of ssel? o T S
should be set for pricrity acgquisitica irp = o v
connection with the lznd concept of renoving
private land and developmexnt cpportunities ,
. from the southwest quaérent of the Iake, - 1

© 8taff is unawvare cf cc::zt:enLe ade Seiweeax 5 i
' 8tate of Californie and respon aa“t. .Zhe R T L T
plan suggests that the areeg be inclgaed &s R e
a part of the wesishore opeéer srzcz azd rec--
reational comples; therefore, =Zust disa;reg - o
and if epproprizte préblems are identified. RN -
relative to State ezreements, then State of = o N
Californie should be asked to review this . .
for possible equity. S D




PLC ﬁﬁ:ﬂﬁ: IS8

There is rno erea ghown ¢n Gereral Plaa
‘adjecent to Meeis Bay for High Densiiy -
residential, Ve, tnere*o*e, ”a::ct -
concur with ccmmentator s suaue nt.

Staff disaprees as the subject lake is )
‘certairnly part of the watershsd of the
Lake Tahce Basin. Purpose ©f the oFe-
dinance while not tctally sappliczdle. to
Fallen Leaf Lszke, certain parts céa’iﬁe
linc ccostruction azd =

o6
c
m
o
.’ .-
o
o
o.
&
a1
b

rezerties choulld *ewffn a
for plan centinuity. &4 po

Y

‘be 1ntroduced in oF rder to- pra

These properties should rezain in general
Torest for plan continuity. A prograz.
S will be zntrcauced in orqer to p*ov&ct lo‘
-_owners. : . .

El Dorade 3




CoMuTnTATSS coﬁr:? :
- o. wzl<sr 3rey ~ Realizins that building must be cortrlled to
© Lzsier dated sove Lake Tzhoe, would regucst that Eigh -
' 9/3/72 Density Develeopnent now shovn on the General
‘ "Plan adjacent to Tahoe Hills at Mecks. Bay be
reduced in density as the Tahoe Eiils Sube T
~@ivision ig shown in General Foresi. Thay fee1>ff
this ic discriminatory and unjust.. )
i0. £. D. Pisckrel The Fallen Leaf Lzke P:a*eetiVQ uasge. teﬂuasta,za‘
- Fzller Leaf Lake “that Fellen Leaf Lake be eliminated from-the __ -
Prctection Ass'e proposed Shoreline Ordimence -covering th @ahww;*aﬁ
Letrer &ated Basin, end proposs separate arélaanaaiﬁ réiaﬁa’
8/13/11 to their situatior. C i
<1, Tonovaxn C. Davis
Letter dated con
$/13/71 category fo* *u*ure acquialuiﬁn, an,j
it is
in i
'd-h313~ea. I élnce*el; recammcné t%aﬁ‘ﬁhiz S
, ~aspect of the Plan de raviewad an& maﬁi’iﬁﬁ. T w)
- 2. Earold R. Ebright, Jr. Regarding Cs scade Eake P*awerties, have %een o
Letter dated . payirz property taxes for the lesy 15 ye&rs. ' ﬁ
S/13/71 We ctject to the zoning of the asea which - :
' would limit possible sale to anyone bu» tha
government, - -




COiZUD

ToMMTLNTATLCR
13 Jecs. T. Write Jr, ¥r. Giambroni and I ‘Rave 1nvesﬁed'npa”f‘
i e“tor-sy, representiag belonging to Jes. T. ¥hite, lovsged in. 18 )
¥=. 3iz=ironi ard secl?. Tl 4, R1TE, pearcel number. 1hef21-02.  This |
Letter dated prroparty is presently zoned. es*deatiﬁlsand is
12/1/72 within the sever district..  The preliminary ~ -
S Gnneral Plan indicates that virtually sil fﬁe’f
prorerty has been excluded fraa resxdgatial ‘
development. &e would apprecfeate leazning the«7
) 'basis for the ency excluding this property.. -
: ron ueve‘o,*enu and would like an’ opgyrtu&ity
»to satisfy the agency that. this prayerty ig .
capable of low density residtntial dﬁ?e&@pﬁenﬁ.
b3 terry Z2l1 [Requesu 130 ‘seres around Saw ﬁxil ?Zgﬁzgaxeél
“Teec. 15/72 Cin Ll Dorado County. be put in xow'd&asiﬁy.~
-Sub-Coxzzittee -
I%. Lzrry Ea2ll Request some developable category onhg . @
o Tes. 1S/71 \acves located in El Dorado County stong -
Sub-cczzittee né lNorth of Unper Truckee- Rivar b&inﬁ Sk -
d1v¢ueﬂ by Angora Creek - ‘
- 15 Gerz14d Mertin 27.0 acres. in County of’ElBor&&o! 014
12/15/71 Saw Mill Flat (West prater$y) ebout .ong
Stb~cczmittee  helf of proper:iy is in low dendity and:
- one-hzlf in Genersl Forest. Regm&st ﬁ.ﬁ*‘
t be place& in ‘ow aensity. ' 3 '
i7. - Lavry :11 ';Request thut 3 5 ucre praperty naw; oned
Deae, 15/72 commercial located Northside of Highway -
Sub~comnittee 50, west oI Mcadow Vele Drive ba cia$s~n~

ified commercial on Plan inste&d uf ]
General Fores . ;




[

AR g cm T N
P.... R R P RO

e

xs“ould ne control’ad.

f*Diség ee.. All other frﬁevaw‘orientea J
_commercisl in this area ‘has been clegs-

Reconmmrend this prcnerty renain es en
the Plan. It owner wishes to- c“alle“ge
lend cepebility with adﬁxtzoaal soils
studies, he may do $0.°

K}
.

Agree, Hosever that wvhiek ig shown in

Cencercsl Forest bo r-a..eg. in‘ A..Gw "e_.ig,yf &m&,

ycapab*ll.y skould »oat o;.

C . 5 ta

Agree to place ressrve on pert of
property west of Angora (reex. Balsace o
- property tc remain in Jeneral :c*eet ;orf
ultimate‘puhlic owner ship, - . "

‘Agree however, thet whieh” iﬁ ahown in”
' General Forest, if placed ﬁﬁ lev dansity

ified general forest end. prayas&& :ur
ultimete sequisition.

'E1l Dorsdo &

e




CUIIZRTAT0R ' COMMENT "
e, Ctarles Vegel Request that 120. E'ec“ea formerly 1Jf~ |
' r2frslty , ‘Ledbetter-property; loceated adjacent 40 and ;
- .Su5 Cozxzittee Meeting : ‘scuth of the Tahoc Airpert he placed- (ia Co
’ its entiret y) in 1ow density.' Ny
19, Jeck Van Sickle, ' . Object to the propcsed pla& that Bhﬁws - .
‘ rezresentizg self znd only a smell part of my property in mediun
Van Sicxle Enterprises. density residential , o ,
Latiars 12/13/71 end -
12/15/71
20. iariy C. Setzer . Request residential zoning on SWx of the.
Letter deted SW% of Section 30, T12N, RISBE.
12/10/71 ' . :
<‘£;. .Czorge Wardwell Reguest present R-2 zoning for property %
- Yertel reguesi or located Country Club Heights #2, 35,000
12/1%/72 ‘ square feet, SWcorner of ARapshoe and ..
' / Highway S50. Plan shows low den81ty '
residential

e




RECOQMMENDADICGES.

‘Disagree, zs portion of this property now
has som: lcw density with land fapabdlity

the primsry consideration. If owrner wighes
to challenge the capability with some suae
& re-classification could be ccasi gre
adﬁed low- de551ty.‘

lo

jur;sé*ctLOﬁ be ret neﬁ

rés ant zozing is’
izataly to te

- ' Leave in Gen »rbl Forest., P
rt( ‘ Agriculture and area is uwit
acquired.

All surrounding area is vow~sh0wn &8 lew

density residential, therafore this skesld ~

remain in low density. R

>

'El Dorzdo S5
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9/2¢c/71

- protest and *euue
regard existing status.,

= 11'3'*
SUUINTIAIOE SHEYT L
. Tzul Bivle Requzst that the High Sierra Develonment Corp.
' Azzrey Meeting property cbntaln nz 160 scres, lecated in the
€/2s/171 Cuove Hock ores, be neld to its pregent goning
status which would 3llow continued dcocvelopment
under Douzlas Ccunty standeards, and that they
te renovad from their preseat Generad. Forest .
classificatiorn to @ Developﬁent &lussifreation“
2. Tucille X. Delsney Property located on n*nfsbury G‘ade, ,@nslstig g
‘Letter dated of 10 zcres located in the nortx westguarter of
9/9/71 the norihvest guarter of the roriliwest: auarter,
of Secticn 25, T13W, R18E. . Provérty. grasen*ly
zoned 1/3 acre per dwvelling, btut Dougles County
Generzl Plan indiczates property plaa&ﬁ upder
General Forsst area. We stroagly prota&t
this action.
¥iltcn Manzoukian In behal? of Philip H. Fenn, owner of 5 acres
Letter dated located in the northeest gquarter of the north-
9/2L/T71 ‘ vest guarter of Seczlbn 26, T13d, R18E, 'located

in Dougles County. Tley wculd like to weppose
the CGencrel Plan as 1t confllzrs Wi h his R
existing zone status, .

The 37T In rpcrateﬂ Compary is owner of lO
Secticn 25, T134, R18%,
Joa~;as Co unty. In examin@mg‘the‘drawings of
the CGeneral Plan reveals no further develop- .
nent for this pse rcel._ Please be edvised we

t that. it be* ehanﬂté to.

n]
4
(4
¢
fot
O
g;\
ct
1
+
(=
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¥
RPEICOMIENDATISNS o
Land Capability map would suzgest ared Be- . 1 - .
maintained in General Forest Classificasicn, ‘ -
Where active land exchanges ere peading,
provision should be aede for proteesion R .
of existing land values by ackrowliedgnsnt - SRR
of existing developument right. ’
Recommend extending lew geasity to -
include this =zmall eres.- j

Recomzend extending low &ensity to
-include this szz2ll erez.

Recomnend extending low demsity to . = . .

‘includé this smsll azresa,

Dougias 1.
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5.

Oty

N i LA GS
Tzl2 W. Zohzont
ez of Zirectors
Uziversity of levada
Letter da2ted

$/15/71 end
‘Zzrnerd To Dewning,
Yevadz Ycuih Leader
letter dated 9/22/T1

ennztn L, Anundson
etter dated
/22/72

~ Gery Edin

Letter deted
9/29/7%

\ Louis Leaickneyer

Letter dated

9/2;/71

~located in the

318’

Witk regard to the L-I camp at Leke: gahae(ju
lorth of Stateline), the designation of ?ublxe

acquisition of portlon of our property.
strongly protest. Tris property has-been its

present fornm with regard to L-H activities .for -

many years and purchased with 2 specifie total

progren of 1nelud1ng £ll beach amenitxes.,m

Strorgly prcte
a General Forest use area. Ve own;9.66 acres
Northezast one*half of- ta& north-
east one-quarter of Section 22, ;lLH, BIBE apd
21so property located in the Sa¥ of the. V&% and
the NEY of the SE% of Section 15, conbaining

80 acrazs. Thege properiies, loeated in the

VGlcnb*ook arsa, and in both csases: pr&li&inary

work is being done taward development 0? 10#
density residentla-‘ ‘

peyments: on raw acraasa in 3ecti9ai
6§ and T, Ti3X, RIGE, MDBLM (Kimgsbury ‘Grade ).
s point, ny nrOparty is placed in an

4
Sltlon area known as Genera’ Forzest and I

s
this category as it does cland our tztle.

. He oun. p*onerty in the novdk. halt of the: west,if;i

Eelf of the northeast guarter of -the EV% of

‘Section 23, T13X, RiBE, in Douglas County.

the placlgg of our grcﬁextias &n

t

cqr .
trongly oppose placement of our properties in . |
ki '

Beach adjacent to our premises indicates publiciff
This we .

3
H

We object to your plan as it does not: rmspeét e

‘the right of the pranerty owner.:




study of 1" = L00' mep.

vcovng:Archs ,

Disagres.  HMHost ol this,
zone~l-portionin zong 32
proverty could be develo
with some detail sight

;Reco“nend pian lesave this eres in Ce
Forest~ nigh hazord constreint eree
xvstwng app oved sutéivision lots

Consider Rural Estete baSedigﬁQEEtaileﬁ

Deugles 2.
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COMMENT

. Lester . %erkson
atter Dated €/5/71

‘D. Nathanial Hellman -

etter dated £/15/71

(

.1. F.R. Breen
.etter dated 8/31/71

The impzct of the Preliminary Tahoe General Plan
on the Kingsbury General Improvement District is
to. say the lcast, extremely scever and. £1nan¢1a113
damaging. Q;’a;inn to the Prelxnina&y Report of
Baxter-dclonald and Company, “This is the only’

instant found where the Plan might p%event SCWOT-
ing of existing developmen@", It is inconsistent.

to require scuers on the one hand and to come up
~with a Plan that effectively prohibits sewer on

the other. This district appears to be in geri-
cus ‘financial problems unless existing and futur
deveclopument which hWas been proposed on the pro-
Jections of costs in the formatxou of this disg-
trict are not adhered to. . : : ~

I plan to usc every 1eg~2 neans p&ﬁs%#le to pre-

- vent any change in the zoning or the groposed

use of the following proper»iGS' 1. Lots 6,
&6, 95, 204, 226, 228, 229 of the Snbdlv1sion
of Skyland‘Subdivision. 2. Lot 482A and B and
Lot 484A and B, McFall Road, Round Hill. 3.
Nevadan Apartments, 1o»atedvan Lot 16, Bleck 3,
Oliver Park Subdivision, Parecel A and B
located in the SE1/4 of Section 22, T13N, R1S8E,

~shown on the map of Oliver Parx."is; 8"1/4 of -
~the NE1/4 of Scctien 26, TI13N, RIBE. 6. Lot

204 and 206, Silver, and Lé»‘ll? Galé Hili
Castel Rock.

Unless the: Tahoe Plan permits ‘the: gadraatee of |
the Round Hill arca as providid: for-im their
master plan, the 4.4 million-dollar bqnd issue
will be in default and ‘the investoprs will suffer
heavily. We feel that the provisions of the NRS
277.190, et seq., have not_been csﬁplied with.
e respect?ully request there be reviewed in
depth prior to adoption of this Plen. This re-
quest is made in bahalf of th& Ranad Bill Ltd




(

PECOMUMENDATIONS

tﬂ

A separate review of the probleas
associated with the Klngsbury area is
'now under way.

"These Dropertzes are considersd in tas

ordinances and as recorded lots wilil be

-covered for prior use as residential,

_ The proposed master. plan dbes not allcw
for the total developnent as originally .

envisioned for the-Round Mill area. It

~does make . prov;slc - for suastaztm ‘éeémjax

velﬂpnent rccagnﬁzxn , however; taa'

‘there are serious land capability. 9¥ubéf
lems associated with the zrea and “there

will be a responsibxllty on gny futite
developer to show how.these problens

DG&g&&S 3.




COUMENT

*2. Dzaiel R. ¥z2lsh
.etter {undated) received
;¥ Agency 68/15/71

3. Milton Manoukian
.etier Dzted 9/1/71

-%. Heward A. Jones
.etter bated 6/306/71

and the estata:qf A. J. Béurnﬁgf&é¢§@§&df

In b

Div b

'Prcp;rty/l&

of the NE1/4 ef S»c;;cr «6 ?laﬂ R18£ %gd
portion of the N1/2 of the,kﬁl[@,o;‘S&ctidW'Zé;
Ti3N, RISE. This property is Heing designated
as part of a conservation or reécrgation. area,
It contains 54.4 *ﬁras ana uzlau& anky recxrea~
tionzl us v owner of
the benefit of zny delecpnant ﬁr @ther use’,

Objections are’ raised for .and 05 b&half af the -
Douglas Couﬂty BID #1. This- plan will result -
in the sharply reduced assessad valugtions and
restrict proposed scrvices in the area, doing
great injustice to the District and the tax-
payers. Ve urge this Plan not be adopted un-
til 211 ordinances and adequate wobjections

‘have been taken rezarding the compensation

which will be provided for the ﬁggéﬁﬂ*acres
of privately Iﬁld laﬁd 1nvalvf o

he- Corporaza Rasaarch,VInc.,

A3 president Gf t

Long Bezch, California, our: éaﬁﬁaﬁy ‘Ear nany .
months has piznned to acqu1re ‘the 250 peres,

&t Stateziine, Nevada, ‘known ag the Raﬁ& Ranch
property. We plan to. davaaop ‘the proverty to
accommodate 750~2990 rogn hotel/casing. com-
vlex, high-gualit ;~devalapm&nt,
tennis and beach cluo and an 1B holeé golf
course and a s

unpporting cammerczaz camplax.{
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RECGMNEX ATICKS

can be handled in. connest1ou w;t? any
developﬂen..

It appears that the Douglas County SID
is not affected as originally sus- '
‘pected. An implezentation progran is
being worked at regarding dispesition
or rethod of handl:no the 34 JOQ acres.

e

The subject lands have béen identified
for develcpaent along the lines- suggsaﬁa#
by this letter. There are severe =
problems with land czpability and 2
questicn of the gazing a2spects are not
within the prerogotives of the Ageacsy, ,
but it does appear that subject develop- -
ment could be accomaedated on tbe oian
as proposed.
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4., Centinued

.5. Pzul Bidle
.etter dated 9/3/71

5, Peter O. Laxalt
.etter dated 8/26/71

i7. Aadrew HacKenzie
;( ~er dated 9/17/71

18. Dsarrel U. Brensena
iessage uncated. Received

3y Ageney 9/14/71

Proposed project cost, approximately $§80 million.
ve wish that this property be acknowledged on ths
General Plon and that we are protected as per ex
isting zoning and as per the Bi-State Compact.

Refcr to Item 1 of Douglas:Coun;y'

On behalf cf my clients, the Glenbrook Corp-
oration, the Bliss family, the Rabe family and
others, we would like to make reference to an
error in the CGlenbrook area. The dark green y
indicated on your General Plan should have been
denoted as 2 light green,. or Rural Estates,
classification and that this Rural Estate zone
will be extended fzrther to encompass the Rabe
parcel. : : '

As representative for Mr. Paul Bitler and on
behalf of the property listed under Jessie C.
Bitler, said property located at Elk Point,
has been utilized for residertial and cabin -
rentals for a considerable number of yezars,
any classificztion in zoning use whereby the
property.can no longer be utilized as in-
cone-producing property will bz considered by
our clieat as a taking of property without due
process of law. We respectfully request that

your plan reflect the existing use.

We have four undeveloped lots paid for in the
Kingsbury Palisades on Kingsbury Grade. The
present status being in your zone prohibiting
building and we strongly oppose this plan.
Extrene e¢conomic hardship would be placed on us.,

over

. 44U
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RECOMMENDATION

See Recomnmendation Item 1 of
Douglas County.

Agree.

Area prcposed for ultimate acjuisition
will allcw existing use and consider
it non-conforming.

These lots (though in General Forest)
have building rights under prior es-
tablished subdivisions.

Douglas 5.

411
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COMMERT
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-3. i
.2t

en Mznoukian
L -

1t
r dated ©/3/71

10. Ken Mc Deil

1. Rich

m
2]

d Gitson

‘+s Gerald E. Martin
~.etter Dated 12/1/71

:3. Jesse faviton, :

.ice Presicdent. Letter

ated 12/3/771

4. ©BZonzld L. Carzne, attorney
epresenting lr. CGeorge Cox and
‘r. Lecnard Detrick, Letter

- > 3

ated 11/3/?1 and George Cox,
gtter dated 12/14/71

B OO D
B O T Y

to be recognized on Genaral Plan,

X3 o1 B
OO

23

sentative for properties owned by Jack
r>n Shelley of Zephyr Cove, the des-
c¢f which is the #1/2 of tkejxﬁllé‘gf
/4 of Section 23, T13N, RB8E, conmtaining
we are opposed to the adeptien of
i n. The mere fact that it places a
oud or the title of the ﬁescrib@ﬁ(grﬁperty
d it places the fair market value im jeopardy,
until a more preecise plan is shown and ade-
guate public hcarings are conducted.:

-
el ¢

Hon
Qb ‘:_
o Yy e
[e A o - ]
’U S AL e
e (Y e O «t
| & W ~ fos

5.49 acres east cide highway S50 af?Zkayr Cove
in'SE1/4 of NEI/4 of SE1/4, Section 9, TI13N,
R12E. sh to retain existing R-3- aad conmer-
cial 7on1ng, plan shows low dénsxty.

In behalf of Herman Strecker, owner af “Loaan‘
Shoals" property zones commercial and wzshes it

-

e th° owners of lots 1 and 3 in Cave Rock
Unit number 1. These two parcels are
We rcquest that these two luts be

in high density *esaaentlal.

g
€9 3 ot
o R
O ot
[=% iy
O w
LI Y
[ S
.

wn the SW1/4 of the NW 1/4 af -8§25, TIY3N,
E I expect to use -this land as it Wwas
iginally zoned 3 units per acre.

23 b

(o}
L& ST
bde Oy 0

[T

-
—
s}

x and Detrick gre the beneficiaries
:ed of trust which is presently in.

re on the 76 azcre parcel which is

& 2 of the 8Wij/4 of SZ T14N, R1SBE. WKe
quest that this parcel be zoned far a limited

number of residential units.
LY
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e
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RECOMMZNDATION

No comment.

d locel agency identiry on
pap syste

Reco_m
L0O sca

Q*‘ .5

th

Reconnmend Plan remain znd that

existing use be cons*dared none S I
cenforeing. :

Agree property vreésently shoan :

as residential and continuity : 7
of the area could allow high density. )

n G

- Reconmend preoperty remain i eneral
Forzgst 2and boﬁ51d;r for ulti 13te ac-
quisition. : o
Property located on relatively stees -

"side slope 2bove Highway 52, in a hiza
hazard capability aand should rezain in

- General Forest and considered for ul-

timate acqu:.slnon.

Douglas €.
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ilten Mancukian, attorney Request that the property, a portiom ur*thn hﬁild B
Zstets of Charles Harden © o0f the XW1/4 cf S26, T13K, R18E be- classifieé ’
zr, decezsed, Letter consistent w1tn the prlor County runin
& 1277771

<. YMilten lenoukizn, attorney Reguest that the Shelley progérty thg_sfﬁ2~ X
Zcr Jack znd Kstherine Shelley 6f the NE1/4 of the NE1/4 S23, T13, R18.a 20 -
Letter Dated 12/7/71 ‘ acre parcel be included in a development areaa, .
Z7. Nilton lzncukian, attorney Pequest that the liansen nroperty the SB'fd of }“
Loy Earl and iary Hansen S14, TI3N, RI1EE and a- 10 acre parcel located
‘Letter Dated 12/7/71 in the A~./4 of the Sil/4 of S28, TISK, KiSE

be 1nc1uded in a develuprent area., -
-8. 7Park Cattle Company by ‘Request that map show tourzst comﬁerclal
f1c5§:d Blzckley. Letter area now shown as General Forest &nasmuck 88
Zzted 12/15/71 their present zoning is such
2% | Jzek Ven Sickle, res- 'See El Dorado County Item 19.
. );t;:; self erd Van Sickle '
Znverzrises :




RE\;O;' .2 ‘.D. IC

 Low Densxty on plan.

Same as zbove. ' S

Recommend this n*onerty be placzd iu
Medxua Denszty en p-*“, ‘

Recormend thzs p*ope*ty bﬂ piaced in

Agree
‘Douglas T..
.b T




