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SENATE
ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC RESOURCES and AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE

MINUTES OF MEETING
Monday, March 14, 1977

The eleventh meeting of the Environment, Public Resources and
Agriculture Committee was called to order on the above date at

1:30 p.m., for the purpose of hearing discussions and testimony

on Senate bills having to do with the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency. The hearings were conducted in Room 131 of the Legislative
Building. The Committee took a brief recess at 5:55 p.m. and

went back into session at 7:20 p.m. It was adjourned at 11:40 p.m,

Senator Gary Sheerin was "in the Chair.

COMMITTEE

PRESENT: Chairman Sheerin
Senator Echols
Senator Dodge
Senator Neal

Thirty-one interested persons spoke on the bills. They were called
to the lectern by Chairman Sheerin in the order listed:

Gene Chappy, Third Assembly District, California

Dick Scott, Washoe County Commissioner, alsc shairman
of TRPA

Kenneth Rollston, attorney for TRPA

Garry Stone, Chairman, Douglas County Commissioners

Del Laine, Mayor, South Lake Tahoe

Don Crosby, Deputy State Highway Engineer

Ray Knisley, citizen

Edward Smith, Marla Bay

Fran Breen, representing Oliver Kahle and Steve Bourne

Thomas Cooke, member TRPA

George Abbott, special counsel to Douglas County

Dwight Steele, League to Save Lake Tahoe

Dorothy W. Boyd, Zephyr Heights

Terry A. Trupp, Council for Logic, Inc.

Dennis Small, Harvey's Resort Hotel

Bill Eadington, economist, Reno

Bob Berry, co-owner casinos, South Lake Tahoe

Richard W. Blakey, Park Cattle Co.

Henry J. Martin, resident, Lake Tahoe

Milt Manoukian, representing Harrah's and others

Lee Kosso, League of Women Voters

Tom Jacob, TRPA staff

Ken Kjer, Douglas County Commissioner

Roger Steele, Nevada Horth Shore Propmerty. Owners AssocC.

John Jennings, representing Ted Jennings

Connie Joe Picking, Stateline

Harold Dayton, Douglas Countvy Comaissioner

Nat Sinclair, Lake Tahoe resident '

Curtis Patrick, Lake Tahoe Fire District, Glenbrook
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George C. Finn, League to Save Lake Tahoe from the
League to Save Lake Tahoe
Jim Aubrey . oo 0 -

Bills heard were:

SB 265 Adopts California version of amendments to Tahoe Regional
i Planning Compact. (GUALCO BILL)

SB 266 Restricts gaming to certain areas under control of Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency. (GOVERNOR'R BILL)

”“SB{262g'7;Restricfs}gaming to certain areas under control of Tahoe

" Regional Planning Agency. (SEN. SHEERIN'S BILL)

| Chaifman,Sﬁéerinfgave an overview of each of the bills
being heard: T - , RO

SB 265 is a bill which comes to Nevada from California Legislature
and was introduced by the Nevada Senate Environment, Public
Resources and Agriculture Committee. It changes the make-up -
of the commission so there are four state people and three
county people, as opposed to the present make-up of three
county people and two state people. It changes the dual
majority into a positive-type in place of the present
negative dual majority. It makes changes in the advisory
commission by spelling out the different people to sit on
it. It indicates that no plan of another county can have
lower standards than those set by the agency. It does away
with Nevada's control of gaming by doing away with the
.-Nevada Gaming "Grandfather" Clause. All public works .
- projects- would-be reviewed . by ,TRPA. Instead of having a
~violation: a ‘misdemeanor, it would change it so that a person -
. violating it be subject to a civil fine up to $10,000, as
- opposed to a criminal penalty; and the finances of the agency-

' has-varieus changes.

SB 266, introduced by the Senate Enviyonment,.Publlc Resources and
Agriculture Committee, originates with the executive
branch of government in Nevada. It does not change thi
make-up of the governing board. It does change the make-up
of the advisory board by having more lay people on that
board as opposed to technical plannlng—type people. It
does create a red line to control gamlng 1n Nevdada.

Maps prewared and displayed by the TRPA staff, roughlyl
indicated what is happening. Area "a", yellow area only,
hard core of Douglas County, where there are presently
five existing casinos—----Harrahs, ﬁa;vey's,.Sahgra Tahoe,
Barney's, Park Tower. This bill }1m1ts gaming in t?at
particular area. Area "B" takes in proposed Oliver"s '
and proposed Jenning's hotels, existing Nugget , Harvey's
Inn and Gary's. Area "C" is the existing Hyatt House,
and across the street zoned enough area for one mgﬁe '
gaming unit to be built at Incline Village. AredbUp§ is
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the hard core of the stateline in Washoe County while
there is a small area where there could be some more
buildings . This kill also provides for the civil penalty
idea and it changes the dual majority from a negative to

a positive dual majority, that is requiring majority of
both sides of the states to agree and if they do not
agree, the application is deemed denied rather than being
approved, and it has a clause after approval if construc-
tion does not begin within three years, then approval is
denied and a new application has to be submitted.

SB 267, introduced by Senator Sheerin, changes the make-up of the
advisory planning commissions so there are more lay

people on the board. It, too, provides for a red line
area. The basic differences are in Areas "A" and "B".
There 1is no difference in Areas "C" and "D". However

SB267 does have an expanded area in Area "A", making
room in those two areas for a casino to go in each area
on each side of Highway 50, however, either of those
casinos could not be built for a period of 10 years.
Area "B" is the same as $B266, except there is an orange
area at the bottom center that expands gaming in that
particular area. That parcel is not large enough for a
large casino, but perhaps a one-story structure could be
‘ constructed. The thrust of this bill is in the fact that
Douglas County is in need of a loop road and Highway 50
by-pass for the residents to live in any kind of safety.
SB267 points out to California that Nevada is interested
in limiting gaming and wants to get by the existing
empasse over roads and would like California to allow
these two roads to go in. The second basic thrust of
SB267 is the fact a report from TRPA says 14 more casinos
could go into the Basin on the Nevada side. That is
detrimental to Nevada and the Basin itself and we are trying
to take a responsible step in limiting and protecting
Nevada = to that extent. It also has the aspect of the
three year clause.

GENE CHAPPY, Third Assembly District, California, spoke saying he
led the fight against the "Gualco" Bill. He said he
thought it ill-advised and poorly timed and truly did
not speak to the problems of the Basin as relates to the
States of California and Nevada. He said he believes
California is viewing the Nevada bills with favor. The
past eight years, local legislators have wirtually been
eliminated from deliberations on the California side anc
many Governor Brown's appointments which are no-growth
oriented, have really no conception of the problems of
the Tahoe Basin. Mr. Chappy said he felt there was great
over-reaction and a lack of effort to sit down with
local folks to determine what can be done to resolve the
problems across the line by way of compromise. Mr. Chappy

91BUSS

Z20- 3


dmayabb
Senate


Environment, Public Resources and Agriculture
. Minutes of Meeting, March 14, 1977
Page Four

said he has serious concerns over the recent proposed
transportation plan. He said the people of Nevada should
begin to appreciate the absolute power that California
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (CTRPA) is now exercising
in that Basin and some of the problems it has created. He
said it has done a great deal to create a great slum on
the California side because hundreds of people have
panicked and are constructing things which should not be
in that Basin. Mr. Chappy expressed the hope that the
California Legislators that represent that area would
have an opportunity to continue the cordial relations with
representatives from Nevada that they have enjoyed

the past 12 years. He said everyone sat down at the

out set and negotiated out TRPA and it wasn't all that
bad. With continuing cooperation, that can and should be
the vehicle to administer the future of the Tahoe Basin.
Mr. Chappy expressed his concern that if CTRPA continues
there will be some serious difficulties in getting prob-
lems solved mutually.

DICK SCOTT, representing Washoe County Commissioners, also chairman
of the TRPA, read a prepared statement, entered in the

record, attached, EXHIBIT "A"™. Mr. Scott said he felt
- if a good compromise could not be produced that is
‘ agreeable to both states, then Nevada should pull out of

the bi-state agreement because to continue on in the
status quo will not work. The issue is too important to
continue to be used as a political football. Mr. Scott
said 5B265 will not he acceptable to Nevada; SB267 will
not be acceptable to California, but 8B266, a compromise
between the two, could be acceptable to California.

He said the traffic problem is a number one priority
within the Basin and believes it has to be resolved.

Air quality is another concern as is water quality and
guantity. Mr. Scott shared a past experience three

years ago at which time he met Ray Knisley, the governor's
appointee to the bi-state agency at that time. In ref-
to the experience pertaining to TRPA and Mr. Knisley,
Mr. Scott said Mr. Knisley has put more time into the
TRPA than any other man alive. He called him a legend
in his own time.

KENNETH ROLLSTON, member of the law firm of Owen and Rollston,
attorneys for TRPA, presented printed amendments to
SB266, Article VI (a) and Article VI (k), made a part of
the record and attached, EXHIBITS "B" and "Bl". Mr.
Rollston commented about legal problems from an attorney's
standpoint, pointing up certain technical problems which
' the committee should deal with irrespective of what is

decided to do with the bills. Page 12, lines 44-47, SB266,
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presently talks about expansion of existing facilities
where gaming is to be permitted. The new language,
Exhibit "B", would talk not only about expansion of
facilities, but would add in language which makes clear
the additional areas that are being permitted for casinos
to build. It would simply clarify the bill. Exhibit "Bl"
deals with Article VI (k), the last sentence of pro-
posed §B266, which is identical with last sentence of
that Article in SB267, so the new language is important
for both bills. The present language provides for the
expiration of approval by the agency three years after
the date of approval. The proposed language, Exhibit "B1",
would deal with two situations: The three years, from
a legal point of view, is too short because regardless
of the merits as this language literally reads, you can
have a lawsuit tying the project up in the courts for
three years regardless of the merits of the lawsuits.
And by the expressed language of this last sentence the
approval expires. The new language says the approval
does not expire in three years if you have been tied up
in litigation. But the three years is also too long in
another sense. Brick by brick construction can occur.
‘ Manifestly that is not what is intended by Article VI (k).
‘ The proposed language would deal with that by the addition

of the words, "...... unless construction is begun within
that time and diligently pursued thereafter...."

Other points are provisions of SB266 which have presented
legal difficulties to TRPA. There is a provision which
is new, Article VI (a), page 8, lines 9 - 12, SB266. The
concept of that article is to provide that any political
subdivision may adopt regulations and tougher standards
than TRPA, but as the Compact presently reads, the concept
is TRPA sets down some baseline standards and beyond
those standards the local jurisdictions can be more re-
strictive if so desired. The new provision in SB266 and
SB267 provides for that same liberality, still the local
jurisdiction may have a stricter standard if the local
government deems that appropriate. But it also provides
that that higher standard shall not conflict with the
plans of TRPA. One other problem that runs through

SB265 and SB267 is a tendency to lock in a specific
solution to a problem specifically page 7, lines 1 - 6,
in S8B267, and page 8, lines 10 - 21, and page 9, lines

8 - 19 in SB265. The ability and flexibility to deal
with situations as they come along is lost when specific
solutions are imposed.

The practical upshot of the 60~day rule is that there is
often a huge majority of the board voting for rejection
of a project. But the legal problems here can be described
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in one word: lawsuits. Second legal problem is: What
has been approved? There is a tremendous amount of
ambiguity with it as it presently exists. 8SB266 has a
provision dealing with enforcement problems. Page 13,
lines 30 - 37, of the present language of the Compact
provides that violation of any ordinance of the agency is
a misdemeanor. Misdemeanor is a $500 fine. It sometimes
is very much cheaper to violate the ordinance than it is
to comply with it. The provision here is for civil
penalties in place of that much less effective misdemeanor
approach. Line 33 talks about any person who violates
this or governmental entity that violates this subject.
As a matter of law, I am not sure that a civil penalty of
this nature can be imposed against the government, Mr.
Rollston said. Should governmental entities be included
as the object of this type of action? Another item,

page 13, line 36, provides that all such civil penalties
as are imposed be awarded to the agency for the use or.
purposes of enforcement. You might want to analyze the
political desirability of creating an incentive to the
agency to go out and sue for the civil penalties. You
might be better off to provide they should go to local
government for local government to use, for enforcement
purposes, which would be a better approach for its
deterrent effect.

I GARRY STONE, Chairman of Douglas County Commission, read a prepared
Resolution duly adopted by that Commission. Entered in
the record, attached as EXHIBIT "C". The Resolution as

read drew applause. Mr. Stone indicated he was in total
disagreement with $SB265 as he sees nothing in the bill

to support on behalf of constituents in Douglas County.

The position Douglas County has taken does represent a
compromise and there is no compromise whatsoever represented
in SB265 and SB266 on behalf of Nevada, Douglas County

or its residents. The problems at Lake Tahoe will never

be solved as they will never be solved in any other location,
but it is an ongoing function of government to attempt

to deal with those problems as they are presented.

Douglas County feels it should have the right to deal with
the problems on a local level and the TRPA should function
as a planning agency, the way it was set up to begin with.

DEL LAINE, Mayor of City of South Lake Tahoe, read a prepared state-
ment, to-wit: "In addressing the bills that are being
considered today, I would like to first point out that
the City of South Lake Tahoe has historically opposed the
reconstruction of the TRPA Board as is presently provided
in California AB4160, and your S$B265. A policy statement

’ issued by the City of South Lake Tahoe, Placer and E1l Dorado

Counties, established this concurrence with the present
representation in a joint policy statement issued in
August, 1976, and passed by all three locally elected
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boards unanimously. The same policy statement addressed
the dual majority rule suggesting at that time the reversal,
or it best to consideration of a simple majority for
approval. 1In view of the generous concessions included
in SB266 and SB267 relating to the controlled and limited
future growth of gaming establishments in the Tahoe
Basin, and in consideration of the need and the desire to
protect state sovereignty and local control. The question
of a dual majority is mute. May I suggest inclusion in
any amended bi-state compact of a provision which would
abolish CTRPA and rescind its plans, ordinances, rules and
reqgulations upon adoption of amended bi-state compact.
This is certainly a strong persuasion with the counties
and the city incorporated within the Basin and so stipulated
in our unanimous policy agreement. The City of South
Lake Tahoe has adopted the TRPA plan, their ordinances,
their rules, their regulations,and we have abided by the
same. SB265 locks in the CTRPA plans, ordinances, rules
and regulations and thereby ties the hands and thwarts
the ability of any proposed reorganization reorganized
by state agency to function in what we feel is a meaning-
ful and ovative manner. This bill would preserve and
inherit tue current CTRPA set of ordinances, etCc.......
To continue to have basically the California plan different
. and distinct from the all-over Basin plan would clearly
undermine what we are all trying to do. A well-protected
and workable plan for the entire Lake and Basin is what
we desire. One particular area which directly affects all
of us has to do with the problems of transportation.
The City of South Lake Tahoe, the advisory planning
committee of CTRPA, TRPA governing board, have adopted
a short range transportation element to the TRPA plan
which includes a loop road around the casino area as well
as a by-pass road to alleviate congestion on Highway 50 to
protect the safety of pedestrians and the motorist alike
and to palliate air pollution problems. We would suggest
that any amended bi-state compact include the implementa-
tion of that element as a basic part of such a compact.
This is clearly in the interest of both states and local
government. As an aside, I would point out that the CTRPA
transportation plan would prevent both the loop road and
the by-pass element. May I mention in conclusion a fiscal
note which certainly impacts on local government. It is
our city's experience that over a two-year period exclusive
of staff time our allocation of expenditures is around
$155,000. If you consider the staff time, office expense,
overhead, reproduction costs, auto expenses, it adds up
‘ to an additional $50,000 to $60,000 annually. These costs
will escalate yearly and our finance and planning depart-
ment estimate our annual costs at approximately $250,000
a year for the next five years, if no reimbursement for

91BUDS

RO~


dmayabb
Senate


Environment, Public Resources and Agriculture
Minutes of Meeting, March 14, 1977
‘ Page Eight

local government costs is included in any legislation.
AB4160 was not supported by any locally elected body on
the California side of the Tahoe Basin..... We appeared
at hearings, we spoke at the Assembly Natural Resources
Committee, the Assembly Ways and Means Committee, the
Senate Local Government Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee. At the state level, three of our four elected
representatives in the Basin, in both the Senate and the
Assembly, voted against the bill. Local government can
and will support reasonable, realistic and equitable
land use planning, planning measures that address the
environment as well as the socioeconomic and the human
needs and include the desires of our residents and our
visitors."

In reply to Chairman Sheerin's question concerning the
loop road situation which is local government, Mrs. Laine
said there have been very productive meetings with the
Douglas County Commissioners and a Memorandum of Under-
standing has been drafted which speaks to the completion
of the loop road as soon as easements and funds can be
arranged. And in the case of South Lake Tahoe, as soon
as agency clearances can be obtained.

‘I‘ DON CROSBY, Nevada State Highway engineer, said the highway department
very definitely supports a bi-state planning effort. He

said it is the only way transportation problems in the

Basin can be solved. However, highways® are not necessarily

the total solution to transportation problems in the Basin.

There is going to have to be a heavy emphasis on transit.

A stateline by-pass is a part of the solution of the

transportation problems. It is the belief of the highway

department there should be a single Basin-wide planning

agency. A by-pass at the South Stateline is absolutely

necessary in conjunction with a transit service. Nevada

has been in a position to build a by-pass for several

years. About 1970 the two states were within six weeks of

going to a contract on that by-pass and then it blew up

at that particular point in time. Nevada is ready at this

time to proceed with construction of that by-pass. Nevada

has the funding and the ability to go ahead, but we do not

have the support and cooperation of the State of California.

RAY KNISLEY read a prepared statement, entered in the record and
attached as EXHIBIT "S". 1In addition, he endorsed
everything said by Dick Scott. Mr. Knisley said Senator
Laxalt has been quoted on dual majority. He very carefully
said "preserve the dual majority," he did not mention
preserve the dual majority and the 60-day provision. The
dual majority and 60-day provision may make life easier
for Douglas County in its desire to expand at Lake Tahone,
yet it is the ruination of Washoe County and its ‘
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sewer problems and health problems of. drinking water.

Make a few amendments in SB266 to clean it up. The
suggested amendments to SB266 as marked and attached as
EXHIBIT "D1l". Mr. Knisley indicated these amendments
would create a bill that the agency can live with---a
single state agency at Tahoe. It has a minimum of interfer-
ence with the local government and it definitely would

get the states out of the business of legislating contrary
to a plan which they mandated by the compact that TRPA
established. It appears SB266 does repeal Nevada TRPA

and the bill which is now on the books: which was passed

by the last session. :

EDWARD SMITH, Zephyr Cove, read a prepared statement, entered in
the record, attached as EXHIBIT "E".

FRAN BREEN, representing Oliver Kahle and Steve Bourne, both of
whom own property in areas indicated on maps displayed on
the wall, entered in the record, attached as EXHIBIT "F"
and EXHIBIT "F1", pointed out legal description contained
in SB267 is in error on the Oliver Kahle property. He
presented a corrected description for inclusion in the
bills. Commented the three-year question as outlined
in _SB266 and SB267, should be extended by any period in

‘ which the hotel is in litigation whether it is before
or after construction started. It has been said that the
language appearing on page 8 of the Act (same in both
SB266 and SB267) would in affect, remove gaming from the
control of the TRPA, save and except the building would.
have to conform to the land use coverage, height limita-
tions, .etc. The language in the bill does not do that.
The only change in the new language is that it does
- recognize gaming. Under the old Act, the TRPA has taken
the position they have to approve these clubs. The new
language reiterates that = - control of the TRPA. That
is further born out on page 12 where it says in areas
described, gaming shall be permitted as a conforming use
and the game use shall be permitted to expand within the
areas without review of such expansion by the agency.
If you were building a new hotel, the agency would have to
review; if you were expanding, the agency would not have
the review. I suggest language similar to that on
page 12 be included on page 8, except it would refer to
new projects. The dual majority in the present TRPA has
not been very satisfactory. Mr. Breen suggested consider-
ation of either SB266 or SB267 doing away with that dual
majority. He said the one thing to remember about TRPA
that even today that once an ordinance has passed, it

‘ takes only a negative vote to keep that ordinance in effect.

It takes a dual majority to pass it, but only one state to
prevent its repeal. If this bill is passed, the only

way you could ever change thiswithout California consent,
is to withdraw from the compact. What you wou%ﬂn&% by
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doing away with the dual majority is saying that Calif-
ornia, "you now can stop anything on the Nevada side."
And what you are giving California is an opportunity if
the present tendency continues, would be to invoke not
only the philosophys: but the rules and regulations of
CTRPA. All a California delegation has to do is to adopt
as their criteria on the TRPA,the California TRPA rules
and regulations and that means a 30% land coverage
instead of the 50% or 60% land coverage as we have. It
means the height limitations would be as they have it and
it means that for any reason whatsoever, that once you
have given away your sovereéeignty that they could stop

any project in Nevada.

TOM COOKE, member of TRPA, appointed by the Governor two years ago.
However, pointed out he was not speaking for the TRPA nor
the Governor, nor the administration, but representing the
public at large. He said if we pass SB265, California
has clearly indicated it believes the compact deficient
in some very important respects and also the recent
reorganization of the CTRPA and California's increased
reliance upon that agency to protect its side of the lake
is a pretty clear signal that unless Nevada is willing to
make further substantial changes in the compact, TRPA may

. indeed confirm its critics and become both in theory and
in fact, a "paper tiger." Gov. 0'Callaghan has met the
challenge head on by calling upon this particular legislature
to demonstrate Nevada commitment in clearest terms to
preserve Lake Tahoe and its Basin. If the states cannot
agree on a workable compact this year, it will be left
up to each state and to the several counties and to the
City of South Lake Tahoe to individually try to plan the
areas within their respective Jjurisdiction. To adopt this
alternative is to invite federal intervention. The
Federal Government owns 67% of the land in the Tahoe
Basin and it has spent over a hundred million dollars in
various projects, and it is obvious that it has a very
significant stake in the future of this lake. If the
states cannot affect a workable compact so that it can
effectively defend the public interest, the Federal
Government in all probability will. If the people think
the TRPA is usurping local control now, they should ponder
the alternative. If the states can't compromise the
differences, the :days of the TRPA ‘are numbered. Mr. Cooke
offered proposed amendments to SB266, entered in the

record, attached as EXHIBIT "G". SB266 could serve as

an affective bi-state compact with proposed amendments.

Printed copy, "Impacts of Potential Hotel/Casino Expansion

at Lake Tahoe," by Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, dated

January, 1977, entered into the record, attached as

EXHIBIT "Gl". Mr. Cooke concluded by saying more tools
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are needed. Nationwide advertising by casinos at the
Lake bring in many visitors causing the population to
burgeon particularly at the South end of the Lake, all of
which contributes to the pollution and degradation of
the Lake, may very well be a constitutional basis for
federal interference with its theoretically state
protected enterprise. The Lake may not be immune under
the 10th Amendment. Gaming may just subject us to
federal intervention and federal legislation. Mr. Cooke
believes the dual majority rule should be changed
because as it now exists, it is a sham of honest intent,
and he believes SB266§ can affectively take care of these
situations if some of the suggested amendments are made.
Mr. Cooke is opposed to SB267 for the record.

GEORGE ABBOTT, special Counsel to Douglas County, in reply to the

Committee's question, "Where is the compromise?”, said
it is "right here," (pointing to maps displayed on the
wall). Mr. Abbott said the whole keystone of the

Nevada acceptance of entering into the bi-state compact
was that their sovereignty would be preserved. That each
state would decide what it wanted to do with gaming.

Mr. Abbott supports Senator Laxalt for urging this body to
: please preserve the dual majority. California affectively
. tore up the bi-state compact two years ago when it brought

the CTRPA into being. They announced there would be no

bi-state compact unless the game was played their way.

We would offer for exchange to them if Nevada feels

compelled that having announced in the beginning that

there would be no California voices in Nevada gaming, we

are now going to write into the bi-state compact extensive

gaming language through the red line. If Nevada feels
compelled to do that, and it be the way to get California
back into the compact without giving away our sovereignty,
then I urge you to preserve dual majority. Mr. .Abbott agrees
with SB267 with some minor -changes. SB265 does away with

Nevada's control of gaming; it also does away with dual

majority which is bad. SB266 does away with dual majority,

and on page 12, lines 46 and 47, gives Nevada control of
gaming and puts it back in the agency. A compact means
equality. Each of you is affected in your own area by
integrity of agreements. If the bi-state compact were
repealed tomorrow, there would be 30 federal agencies in
here telling Nevada what to do. And in one significant
area alone, that 700,000 acre feet of water that spills
over at Tahoe City and comes down into the Truckee Meadows,
and a part of it is diverted into the Carson River, would
be the first stop. In reply to Senator Dodge's question

as to what can be done to make the compact workable, Mr.

Abbott answered, retain the dual majority sovereignty and

write in red line with slight modifications, but as a
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necessary commitment of that, require California to

oust CTRPA from having jurisdiction in the Basin.

Nevada's acceptance to this is conditioned upon CTRPA
being ousted. The CTRPA is anomaly. It was ingrafted
upon TRPA to block everything that was done. They cut
their funds three-quarters to TRPA and turned them over to
CTRPA. If you enact legislation that would do away with
dual majority, I suggest to that, it would be an admission
of Nevada's estate,and its agencies and its counties and
its people are either unwilling or unable to properly

and wisely manage the resources at Lake Tahoe, or that
Nevada believes California can do it better or that neither
state can be trusted to be responsible for final action.
If it is necessary to demonstrate Nevada's good faith in
the compact, then I think SB267 is the way of doing it
without the little tag-along line at the end which tosses
the TRPA back into the thing.

Five years ago, Dick Heikka, former executive director of
TRPA, made a statement quoted in Tahoe Daily Tribune,
RPN faced with lace of support from the Federal Government
for land acquisition program, and the threat of lawsuits
from property owners, the TRPA may wind up in the awkward
position of having to save Lake Tahoe by allowing some

. development on lands which have been zoned for recreational
use only. A proposal to give private landowners back
the right to develop several hundred acres to some
extent was unveiled here yesterday at the meeting of the
agency planning commission. Mr. Heikka said the action
should be taken because there are no funds to purchase
the land and property owners are threatening legal action.
'I do this with some degree of reluctance,' he said, 'but
the use of zoning to hold up development putsthe agency
in an extremely dangerous position regarding lawsuits.'
Heikka said a congressional committee earlier this week
blocked a fifteen million dollar appropriation measure
that would have been used to buy some of the land. 'If
the U.S. wants to save Lake Tahoe, then by God it had
better put up some dollars. We were not given the tools
to implement a regional plan which the agency adopted
last year to protect environment and control development.
Until the private land is bought however, it is not
appropriate to use recreational zoning as a black jack
to drive down property values when we are looking at an
acquisition program 20 years away,' Heikka explained."

Hearing recessed at 5:55 p.m. and resumed at 7:20 p.m.

DWIGHT STEELE, Tahoe City, President of the League to Save Lake
Tahoe. He statedthe League supports SB265_ and opposes
SB266 and SB267. He outlined the objective of the League
as a non-profit, public benefit organization, to protect
eUIS
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the value of the Basin and make it available to all

members of the public, and not to protect a special
interest of people who currently live there, own property
there or have vested interest at Tahoe. The League

played a major role in the establishing of TRPA in 1966,
but the TRPA has failed to carry out legislative mandates
and to slow up urbanization at the Lake. Several reasons
for decline of TRPA since 1971 include: 1) the defects

in the compact which are now being considered remedied

and which, in our opinion, are best addressed in SB265;

2) another reason is the majority control of TRPA decisions
by local government representatives who must respond to
local pressures for local development increase in the tax
base, etc.; 3) the staff is being disposed to accommodation
rather than forceful compliance with the compact; and

4) it is generally agreed that importance of the gaming
industry to Nevada and the desire of that industry to
highrise hotels at Tahoe has created a serious and so far
insurmountable problem with bad results. Highrise
buildings are not a moral issue, but they create

more traffic in to the Basin. If gambling could be a

going business without these bad effects we wouldn't get

so hung up on what seems to be cmotional issues. Mr. Steele
said the time has come to either strengthen TRPA or to

find some other alternatives to relying on TRPA. His

group believes that if SB265 is given a "do pass" by

this committee and finally enacted, there is some hope

that TRPA will function as originally intended. Major
changes in SB265 are based on several studies and recommenda-
tions and compromises were worked during debates in
California last year, and it provides the means for force-
ful action to try to make TRPA to function as it was
intended. Mr. Steele indicated his organization is

opposed to SB266, although it would correct the voting

flaw in the present dual majority 60-day rule and provide
civil penalties, it neglects other necessary changes.

SB266 would not recognize the higher standards of Nevada

or California agencies--it would not improve the language

of the findings and declarations, policies nor the financing
provisions, nor would it give TRPA the authority to

review public works project proposals. On the "Grandfather"
clause issue, the approach in SB266 and SB26J would make

the situation worse than it is now. It would be better

to leave in the "Grandfather" clause rather . than follow

the red line approach. The importance of gaming to

Nevada is recognized, but feelscasinos and highrise hotels
should not be at the Lake. §SB267 contains the worse
features of SB266 and practically none of its good

features. In addition, it seems to mandate the construction
of additional highway expansion creating an increase 1in
automobile congestion. Mr. Scott respectively urged a

"do pass" to SB265 and a "do not pass" to SB266 and SB267.
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DOROTHY W. BOYD, South Lake Tahoe, read prepared statement,
entered in the record, attached as EXHIBIT "H".

TERRY A. TRUPP, ExecutiveDirector, Council for Logic, a bi-state
citizens coalition in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Mr. Trupp
said, "One of the reasons that the proposed bi-state
amendments are being brought before this committee is an
attempt to convince the committee that it has been
inaffective. To touch lightly on how inaffective it has
been, in its first act, it downzoned 34,000 acres of
private land into green belt. The remaining developable
parcels were reduced in excess of 50% of allowable
density in use....... The financial impact on El' Dorado
County just in the portion which resides within the Basin,
was the loss of fifteen million dollars a year in tax
revenue...... The CTRPA reduced it again last year in
the same area by another 12.5 million dollars in revenue.
We could support at least in part SB267. The other two
bills shift again the power to out-of-Basin political
appointees who are not responsive. There is still no
mechanism in any one of these bills providing for compensation
for damage to individuals, and that probably is the key
thing which infringes upon the sovereignty of this state.”
Mr. Trupp related a court case which took place, the
State of New York vs New York-New Jersey Port Authority
which was tried in Supreme Court. Those states did not
preserve their sovereignty and at a point in time the
State of New York came before the Port Authority and
said you are violating the laws of our state. Litigation
was pursued and the Supreme Court decisions were very
basic and simple. "In -asmuchas: the State of New York
failed to preserve its sovereignty, the laws of that
state no longer apply to the compacted area and that
compacted area became a sovereign.” Mr. Trupp contintied
by saying, "We have heard much discussion today in regard
to the rights of the states and the rights of outside
of the Basin, the potential visitors, etc., but I have
heard nothing about the rights of the people inside who
have over the period of the last four or five years been
deprived of their property, their liberty, their elected
form of government and literally now are béing challenged
by the State of California as to their right to travel
through the area in which they live. We sit here now
discussing red lining a casino area,----and at the same
time in the halls of the California Legislature, they are
preparing to put a bill out which creates a transportation
authority which has intent to stop people coming into
the Tahoe Basin, charge them a user fee for coming in,
or force them to ride a bus. They intend to limit the
number of people coming in... As to what TRPA was supposed
to be and what is being discussed today, there is a very
wide spread. Both the governors who signed this into law
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have now publicly stated that they regretted doing so
based on the monster they created. When it was originally
established, its function was to be advisory. Now we
have a dictatorial body of bureaucrats who literaly
claim jurisdiction over the air we breathe, the water
we drink, the land we live on, and the roads on which we
travel....which has been assumed by them, not enacted by
you. There was never any provision for the TRPA to
intrude on the gaming portion in the Tahoe Basin and yet
they continue to do so. The CTRPA has been established
for one purpose....to be used as a stick to hold over
your head to beat you into compliance with the mandates
of those in the California Legislature....If Nevada intends
to remain sovereign, I think now is the time for them to
talk about . ....... If the regulations and rules become-
law and the Supreme Court decision regarding the New York/
New Jersey Port Authority were used as precedent, then
where do the people who live within the confines of that
Basin turn, because you will have taken away their state
constitution, their state rights and you will have left
them under the jurisdiction of a foreign body over which
they have no right to even recall, referendum or anything
else. These are severe problems. Socially and economically
: I would like you to consider something as well. All the
. money that has been spent at Lake Tahoe has been spoken
to. A hundred million dollars in acquisition by the
U. S. Government..... The first act of downzoning by TRPA
deprived local residents of a billion, two-hundred
million dollars worth of property..... I admit there is a
problem in establishing any kind of development that brings
people, but does it bring people or does it simply
accommodate their desire for recreation. It'sbad to build
8,000 new jobs. Unfortunately we have greater than 8,000
unemployed. Yet we are not doing anything to accommodate
their needs. The agency has functioned for quite sometime
and over that period of time they have paid a lot of lip
service and spent a lot of money talking about the environ-
ment. I would like to have any one of their members
stand up here and tell me what they have done for people.
What is being created at Tahoe is a playground for the
wealthy. At some point in time, thereis going to have to
be a decision made by you and I hope it will be to
preserve the sovereignty of your state to establish for
your constituents who are a part of your state within
the Tahoe Basin, the right to elected form of government
and also at the same time establish some kind of mechanism
which allows for compensation. For although it may be
expensive to the State of Nevada or to the Federal
Government to buy land, it is absolutely devastating to
the widows and people of little or no economic support who
have retired who have now lost everything while people

91BUSS

JAD ~ 153


dmayabb
Senate


Environment, Public Resources and Agriculture
. Minutes of Meeting, March 14, 1977
Page Sixteen

manipulate and discuss the rights of states and the rights
of Fed=aral Governments without any care or consideration
at all about those who are forced to comply with the
regulations and pick upthe check. We can support SB267.
We would compel you to mandate that California for any
further additions to the bi-state agency that the

CTRPA be done away with immediately. There should also
be adequate provision made within your bill to secure for
the residents of your state some guarantee for California
to create and continue access to the Tahoe Basin......
What is the cause of concern in California about gaming?

Gaming is mentioned on one ground in California...it is
immoral..... " Mr. Trupp's presentation was followed by
applause.

DENNIS SMALL, Vice President, Harvey's Resort Hotel and Harvey's
Inn, stated that group supports the Douglas County
position laid . down by Garry Stone. They support SB267
and the concept of a red line. They oppose any change in
the dual majority 60-day rule. Mr. Small related a
personal experience to demonstrate why Harvey's opposes
a change in the dual majority 60-day rule. He said he
represented Harvey's in an appearance before the governing

: board of the TRPA with a casino project requesting
’ approval. Harvey's Inn was approved in 1972 and did

receive a dual majority vote from each state. However when
in 1973, Mr. Small went before the TRPA with a master
plan for the Harvey's Resort Hotel property, the vote was
four to one in favor in Nevada, and two to three against
in California-~~-six yes and four no. That was not a dual
majority so the 60-day rule went into affect and approval
was gotten for Harvey's Master Plan. This is the most
pertinent thing you will hear in favor of leaving the
60-day rule as it is. Without that, Nevada has lost- 1its
sovereignty.

Senator Dodge queried what were the grounds of the dissenting
votes, and Mr. Small said it wasn't really that simple
since it is pretty easy on a large complex project to
find various questionable things that will either allow

a postponement or whether it is violable. Mr. Small said
he understood the red line area as now proposed, in reply
to Senator Neal, could not be gone beyond with any kind
of variance. Mr. Small said he would be apprehensive
about giving up TRPA. He said Harvey's has been in
support of the TRPA concept from the beginning and they
support the red line concept because they think this is a
big step toward compromise. They support SB267. Mr.
Small said local government should be given a freer rein,
stating the TRPA and CTRPA are holding up the local
governments. Senator Echols offered his concern over
added employees in the Basin to service the people coming
into the Basin---their housing, transportatiognagﬁy.
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BILL EADINGTON, economist, Reno, read a prepared statement, enterd
in the record and attached as EXHIBIT "I". Mr. Eadington
said an important point on this discussion is that most
of the problems being observed at Lake Tahoe about the
regulatory agencies and environmental difficulties can be
linked back to question of population growth. Lake Tahoe's
permanent resident population has grown from 9,000 in
1960 to 26,000 in 1970, and the current estimated level
is 40,000. The four approved projects at South Shore
will increase permanent residents by about 24,000. 1If,
in fact, there is a limit of how many people can recreate
or exist in the Basin at any one time, then by adding
permdnent resident population you are taking away from
all che alternative uses that you may later wish to choose
for the Basin. Therefore, I think it is important to
create an environment which allows at least a negotiation
of this kind of buy-out of casino rights.

BOB BARRY, co-owner of two of the seven existing licensed establish-
ments at the South Shore, directed his comments to Senator
Dodge's question, saying we certainly know the problems,
what are the solutions? In an attempt to resolve the
problems,we have three pieces of legislation: The Gualco
Bill, an attempt by California to state it hasn't worked
and for whatever reason it is going to work in the future,
it will be on California's terms; the Governor's Bill
states we do recognize the validity of the "Grandfather"
clause of the original compact, but it needs amendment
changing the dual majority rule to rejection as opposed to
approval; and Senator Sheerin's Bill with the red line
which provides for additional areas other than those
provided for by the Governor and provides for the preserva-
tion of dual majority. Mr. Barry said it is his position
as co-owner and operator of Barney's Club and South Tahoe
Nugget, that this board should give serious consideration
to first isolate the problem areas that each of these prop-
osed solutions will create. It is obvious, said Mr. Barry,
based upon testimony, the problems of the Gualco Bill
are such that this state cannot realistically live with
them because gaming in and of itself, even the structure
of gaming, are subject to the tightest control of any
business anywhere in the U. S. A Supreme Court decision
came down two weeks ago that stated in affect that if a
person is applying for a gaming license he isn't even
covered by the U. S. Constitution. Another Supreme Court
case said that any evidence is sufficient to deny a gaming
license to an individual, It is recognized that in the
original "Grandfather" clause there was an exclusion for
gaming licenses because gaming was and is a uniquely
unigue business. The Governor's Bill with a change in the
dual majority, still does not eliminate the most pervasive
problem before this committee which is, even if the red line
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were to go into effect and accepted by California, that
red line area still must comport under the Governor's
Bill to the rules and regulations of the TRPA., i.e.
height and land cover requirements. If the red line
goes into effect under the Governor's Bill and if TRPA
still controls those two key elements, then the structure
of dual majority becomes crucial because it does no good
to red line gaming on one hand if on the other hand
California, through a majority,can tell Nevada what to do
in the most highly regulated industry the world has. If
the Governor's version of dual majority went into effect,
the TRPA can give approval of building a casino (for
instance), but it can't be more than 40 feet high and can
only cover half of the ground. Thereby restricting
building. That is the problem with the Governor's
Bill in so far as application of dual majority goes to the
issue of red lining. Mr. Barry said that is why he,
Douglas County Commissioners and most of the other casino
owners at the Lake, support Senator Sheerin's Bill.
It is because 1) it recognizes that Nevada is trying to
solve a very severe, difficult complex problem; and 2) it
does provide that safeguard in the gaming industry so
that if a proposal is presented within that red line and
a majority of the Nevada people approve that particular
‘ project, then that project, absent an approval on the
other side, will be approved by default. This bill gives
up 11 casino sites, and California should be asked to
agree to a road system that we need so badly at the Lake,
and guarantees that the people of California will have
clear access to Nevada. I think that if we red line
without the preservation of the present dual majority,
we will break faith with everybody who supported the bill
when it was:-enacted, and the red lining with reverse dual
majority means nothing because it would still have to go
forward for variances, etc. Mr. Barry suggested the
consideration of the committee of Dick Scott's extremely
good point in that the reverse dual majority would give
Nevada more control over the admittedly uncontrolled
development of California than vice versa. A solution
would be that Senator Sheerin's Bill be amended which
simply deletes those areas defined in his bill as a part
of the compact at all. That is to say that red line
areas, the TRPA has absolutely no jurisdiction over
whatsoever and that the power to develope, to zone and
to construct and supervise those operations as exclusively
within the control of Nevada and the local political
subdivisions. Mr. Barry said he believes gaming is
sufficiently unique as representive . in Supreme Court
decisions, to be excluded from the compact altogether in
any way, to let Nevada control the gaming. That might
be a long range solution to this particular problem.
In testimony today, one point is very clear: That most of
eUIS
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the governing or the people who have anything to say about
anything in California is concerned, gaming is the objective.
In reply to Senator Echols, Mr. Barry said some plans

have been implemented already to accommodate employees.

He said a casino owner or a businessman will provide
employee housing if it is necessary to operate his

business.

GEORGE ABBOTT submitted a copy of " Summary of Tahoe Transportation

District Legislation,”" entered in the record and attached
as EXHIBIT "J".

RICHARD BLAKEY, representing Park Cattle Co., said in support of

Senator Sheerin's Bill, "If there is a good way to put

an end to any prospective gambling at the Lake, SB265

will do it. If there is a better way to get the Federal
Government into the act, I haven't read it." Mr. Blakey
said Senator Sheerin's Bill with the idea of a red line
district is the kind of compromise California should
accept as reasonable and as a confession that is signif-
icant to the point of view of people in and about the
Lake. The Park Cattle Co. is the one land owner that is
making a significant concession with respect to the value
of its land because presently it owns land on either side
of Highway 50 which extends up to Kingsbury. With respect
to SB267, Mr. Blakey proposed the so-called Area "Al"

on the Lake side of Highway 50 in Area "A", be extended up
to the 4-H Roadway because it is not good planning to
freeze the area of a prospective gaming establishment

10 years from now in the area as drawn on the map.
Limitation of importance is there should be only two
licensed gambling establishments on all of that property
which should accommodate the principle interest of those
who would like to restrict gambling to less than it
presently is. In 1969 when the statute was adopted and
became the compact, it was perfectly clear to the
Legislature and others that Nevada intended to keep
California from having any significant control of the
gaming industry and the provision was rather delicately
written, and later turned out to be ineffectively written,
but the provision had that plain purpose which was known
also to the Legislature of California. Senator Dodge

has pointed out there is something slightly immoral about
departing from a pretty clear representation. There

are some people in California and Nevada who would put

an end to gambling altogether. That was not the intention
of the Legislature in 1969 which was known to everyone.
Mr. Blakey said the red line should be adopted. It

should be a reservation of the Nevada sovereignty. It
should be made perfectly clear that the Legislature

here intends that those areas red lined are intended to
be free of control of any members of the TRPA of California.
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The idea that it be excised is one that will put an end
not only to the controversy -~ between the two states,

but even more importantly it will prevent those who
delight in bringing lawsuits. If the language is clear
enough it will afford a basis for a summary judgment
when surely someone from the League to Save Lake Tahoe or
from the Sierra Club or both will commence an action only

to appeal if they 1lose. It seems the legislature has an
obligation when it means something to say it so perfectly
clear that it cannot be misunderstood. Mr. Blakley

said appropriate language should be drafted to eliminate
successive lawsuits in those red line areas. With regard
to transportation, Mr. Blakey said the transportation
authority should be vested in one body in whom there is
confidence. A plan which should be defined and Nevada
and California should be committed to support and to

fund it. Mr. Blakey volunteered to write some language
which he thinks would spell out clearly the intent of the
Nevada Legislature. Chairman Sheerin accepted the offer.

HENRY J. MARTIN, resident of Lake Tahoe, in talking, reminded the
committee that the agency that is the subject of these
hearings was to have been a planning agency. He read

/ a recent decision from a district court, "It is clear from

‘ the foregoing provisions of the compact and NRS 278.025
that the legislature has delegated extensive powers to
the TRPA governing board, including the power to adopt
ordinances such as the land use ordinance involved in
this case. These same provisions subordinate the ordinances
of the respective counties involved to those adopted by
TRPA." The local control concept of the Democratic
system or the Republican system is no longer prevailing
in’ the Tahoe Basin, Mr. Martin said. TRPA was also
given power to enforce and ensure compliance for the
ordinances and regulations enacted by it. In the taking
of property and downgrading and downzoning that is being
done by the agency, they propound to be legal now as
they are doing it with the benefits of the police
power. Mr. Martin read a document which explains police
power which is defined simply as the power to govern and
is without any reservation in the Constitution of the U. S.,
Nevada, and California. Mr. Martin continued, saying
the power exercised by enactment of laws can destroy -
private property for the public good without just
compensation, or even abolish the inaliable rights of
private citizens for the public good. This awesome
power must remain in the hands of the elected representatives
of the people. The TRPA is not respresentative of the
people, it is an entirely appointed, not-elected body---a
sort of a satellite government disconnected from the
states of Nevada and California and from the U. S. Mr.
Martin said it in itself is not sovereign nor is it

constitutionally official. The bi-state compacsnggﬁlares
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it to be a separate legal entity. As an alternative,

Mr. Martin would like to see local government and the
counties given the opportunity to function as our form

of government is designed to let them function. Mr.

Martin read a Resolution passed in August, 1976, by

the National Convention of The American Legion, Seattle,
Wash. Entered as part  of the record, attached EXHIBIT "K".
Also entered as a part of the record, a Resolution by

the Lake Tahoe Jaycees, attached as EXHIBIT "K1".

MILTON MANOUKIAN, attorney representing Harrah's and other private
property owners, related to the committee how he recalls
having met with Governor Laxalt and other people just
before a special session of Lesislature convened at which
time the TRPA Compact was adopted by Nevada Legislature.
The substance of the testimony heard here today bears
no resemblance to the intent of that conversation or
compact as it was passed at that time. The matter of
red lining of gaming was adequately covered in the initial
legislation and is being asked to be covered here again.

A compromise was made at that time with California that
the gaming areas located at the shores af the Lake were
clearly defined and reserved for gaming. Mr. Manoukina
reiterated testimony by Mr. Blakey and Mr. Barry, saying
‘ all that is necessary is to add some language removing any
question with regard to good faith of Nevada Legislature
in attempting to cooperate with the California Legislature
in adopting some palatable amendments to the TRPA
Compact: _SB267, line 42, page 13, "gaming shall be
permitted as a conforming use and a gaming use shall be
permitted to expand within the areas without review of
such expansion by the agencies subject only to applicable
state law, and shall not in any respect be subject to
the jurisdiction of the agency."” Mr. Manoukian said
he would be supportive of strengthening that language of
SB267 with regard to the definition of the areas which are
going to be red lined in regard to gaming. It is
certainly a good and strong step toward a compromise which
should be palatable to California.

In referring to the 34,000 acres of land which have been
downzoned, there have been Supreme Court cases decided in
California which are called the "blight." We have 34,000
acres of "blighted" land in Lake Tahoe Basin because
various members of the TRPA staff and governing body

have traveled to Washington in efforts to solicit funds
to acquire those properties in the name of Forest Service
and other governmental agencies. The invidious feature
in all this is that they have "blighted" the title and
value of that property to the extent that it has been
rendered totally valueless and unmerchantable on the public
market. The net effect is that they have done this by
ascribing their stated purpose in acquiring th&&%9§ands
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LEE KOSSO,

TOM JACOB,

and taking them out of private ownership for purposes of
green belting. Mr. Manoukian said he did not quarrel

with that if that is in fact the purpose and the thrust

of this policy on the part of the agency, but they are not
given the power of eminent domain. So until some amendment
is provided for, circumscribing and limiting the powers

of the TRPA to downgrade by that avenue and in so doing
"blight" the title to that property, there will be some
massive and tragic financial losses.

Senator Dodge asked if a red line area is defined to
limit gaming expansion, then will the rest of the
commercial zone that existed at the Lake be used for
other commercial purposes. Mr. Manoukian replied that
if you don't define the red zone and take it clearly out
of the jurisdiction of the TRPA, then there will be a
requirement to meet all sorts of conditions which really
put that project out of reach. They say the area will
be "Grandfathered" in, but that dosen't mean anything if
you otherwise have to satisfy a lot other requirements.
The commercial zones are left unaffected by this red line
stand on whatever other amendments you choose to make
occur in this proposed amendment to the compact.

Chairman Sheerin said the land is presently zoned general
commercial and it would continue to be zoned that way and
have those general commercial uses available to it ‘
irrespective to what any of these bills say.

Reno, representing the Nevada League of Women Voters,
read prepared statement, entered in the record, and
attached as EXHIBIT "L".

with staff of TRPA, read a Resolution of the TRPA, entered
in the record and attached, EXHIBIT "M". Mr. Jacob

took a stand to clarify a matter raised by Mr. Manoukian
regarding the agency's involvement in downzoning and
property acquisition and by reference inverse condemnation.
In the cases handed down to date and the initial case

on this matter which probably has the greatestimpact,

was handed down by Judge Thompson in which he indicated
that the agency did not have the power to condemn and

that should the agency's ordinances by deemed to be in-
valid as they apply to any particular property, the

remedy in that instance would be to set aside the ordinance
and return the zoning which was originally on the property.
In reply to Senator Neal, Mr. Jacob said during the first
two years of the agency's function, the primary task was
the acquisition of environmental knowledge in form of a
number of planning guides which attempted to bring

together professionals with expertise in various areas such
as water quality, air quality, soil and vegetation to
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translate their state of the art of understanding those
environmental areas into recommendations for planning
policies. It was from these recommendations that the
1971 general plan of the TRPA was developed and the most
principle feature of that is "the land capability
classification system," which was developed by the
Forest Service/Tahoe Basin planning team which aggregates
information on soil, hydrology, vegetation, geology,

and geomorphology into an assessment for the potential
for environmental damage that would result from activity
normally associated with development, such as clearing
of vegetation, grading of sites, etc.

KENNETH KJER, Douglas County Commissioner and Douglas County's
representative on TRPA, explained Douglas County's fears
of the red line concept and the affect it will have as
far as dual majority in Nevada. He cited improvement
districts that were created prior to TRPA that then
were downzoned by TRPA, reducing the amount of units
available in improvement districts ultimately causing
Round Hill General Improvement District to be delinquent
in the amount of three and one-half million dollars in
bonds. Kingsbury General Improvement District is deling-
uent $600,000 in bonds. This, said Mr. Kjer, is a direct

‘ result of downzoning or reducing units available through
the zoning of TRPA. Mr. Kjer said Douglas County feels
it could propose a plan to the TRPA that would bail out
these districts by allowing several units be built to
absorb the bonds. If the protection under dual majority
is not retained, Mr. Kjer said, it is possible California
could just not approve any additional units on Nevada
side. It will be detrimental to Nevada and Douglas
County if we do not retain some sort of sovereignty,

Mr. Kjer said. It is up to Nevada Legislature to take a
positive approach without giving up state rights for
cooperation. Senator Neal asked Mr. Kjer if he actually
ascribed to the purpose of the compact. Mr. Kjer said
Douglas County ascribes to planning to protect Lake
Tahoe, distinguishing between regional planning and
regional government. He said Douglas County favors
regional planning, but opposes regional government.

ROGER STEELE, chairman of the Nevada North Shore Property Owners
Association, presented prepared statements, entered in
the record and attached, EXHIBIT "N" and EXHIBIT "N1".

JOHN JENNINGS, representing Ted Jennings, owner of hotel-casino
project, outlined two brief points in SB266 and SB267,
saying the legal description in Area "B" is not correct,
and according to the approval received from TRPA, the
entire property was approved for a hotel-casino. Mr.
Jennings requested the bills be amended to include the
proper legal descriptions which he will furnisgnigsthe

committee. /ﬂ - '?3
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CONNIE JOE PICKING, Kingsbury Highlands, Douglas County, pointed out
she is not in any way connected with gaming interests
at Lake Tahoe, that she and her family own a one-family
dwelling where they reside and one other 2/3 acre lot
for a single family dwelling. Speaking as a private
citizen about the TRPA controversy which continues year
after year, Mrs. Picking said all are aware the controversy
stems from the fact that through downzoning by TRPA
people are being denied the use of their land without
just compensation and due to a lack of understanding of
the motives of Douglas County Commissioners in opposing
TRPA. She said TRPA is doing its job the best way it
can, but that the Douglas County Commissioners have a
responsibility to their constituents and feel that in
order to do that job they need to ! maintain as much
control as possible. The residents of Douglas County
do not want the Lake ruined, said Mrs. Picking, but they
do want the rights of individual property owners preserved.
It is going to take some courageous action on the part
of some realistic legislators to break the empasse said
Mrs. Picking. - She opposed the Gualco Bill and supported
the concept of limiting gaming through the adoption of
the so-called red line. She said ideally a red line
bill would be produced through a jointeffort of a TRPA
governing board, Douglas County Commissioners and Washoe
County Commissioners, with public hearings on the matter
before recommendations. Mrs. Picking respectively
requested the committee to take the following steps to
save Lake Tahoe: Appropriate funds from the general fund
of Nevada in the sum of five million dollars to be used
to purchase the smaller parcels of land especially owned
by individuals which would guarantee no further development,
and put the property once acquired under the State Parks
and Recreation Dept. The TRPA has no acquisition powers,
so the property has not been preempted by the agency.

HAROLD DAYTON, Douglas County Commissioner and former member of
TRPA governing board, read preprared speech, entered

in the record and attached, EXHIBIT "O". A prepared
overview on TRPA, entered in the record and attached
EXHIBIT "Ol". (Applause) .

NAT SINCLAIR, Lake Tahoe resident, urged adoption of SB267 with
dual majority control, saying Nevada must retain its
sovereignty. Mr. Sinclair said he believes things
that have happened at Lake Tahoe were primarily inspired
so that California could eliminate gaming in Nevada.
He said the CTRPA definitely states the TRPA is a
planning agency, and in the first paragraph it specifically
states there should be a compatibility between the
environment and the economy. CTRPA was supposed to be
subordinated to TRPA and its sole purpose was a transport-
ation plan, yet it has become involved in every one of
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the factors at Lake Tahoe. He said California is talking
about installing 40 acres of parking lots with a user
tax. Mr. Sinclair said the final trust is California is
trying to get Nevada out of the gaming business. He
stated there is sufficient housing at Lake Tahoe.

Last year the City of South Lake Tahoe issued 1,250
building permits in the city for a total building cost

of fifty million dollars. These are small people building
homes who are afraid they won't be able to build. 1In
conclusion, Mr. Sinclair said if Lake Tahoe is to be
saved for the masses, then let the Federal Government
handle their fair share of the problems at Lake Tahoe.

CURTIS PATRICK, member of the Commission of the Lake Tahoe Fire
Protection and a member of the property owners association
at Glenbrook, discussed two issues. He said in supporting
SB267, the hope is this will make meaningful changes
in the compact and also that there is a very grave fire
danger and catastrophe damger problem previously mentioned
pursuant to the by~pass road. There are tremendous
traffic tie-ups from the fire department headquarters
at Elk Point Road and because of that and because the
traffic backs all the way up from the casinos and
Kingsbury Grade to Round Hill, the fire apparatus has to

‘ drive on the opposite side of the street facing oncoming
traffic. He respectfully asked that this alleviating
factor be considered.

GEORGE FINN, representing the League to Save Lake Tahoe from the
League to Save Lake Tahoe, said the subject of the
hearing seems to be that we are going to "cut off the
good leg and hope the bad leg will get well, but we are
still going to be crippled badly if we pass some of this
legislation. Mr. Finn presented the "great garbage
can election" of 1976, displaying a 30-gallon garbage can
painted red, white and blue which was the ballot box.
Citizens of Douglas County conducted their own election
concerning TRPA, as to the desire of Douglas County
residents to retain that agency. Final outcome of the
election was: No - 1078; Yes - 119; undecided - 13.
"Question - Referendum," entered into record, attached,
EXHIBIT "P".

"TRPA Referendum Ballot," entered into record, attached,

EXHIBIT P1".

"Legal Opinion on Referendum Right in Nevada," entered

into record, attached, EXHIBIT "P2".

Mr. Finn said approximately 90% of the people of Douglas
‘ County voted against TRPA. Mr. Finn proposed control by

local government and proposed to limit Nevada and California
to elected - representatives who pass the laws. He said
there is no way a bi-state agency can be elected. 1In
putting the compact into effect the lawmakers failed to

91BUSS
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recognize there were limitations to the structure of it.
Neither can there be under the Constitutions of California
and Nevada and U. S., a non-elected body passing laws.

Mr. Finn said it is necessary to go back 200 years and
forget about changing the form of goverment to non-
elected people passing laws governing the use of all the
land, air, water, both public and private at Lake Tahoe.
There is a statute that reads, "If a majority of the
registered voters voting on a referred ordinance vote
against it, it shall be considered appealed upon
certification of the election results." Resolution
exhibited, entered into the record, attached EXHIBIT "P3".
Mr. Finn:proposed -that attention be paid to the people

in Douglas County and return to local control. The bill
proposed here is detrimental to Douglas County. Mr. Finn
said why not destroy the casinos at Lake Tahoe? They

pay 2/3 of the taxes. They support the schools and build
roads and they are the most important part of Douglas
County's business,; and you people can't, under the
Constitution, regulate that by state law. When you set
up an agency called a separate legal entity unidentifiable
in law to pass legislation as supercedes those of our
elective representatives to control the use of all land,
air and water, both public and private, in the Tahoe
Basin you are effecting the citizens. Mr. Finn said

he has studied four years on the TRPA and in reply to
Senator Dodge, the casinos do not have to go to the

TRPA for approval. Under the compact as it presently
stands they have no control over the building of casinos,
even the formation of the building or the open space in
any respect whatsoever. Under the maximum of law, one
cannot do indirectly wnat one is prohibited from doing
directly. And in the compact it says, "TRPA shall have
no control over businesses licensed by the State of
Nevada." That is the way the compact is now. We don't
need SB267. If the casino area is eliminated from control
by California, then eliminate the commercial from control
by California. And if that is done with the casinos and
commercial, why not move into the residential section
also and take the control of California out of the whole
Basin as far as Nevada is concerned and go back to the
kind of government we had before TRPA came into existence.

About the loop road, Mr. Finn said unbeknownst to this
committee, there is a Douglas County sub area traffic
plan that was adopted by the County Commissioners

March 15, 1974, which is still in force which was the
basis upon which Jennings and Oliver. obtained permission
for their casinos. The hearings on that were held by
Nevada TRPA, and it passed that agency only because a sub
area traffic plan was presented to the agency and
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Douglas County Commissioners certified that the casinos
would not be allowed to open their doors until that road
was built, and they also certified that if no one else
would build it, then Douglas County would build it
themselves. And that road plan was not a by-pass.

It divided Highway 50 into one-way North and an
additional road South around the Sahara and Harvey
casinos and that road plan: was endorsed as a double-A
plan by the Nevada Highway Department, and it was said
that road would carry upwards to 100,000 to 150,000

cars a day.

Mr. Finn said don't be fooled into believing that the

U. S. Government is going to take over Lake Tahoe. It

has already been stated by the Secretary of Interior,

at least in the former administration, the government

had enough parks and land and problems in the Interior
without taking over Lake Tahoe. In conclusion, Mr.

Finn said there is no reason to believe Lake Tahoe is

ever going to be polluted in the air and the water. It
has a self-circulating system. It is 20 miles long and

12 miles wide and 1600 feet deep and that water circulates
by the minute and hour and there is no way to pollute

Lake Tahoe. The configuration of the Basin causes a
self-cleaning, air-conditioning system. Air currents

at Lake Tahoe will clean that Basin out at least every
three days. Lake Tahoe has a self-executing environmental
purification system.

JIM AUBREY, resident of Tahoe Basin, read a letter addressed to

all the lawmakers of Nevada stating: You have been
legislating laws against the will of the people of the
Tahoe Basin and asking the lawmakers to eliminate the TRPA.

The hearings were adjourned at 11:40 p.m.

APPROV

S

Respectfully submitted,

ST Y : TT—
S Slly /S

Committee Secretary

0

erin, Chairman
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STATEMENT BY DICK SCOTT ’ 14 MARCH 1977

3

WHEN THE. TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY WAS FORMED IN 1970,

I, LIKE MANY OTHER NEVADANS WITH A STRONG COMMITMENT TO N
LOCAL CONTROL, WAS APPREHENSIVE ABOUT WHAT HAD BEEN CREATED. .
IN MY TENUEE AS A COUNTY COMMISSIONER I HAVE HAD MANY OCCASIONE
IN WHICH I, FROM MY OFFICE IN RENO, WONDERED WHAT WAS GOING éN

UP THERE. THREE YEARS AGO I WAS DIRECTED BY MY FELLOW COMMISS-
IONERS TO GO UP TO LAKE TAHOE AND FIND OUT WHAT WAS GOING ON _-
WHEN THEY APPOINTED ME TO REPRESENT WASHOE COUNTY ON THE TRPAVV
GOVERNING BOARD. NOW, AFTER THREE YEARS OF INVOLVEMENT AT ‘
LAKE TAHOE MY RESERVATIONS ABOUT THE ROLE OF TRPA HAVE DISAPPEARED;
I NOW KNOW WHAT IS GOING ON AT TAHOE AND AM ABSOLUTELY CONVINCED

THAT THE TRPA AND ITS CONTROLS OVER LAND USE IN THE BASIN ARE

NECESSARY . .

UNFORTUNATELY, I AM JUST AS FIRMLY CONVINCED THAT THE POLITICS |
SURROUNDING LAKE TAHOE AT THE MOMENT'WILL DESTROY THE TRPA'

WITHIN A VERYVSHORT TIME UNLESS REASONABLE COMPROMISES ARE MADE

BY ALL PARTIES. THE CURRENT SITUATION MAINTAINS ONLY THE

BAREST PRETENSE OF BISTATE COOPERATION. THE FACT OF THE MATTER

IS THAT CALIFORNIA IS ATTEMPTING TO MAINTAIN COMPLETE INDEPENDENCE
OVER PLANNING FOR ITS HALF OF THE TAHOE BASIN, WHILE THE BISTATE
‘TRPA IS LEFT AS THE PLANNING AND REGULATORY AGENCY FOR ONLY THE
NEVADA SIDE OF THE BASIN. THE CALIFORNIA TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING .
AGENCY MAINTAINS A SEPARATE STAFF, CONDUCTING THE SAME PLANNING

J20-133
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A

ACTIVITIES AS THE BISTATE AGENCY, DEVELOPING THE SAME REGULATIdNS'
AS THE BISTATE AGENCY, WITH FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT FROM
CALIFORNIA THAT USED TO BE DEVOTED TO COOPERATIVE PLANNING THROUGH
THE TRPA. AS A RESULT, NEVADAN'S HAVE BEEN LEFT WITH VIRTUALLY
NO VOICE WHATEVER IN THE PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING FOR THE
CALIFORNIA SIDE OF THE BASIN, WHILE CALIFORNIA HAS RETAINED ITS
VOICE IN NEVADA AFFAIRS BECAUSE WE CONTINUED TO SUPPORT THE -
CONCEPT OF BISTATE PLANNING AND THE ROLE OF THE TRPA. '

AS A NEVADAN I VIEW THIS SITUATION AS A COMPLETE ABOMINATION.
IT MAKES A MOCKERY OF THE SPIRIT OF BISTATE COOPERATION, AND I.
FIND IT TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE. ‘

AS MUCH AS I OBJECT TO CALIFORNIA'S FAILURE TO SUPPORT THE
BISTATE AGENCY, HOWEVER, I MUST ALSO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE CDNCERNS o
WHICH HAVE PROMPTED THAT CALIFORNIA POSITION CAN BE RESOLVED. .
THE CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING TAHOE ISSUES CAN BE REMOVED. ‘CALIFORNIAi
HAS OFFERED TO US LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD CHANGE THE COMPACT. T
WHILE THAT LEGISLATION WOULD REQUIRE THE PLANS OF THE CTRPA TO

BE APPLIED TO NEVADA WITHOUT SO MUCH AS A PUBLIC HEARING, AND '
THEREFORE WOULD EFFECTIVELY PURPETUATE THE CURRENT SITUATION, IT
ALSO POINTS OUT THE AREAS OF CONCERN. CALIFORNIA OFFICIALS

HAVE EXPRESSED A WILLINGNESS TO COMPROMISE ON THIS LEGISLATION;
AND THEIR CONTINUED INVESTMENT OF SUPPORT FOR TAHOE PLANNING,
THOUGH MISPLACED, ;S EVIDENCE THAT THEY ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE

FUTURE OF LAKE TAHOE. I BELIEVE A COOPERATIVE BISTATE PROGRAM IS

/A0 - 34
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NECESSARY TO PRESERVE NEVADA'S INTERESTS IN THE TAHOE BASIN.
TO'RESTORE THAT WE MUST ASSUME GOOD FAITH ON THE PART OF THE
CALIFORNIA'LEGISLATURE AND RETURN TO THEM A COMPROMISE BILL
WHICH WILL ENABLE BOTH STATES TO ONCE AGAIN PLAN COOPERATIVELY.

THROUGH A SINGLE AGENCY.

THERE ARE.SEVERAL KEY ISSUES WHICH MUST BE RESOLVEﬂ. THEY- ARE:
REPRESENTATION ON THE GOVERNING BOARD; CTRPA; GAMING; AND THE
DUAL MAJORITY AND 60 DAY RULES. IN MY JUDGEMENT, THE ONLY .
LEGISLATION WHICH PRESERVES THE INTERESTS OF THE STATE OF NEVAbA.
AND THE LOCAL GCVERNMENTS OF THE LAKE TAHOE REGION, AND STILL. |
ADDRESSES THE MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN TO CALIFORNIA IS SBNATE‘f

BILL 266.
‘—__——____.—-—’
_—_\_/

IN TERMS OF PUBLIC CONTROVERSY, GAMING SEEMS TO BE THE MOST
IMPORTANT OF THESE ISSUES. AS A NEVADAN, AND A COUNTY COMMISSIONER,
I CANNOT SUPPORT ANY PROVISIONS WHICH WOULD REMOVE EXCLUSIVE

NEVADA CONTROL OF GAMING. AT THE SAME TIME, I BELIEVE THAT THE
PRESENT - COMPACT LANGUAGE GRANDFATHERING IN ALL GAMING SITES
ACCORDING TO 1968 ZONING MUST BE CHANGED. WE HAVE LEARNED A

LOT ABOUT THE TAHOE BASIN SINCE THE 1960'S. ONE OF THE THINGS -

WE HAVE LEARNED IS THAT THE AMOUNT OF DEVELOPMENT PROJECTED BY
ZONING AT THAT TIME WAS FAR TOO GREAT FOR THE TAHOE BASIN TO
HANDLE. NEVADA RECOGNIZED THAT AND CALLED FOR THE CREATION OF

THE TRPA TO DEAL WITH THAT SITUATION. THE TRPA HAS DONE ITS JOB

/D a5
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IN CONTROLLING NON-GAMING LAND USE. UNFORTUNATELY, NEVADA

HAS NOT AS YET RECOGNIZED THAT POTENTIAL GAMING DEVELOPMENT "
WAS ALSO FAR BEYONG THE BASIN'S LIMITS. THAT POTENTIAL FOR
GAMING DEVELOPMENT MUST BE REDUCED TO A MORE REALISTIC LEVEL.
S. B. 266 DOES JUST THAT, AND IT DOES SO BY NEVADA ACTION,
LEAVING ALL FUTURE DECISIONS ON GAMING TO BE REGULATED JUST

AS THEY ARE EVERYWHERE ELSE IN NEVADA. WHILE I HAVE GREAT-:

RESPECT FOR SENATOR SHEERIN AND HIS PROPOSED LEGISLATION, I

BELIEVE IT WQULD ALLOW MORE GAMING DEVELOPMENT THAN THE TAHOE
BASIN

THE DUAL MAJORITY AND 60 DAY RULES ARE RELATED TO THE GAMING

QUESTION, SINCE THEY WERE A FACTOR IN THE GAMING.APPLICATIONS"‘
WHICH PROMPTED MUCH OF THE PUBLIC CONTROVERSY. I BELIEVE THE .
DUAL MAJORITY MUST BE MAINTAINED. IT PRESERVES THE SOVEREIGNTY
OF BOTH STATES AND PROVIDES STABILITY TO THE PLANNING PROCESS, -
SINCE BOTH STATES MUST BE IN FAVOR OF ANY POLICY CHANGE IF IT
IS TO BE ADOPTED. BUT, I BELIEVE IT IS IN THE LONG TERM INTERESTS
OF THE STATE OF NEVADA AND THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ON THE NEVADA-'
SIDE OF THE TAHOE BASIN TO REVERSE THE 60 DAY RULE. WHILE
CALIFORNIA HAS VOICED NEED FOR THE REVERSAL OF THE 60 DAY RULE -
TO PREVENT NEVADA FROM APPROVING PROJECTS WHICH CALIFORNIA DOES
NOT FAVOR, MY CONCERN IS PRECISELY THE OPPOSITE. OVER THE PAST
THREE YEARS, 79% OF ALL THE BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED IN THE TAHOE
BASIN HAVE BEEN CALIFORNIA PROJECTS, WITH THE HIGHEST TOTAL HAVING
BEEN ISSUED JUST LAST YEAR. IN 1975, WHEN THE SEWAGE TREATMENT



PAGE FIVE | | -

SYSTEM OF THE NORTH TAHOE AREA WAS AT ITS CAPACITY, AND HAD
ACTUALLY OVERFLOWED INTO THE TRUCKEE RIVER, THREE MAJOR "
CALIFORNIA PROJECTS TOTALLING 240 UNITS WERE ALLOWED TO PROCEEb;
WHEN THE CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S APPOINTEE LED A CALIFORNIA VOTE.. .
OF APPROVAL OVER THE VIGOROUS OBJECTIONS OF NEVADA REPRESENTATIVES,
FORCING A DUAL MAJORITY SPLIT AND APPLICATION OF THE 60ADAYVkULEf h
WITH SEVERE LIMITATIONS ON SEWAGE CAPACITY EVEN IN'THE NEW. SYSTEM -
CURRENTLY BEING CONSTRUCTED FOR THE NORTH SHORE, AND WITH DEG- *
}RADATION OF AIR QUALITY AND OUR CURRENT LOW WATER SUPPLY CONDITION_ .
I WANT NEVADA TO HAVE VETO POWER OVER CALIFORNIA DEVELOPMENT.
BECAUSE OF ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR NEVADAN'S DOWNSTREAM AND UPWIND'
FROM THE INTENSELY DEVELOPED CALIFORNIA SIDE OF THE TAHOE BAS}N,
I BELIEVE THAT THIS IS -FAR MORE SIGNIFICANT THAN THE CONCERNS

OVER THE ROLE OF CALIFORNIA IN NEVADA PROJECTS. . e

AS A LOCAL GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE TRPA I CANNOT ENDORSE )
ANY CHANGE IN THE MAKE-UP OF THE TRPA GOVERNING BOARD. THE CONCERN
OF THOSE SEEKING AN EXPANSION OF STATE REPRESENTATION ON THE BOARD
SEEMS TO BE CENTERED AROUND THE POTENTIAL FOR A COALITION OF

LOCAL REPRESENTATIVES TO FORCE APPROVAL OF A PROJECT THROUGH THE
60 DAY RULE. THE FACT OF THE MATTER IS THAT OUT OF 11 PROJECTS
ALLOWED TO PROCEED BECAUSE OF THE 60 DAY RULE, ONLY THREE WERE
SITUATIONS IN WHICH THE THREE LOCAL REPRESENTATIVES VOTED IN
OPPOSITION TO THEIR STATE COUNTERPARTS. . ALL THREE OF THOSE WERE
CAMING FACILITY APPLICATIONS WHICH WOULD NO LONGER BE AT ISSUE
UNDER THE TERMS OF S. B. 266, AND THE 60 DAY RULE ITSELF WOULD NO
LONGER APPLY IN THAT FASHION.
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BEYOND THAT CONCERN, HOWEVER, I BELIEVE THERE IS A DEFINITE -
NEED TO MAINTAIN THE CURRENT ORGANIZATION. THE REASON IS THAT.;

THE COMPACT SPECIFICALLY PLACES A MAJOR BURDEN FOR IMPLEMENTATICN

OF TRPA POLICY 6N THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS OF THE REGION. THE.. '
ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN HELPING TO DETERMINE THAT POLICY-:

IS AN IMPORTANT FACTOR IN ACHIEVING THIS END. THE CTRPA IS AN
EXAMPLE OF THE DANGER OF CHANGING THE BALANCE. WITH THE SHIFT

IN BALANCE AWAY FROM A MAJORITY OF LOCAL REPRESENTATIVES, THE\.
CTRPA HAS SPAWNED AN ATMOSPHERE IN WHICH THERE IS VIRTUALLY NO',--:
COOPERATION FROM THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION'QF.
CTRPA POLICIES. THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE REPRESEN- . .
TATIVES AND SHOULD RETAIN THEIR CURRENT VOICE IN POLICY PORMUiATION.
THE ENDORSEMENT OF THE 1971 TRPA GENERAL PLAN WITH ITS 63% REDUCT%ON
IN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IS EVIDENCE OF RESPONSIBLE ACTIONS BX.fHE o
LOCAL MAJORITY ON THE TRPA GOVERNING BOARD. THE DANGER OF COMPLE-‘
TELY ALIENATING LOCALS FROM THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS MORE THAN .
OUTWEIGHS ANY CONCERNS TO THE CONTRARY. ‘

ON THE FINAL ITEM, THE CTRPA, T AM ADAMANT THAT CALIFORNIA MUST
COMPROMISE ON THIS POINT AND DISBAND THAT ORGANIZATION~ALTOGETHER
IF WE ARE TO PROCEED WITH COOPERATIVE PLANNING AT.LAKE TAHOE. ANY
PROVISION WHICH WOULD MANDATE IMPOSITION OF CTRPA POLICIES UPON

THE TRPA IS EQUALLY UNACCEPTABLE.
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PAGE SEVEN

IN SUMMARY, I BELIEVE YOU HAVE BEFORE YOU IN SENATE BILL 266 .
THE LEGISLATION NECESSARY TO RESTORE SOME SEMBLANCE OF SANITY .
TO THE PLA&NING AND DECISION MAKING PROCESS AT LAKE TAHOE.

i STRONGLY URGE YOU TO PASS IT, SO WE CAN INITIATE A SPIRIfi
OF COMPROMISE AND GET BACK ON THE ROAD TO THE GOAL OF PRESERViNG )

NEVADA'S INTEREST IN THAT BASIN. ’ ' o
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S.B. 266; Last Sentence of Article VIi(a)

"In the areas described, gaming shall be permitted as a conforming use ) ‘ ‘ .
and a gaming use shall be permitted to be established or to be expanded within A_ '
said areas withox\lt re\f;iew by the agency, provided that any such gamiﬁg. use
hereafter established or expanded does not violate any plan, ordinance, rule,

‘ {
or regulation of the agency."
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S.B. 266; Last Sentence of Article VI(a)

"In the areas described, gaming shall be permitted as a conforming use - * "
and a gaming use shall be permitted to be established or to be expanded within )
said areas without review by the agency, provided that any such gamin‘gv use o

hereafter established or expanded does not violate any plan, ordinance, rule,

or regulation of the agency."
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WHEREAS, WE, AS THE ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CITIZE

MM o w and
7

O¥ DOUGLAS COUNTY ARE AS INTERESTED IN THE PRESERVATION OF THE
QUALITY OF THE WATERS OF LAKE TAHOE AND THE SURROUNDING ENVIRO.
OF LAKE TAHOE AS ANY GROUP OR INDIVIDﬂAL IS. AND,

. WHEREAS, WE HAVE CONSISTENTLY ACTED IN GOOD FAITH TO FOST:
AND PRESERVE THOSE QUALITIES WE FEEL SO IMPORTANT TO THE TAHOE
BASIN AND FULLY REALIZE THAT THE EXQUISITE BEAUTY OF mm
TREASURE IS THE REASON WHY WE ARE HERE, AND

WHEREAS, WE FEEL THAT THE ORIGINAL INTENT OF THE COMPACT
HAS BEEN STRANGLED BY BLATANT OBSTRUCTION BY CERTAIN .GOVERNMENS
AGENCIES OF THE STATE OF CALIFOURNIA - NAMELY THE CTRPA - THAT
ARE DETERMINED TO DESTROY THE PRINCIPAL INDUSTRY IN THE BASIN.

AND, WHEREAS, WE STAND IN TOTAL OFPOSITION TO THE BLATANT
ATTEMPT TO bESfROY GAMING IN THE TAHOE BASIXN, DEPLOﬁE THE ATTENM
TO DESTROY THE SOVEREIGNITY OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND INDEED THE
SOVEREIGNITY OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, BUT DO WHOLEHEARTEDLY
SUPPORT SENSIBLE CONTROLS THAT BLEND THE LAUDABLﬁ PURPOSES OF
PRESERVATION OF THE BASIN WITH THE LEGITIMATE AND.CONSTITUTIONA
RIGHTS OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE BASIN TOWARD THE END OF
SOLVING THE PROBLEMS THAT EXIST WITHOUT THE EL{MINATION OF AN

INDUSTRY THAT IS OUR LIFE BLOOD.

ANOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, THIS COUNTY CANNOT SUPPORT .

MUST ACTIVELY OPPOSE THE GUALCO BILL AND, WITH ALL DUE RESPECT,
THE GOVERNCR'S BILL. WE FIND NOTHING WHATSOEVER TQO COMMEND THE
GUALCO BILL BECAUSE WE SEE IT AS AN UNVARNISHED ATTEMPT ON THE !
OF CALIFORNIA TO RE;WRITE THE COMPACT ON TERMS THAT GIVE TO
CALIFORNIA LIFE—AND;DEATH CONTROL OVER THIS STATE'S LEGITIMATE
INTERESTS IN THE TAHOE BASIN. UNFORTUNATELY, BOTH THE GUALCO
BILL AND THE GOVERNOR'S BILL WOULD, IN OUR OPINION, LEAD TO
THAT INEVITAPLE RESULT BY STRIKING OUT THE BASIC AGREEMENT OF

THE COMPACT: DPRESERVATION OF EACH STATE'S SOVEREIGNITY BY THE

DUAL MAJORITY AND THE 50-DAY RULE. THOSE PROVISIONS ARE THE

—_— T AT

HEART OF THE GOOD~FAITH RESPECT OF STATE FOR STATE, AND WE URGE
THEIR RETENTION.
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.LEGISLATURE, HOWEVER TO AMEND ARTICLE VI TO PROVIDE THAT THOSE

| A YT e~ pmes — avoms

AS SENATCR PAUL LAXALT STATED TO A JCINT SESSION OF THIS
LEGISLATURE JUST A COUPLD OF WEEKS AGO: "WE INSISTED AT THAT TIM$
IN ORDER TO INSURE OUR SOVEREIGNITY THAT WE HAVE A DUAL MAJORITY
RULE...WE INSISTED UPON IT AS A MATTER OF NEVADA POLITICAL
SURVIVAL...I WOULD HOPE IN YOUR DELIBERATIONS HERE THAT YOU
NOT SACRIFICE THAT CONCEPT."

TEUS, WE REPEAT OQUR OFPPOSITION TO ANY FOPM OF LEGISLATION

THAT DEPRIVES OQOUR STATE AND THE STATE OF CLAIFORNIA OF EQUAL SOVEREI

PROTECTIONS.

WE DO FIND MERIT IN THE GOVERNOR'S BILL IN THE GAMING EXCLUSZ
CONCEPT. HCWEVER, WE FIND IT BEST EXPRESSED AND EACH STATE'S
SOQVEREIGNITY BEST PROTECTED IN SENATOR SHEERIN'S BILL---WHICH

I WOULD NOW LIKE TO DISCUSS.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THATlTHE DOULGAS COQUNTY
COMMISSIONERS INDICATE THEIR SUPPORT FOR SENATE BILL 267 WITH
CERTAIN MODIFICATIONS AND OPPOSITIONS TO SENATE BILLS 265 and
266. THE CCMMISSIONERS SUPPORT THE CONCEPT OF THE LIMITATION
OF GAMING IN THE TAHOE BASIN AS COMPATIBLE WITH THE PRESERVATION
OF LAKE TAHOE. THIS CONCEPT IS EMBODIED IN SENATE BILL 267 UNDER
ARTICLE VI AND DESIGNATED AS AREAS A, A-1, A~2 (EXTENDED NORTHERLY|

TO THE 4-H ROAD, B, B-1, C-1, C-2 and D. WE WOULD URGE THE

AREAS SO DESIGNATED BE REMOVED FROM THE JURISDICTION OF THE
TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY AND BE SUBJECT TO THE CONTROL OF
THE STATE OF NEVADA AND THE NEVADA COUNTIES SITUATED IN THE BASIN.

THFE CCM{ISSIONERS WOULD FURTHER URGE THAT SB 267, ARTICLE VI
BSE AMENDED T0Q PROVIDE THAT THE 3 YEAR TIME LIMIT FOR CONSTRUCTION
BE TOLLED DURING ANY PERIODS IN WHICH THE PROJECT IS STOPPED

THROUGH LEGAL ACTION.

FURTHEZ, THE COMMISSICNERS WOULD URGE THAT SB 267 BE AMENDED
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TO PROVIDE THAT THE BILL WOULD FROVIDE THAT IS A LEGAL AND

BINDING OBLIGATION ON THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA TO

FUND AND CONSTRUCT THE LOOP AND THE BY-PASS ROADS.

FINALLY, THE COMMISSIONERS WOULD URGE AN AMENDMENT OF SB 267

TO PROVIDE UNDER ARTICLE III THAT THE RESIDENTS OF THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA BE RESIDENTS OF THE TAHQE BASIN.

WITH THE ABOVE MODIFICATIONS, THE DOULGAS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

BELIEVE THAT THE ADOPTION OF SB 267 WOULD STRENGTHEN THE ORIGINAL

CONCEPT OF THE TRPA WHICH WAS AND SHOULD BE TO PRESERVE AND
NATVRAC. )

ENHANCE THE Na&asWal BEAUTY OF THE TAHOE BASIN AND MAINTAIN

THAT BEAUTY FOR GENERATIONS TO COME AND YET RECOGNIZING THE

NEED FOR PRESERVING THE INTEGRITY OF OUR LOCAL GOVERNING BODIES.

IN CONCLUSION, LET ME RESPECTFULLY REMIND EACH OF THE
COMMITTZE MEMBERS THAT WHILE THESE BILLS MAY APPEAR SUPERFICIALLY
TO ONLY INVOLVE AN ISOLATED LOCAL MATTER, YOUR DELIBERATIONS
SHOULD XEEP A CONSTANT FOCUS ON THE OVERVIEW THAT WHAT IS DONE
HERE MAY VERY WELL BE THE PRECEDENT FOR THE ENACTMENT OF SIMILAR

LEGISLATION. TODAY, IT IS NEVDA-CALIFONIA. TOMORROW, IT

]
VERY WELL COULD BE NEVADA -~ ARIZONA, NEVADA - UTAH, NEVADA - IDAHd,

NEVADA ~ OREGON. HOW YOU HANDLE TODAY"S PROBLEM MAY WELL DETERMINE

HOW SOMEZONE ELSE'S GOVERNMENT THAT GIVES YOU EVERYTHING CAN ALSO
TAKE IT AWAY.
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The matter before you is not complex, it is not entering into |
aknew Compact. We have a Compact now but it needs amendments

to make it more workable. Last session Nevada's Legislature
passed proposed changes which were unacceptable to California.

By the language found in SB-265, Ccalifornia has proposed changes

more acceptable to its people.

You now have before you SB-265 - the California Act, SB-266,
basically the Governor's message language, and SB-267. SB-267
would be a good beginning if we were negotiating as a new Compact,
but it does not fit present needs. By incorporéting some of the
language of SB-265 into SB—266, and adding a few other pertiﬁent
changes, a good solution can be had. These'changes are shown

on the attached copies of SB-265 and SB-266.

If you cannot agree upon a solution to the present impass, Nevada
should seriously consider withdrawing from the Compact, and leave

the field to the Federal Government.
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a SENATE BILL NO. 266—COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT,
R '~ PUBLIC RESOURCES AND AGRICULTURE :

FEBRUARY 24, 1977

Referred to Committee on Environment, Public Resources
and Agriculture :

SUMMARY—Restricts gaming tb certain areas under control of Tahoe Regional
. ] _Planning Agency. (BDR 22-1002)

FISCAL NOTE: Local Government Impact: No. - -
State or Industrial Insurance Impact: No.

>

EXPLANATION—Matter in italics Is new; matter in brackets [ ] is materiat to be omitted.

AN ACT relating to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; restricting certain
gaming activities to certain places within the area under the control of the
agency; providing changes in the composition of the agency’s governing body;
p}{oviding certain civil penalties; and providing other matters properly relating
thereto. ’

" The People of ihe State of Nevéda, represeﬁted- in Senate and VAssembly,
: do enact as follows: , )

SECTION 1. NRS 277.200 is hereBy amended to read as follows:
277.200 The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact is as follows:

Tahoe Regional Planning Compact g
ARTICLE 1. Findings and Declarations of Policy

(a) It is found and declared that the waters of Lake Tahoe and other
resources of the Lake Tahoe region are threatened with deterioration or
10 degeneration, which may endanger the natural beauty and economic
11 productivity of the region. . '
12 (b) 1t is further declared that by virtue of the special .conditions and
13 circumstances of the natural ecology, developmental pattern, population
14 distribution and human needs in the Lake Tahoe region, the region is
15 experiencing problems of resource use and deficiencies of environmental
16 control. : '
17 . (c¢) It is further found and declared that there is a need to maintain
18  an equilibrium between the region’s natural endowment and its manmade
19 environment, to preserve the scenic beauty and recreational opportunities

WO=ID U COND

- 20 of the region, and it is recognized that for the purpose of enhancing the
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efficiency and governmental effectiveness of the region, it is imperative

that there be established an arcawide planning agency ‘with power to
adopt and enforce a regional plan of resource conservation and orderly
development, to exercise effective environmental controls and to perform
other essential functions, as enumerated in this title. '

ARTICLE II. Definitions

As used in this compact: ' : ‘

(a) “Region,” includes Lake Tahoe, the adjacent parts of [the Coun-
ties of Douglas, Ormsby, and Washoe] Douglas and Washoe counties
and Carson City, which for the purposes of this compact shall be deemed
a county lying within the Tahoe Basin in the State of Nevada, and the
adjacent parts of the Counties of Placer and El Dorado lying within the
Tahoe Basin in the State of California, and that additional and adjacent

part of the County of Placer outside of the Tahoe Basin in the State of

California which lies southward and eastward of a line starting at the

intersection of the basin crestline and the north boundary of Section 1, . :

thence west to the northwest corner of Section 3, thence south to the
intersection of the basin crestline and the west boundary of Section 10;
all sections referring to Township 15-[,J North, Range 16 East, M.D.B.

& M. The region defined and described herein shall be as precisely
" delineated on official maps of the agency. : R

(b) “Agency” means the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. ,

(¢) “Governing body” means the governing board of the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency. : . o ’

(d) “Regional plan” shall mean the long-term general plan for the

" development of the region, _ ‘ ‘
" (e) [“Interim plan” shall mean the interim regional plan adopted

pending the adoption of the regional plan. :
()] “Planning commission” means the advisory, planning commis-

. sion appointed pursuant to paragraph (h) of Article IIL

() “Gaming” means to deal, operate, carry on, conduct, maintain or
expose for play any banking or percentage game played with cards, dice

or any mechanical device or machine for money, property, checks, credit ..
~or any representative of value, including, without limiting the generality
of the foregoing, faro, monte, roulette, keno, bingo, fantan, twenty-one, "
blackjack, seven-and-a-half, big injun, klondike, craps, stud poker, draw '\,

poker or slot machine, but does not include social games played solely for

drinks, or cigars or cigarettes served individually, games played in private .

homes or residences for prizes or games operated by charitable or educa-
tional organizations, to the extent excluded by applicable state law. .

" ARTICLE III. = Organization

'(a) There is created the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as a sep-

arate legal entity. - :
The governing body of the agency shall be constituted as follows:

- One member a%)pointed by each of the County Boards of Supervisors
El Dorado and Placer and one member appointed by -
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the City Council of the City of South Lake Tahoe. [Each member shall
- be a member. of the city council or county board of supervisors which
he represents and, in the case of a su%ervisor, shall be a resident of a
county supervisorial district lz'ing wholly or partly within the region.]
Any member -may be a member of the city council or county board of
- supervisors and shall reside in the territorial jurisdiction of the govern-
_mental body making the appointnient. . ' ' .

One member appointed by each of the boards of county commissioners
of Douglas [, Ormsby} and Washoe counties [.J and one member
appointed by the board of supervisors of Carson City. Any member so
appointed shall be a resident of the county or city from which he is
appointed and may be, but is not required to %e: , '

(1) A member of the board which appoints him; and

- (2) A resident of or the owner of real property in the region,

~as each board [of county commissioners] may in its own' discretion
determine. The manner of selecting the person so to be appointed may-
be further prescribed by [county] ordinance. ‘ ,
A person so appointed shall before taking his seat on the governing

S

body disclose all his economic interests in the region, and shall there- ..

- after disclose any further economic interest which he acquires, as soon
as feasible after he acquires it. If any board [of county commissioners]
fails to make an appointment required by. this paragraph within 30 days
‘after the effective date of this act or the occurrence of a vacancy on the

. governing body, the governor shall make such appointment. The position-
of a member appointed by a board [of county commissioners] shall be
deemed vacant if such member is absent from-three consecutive meetings
of the governing body in any calendar year. \

, One member, appointed by the Governor of California and one mem-
ber appointed by the Governor of Nevada. The appointment of the Cali-,
fornia member is subject to Senate confirmation, he' shall not be a
-resident of the region and shall represent the public at large. The mem-
ber appointed by the Governor of Nevada s%all not be a resident of
the region and shall rc?resent the public at large. '
- The Administrator of the California Resources Agency or his designee
and the Director of, the Nevada Department of Consérvation and
Natural Resources or his designee. - ‘ :

~+ (b) The members of the agency shall serve without compensation,

* but the expenses of cach member shall be met by the body which he

- represents in accordance with the law of that body. All other expenses
incurred by thé governing body in the course of exercising the powers

- conferred upon it by this compact unless met in some other manner spe-
cifically provided, shall be paid by the agency out of its own funds, -

(c) The tern of office of the members of the governing body shall be
at the pleasure of the appointing authority in each case, but each appoint-
ment shall be reviewed no less often than every 4 years. S

(d) The governing body of the agency shall meet at least monthly. All
meetings shall be open to the public to the extent required by the law
of the State of California or the State of Nevada, whichever imposes the
greater requirement, applicable to local governments at the time such
meeting is held. The governing body shall fix a date for its regular

A /
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monthly meéting in such terms as “the first Monday.of each month,”

and shall not change such date oftener than once in any calendar year.
Notice of the date so fixed shall be given by publication at least once in
a newspaper or combination of newspapers whose circulation is general
throughout the region and in each county a portion of whose territory
lies within the region. Notice of any special meeting, except an emer-

gency meeting, shall be given by so publishing the date, place and

agenda at least 5 days prior to the meeting.
(e) The position of a member of the governing body shall be con-
sidered vacated upon his loss of any of the qualifications required for

his appointment and in such event the appointing authority shall appoint

a successor. , ‘
(f) The governing body shall elect from its own members a chairman

_and vice chairman, whose terms of office shall be two years, and who -

may be reelected. If a vacancy occurs in either office, the governing
body may fill such vacancy for the unexpired term. :

(g) A majority of the members of the governing body from each
state shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of the business of the

agency. A majority vote of the members present representing each state

shall be required to take action with respect to any matter. The vote ¥

of each member of the governing body shall be individually recorded. The
governing body shall adopt its own rules, regulations and procedures.
(h) [An advisory planning commission shall be appointed by the

.agency, which shall consist of an equal number of members from each

state. The commission shall include but shall not be limited to: the
chief planning officers of Placer County, El Dorado County, and the
City of South Lake Tahoe in California and of the Counties of Douglas,

. Ormsby, and Washoe in Nevada, the Placer County Director of Sanita-
tion, the El Dorado County Director of Sanitation, the county health -

officer of Douglas County or his designee, the county health officer of
Washoe County or his designee, the Chief of the Bureau of Environmental
Health of the Health Division of the Department of Health, Welfare and
Rehabilitation of the State of Nevada or his designee, the executive officer

of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board or his designee,

the executive officer of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency who shall
act as chairman, and at least four lay members each of whom shall be a
resident of the region.] An advisory planning commission to the agency
is created. A majority of the members of. the advisory planning commis-
sion constitute a quorum for the transaction of the business of the com-
mission. A majority vote of the quorum present is required to take action

with respect to any matter, The commission shall elect from its own .

members a chairman and a vice chairman, whose .terms of office are 2

years and who may be reelected. If a vacancy occurs in either office, the .

advisory planning commission shall fill such vacancy for the unexpired
term. The advisory planning commission consists of: :

(1) The chief planning officers of Placer County, El Dorad.o“ County iy
and the City of South Lake Tahoe in California and Douglas County, ; - |-
- Washoe County and Carson City in Nevada, or a designee may represent '

any of these planning officers. ‘ o
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(2) The nonvoting representative of the United States appointed to
the governing body, or his designee. o ‘
: (3) Five residents of the State of Nevada, each of whom shall be
appointed by the governing body. : i
(4) Five residents of the State of California, each of whom shall be
appointed by the governing body. Fol THrS PuRPOSE
(i) The agency shall establish and maintain an office within the region,
‘f.he agency may rent or own property and equipment. Every plan, ordi-
nance and other record of the agency which is of such nature as to
constitute a public record under the law of either the State of California
or the State of Nevada shall be open to inspection and copying during
regular office hours. : ‘
(j) Each authority charged under this compact or by the law. of either
state with the duty of appointing a member, of the governing body of

—_—

. the agency shall by certified copy of its resolution or other action notify

the Secretary of State of its own state of the action taken. [Upon receipt
of certified copies of the resolutions or notifications appointing the mem-
bers of the governing body, the Secretary of State of each respective state
shall notify the Governor of the state who shall, after consultation with
the Governor of the other state, issue a concurrent call for the organization
meeting of the governing body at a location determined jointly by the
two governors.] * ; . ,

(k) Each state may provide by law for the disclosure or elimination

. of conflicts of interest on the part of members of the governing body

appointed from that state. )
ARTICLE IV Personnel

(a) The governing body shall determine the qualification of, and it
shall appoint and fix the salary of, the executive officer of the agency,
and shall employ such other staff and legal counsel as may be necessary
to execute the powers and functions provided for under this act or in
accordance with any intergovernmental, contracts or agreements the
agency may be responsible for administering. E

(b) Agency personnel standards and regulations shall conform insofar

- as possible to the regulations and procedures of the civil service of the

State of California or the State of Nevada, as may be determined by
the governing body.of the agency; and shall be regional and bistate in
application and effect; provided that the .governing body may, for
administrative convenience and' at its discretion, assign the administra-
tion of designated personnel arrangements to an agency of either state,

and provided that administratively convenient adjustments be made in

the standards and regulations governing personnel assigned under inter-

- governmental agreements. : :

(c) The agency may establish and maintain or parﬁcipate in such

: additional {:'rograms of employee benefits as may be atppropriate to
‘afford emp!
' similar to those enjoyed by employees of California and Nevada gen-

'_,:.VCIZL‘?) i M“ 22U w ;

oyees of the agency terms and conditions of employment

e fegel
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ARTICLE V. Planning

(a) In preparing each of the plans required by this article and each
amendment thereto, if any, subsequent to its adoption, the planning
commission after due notice shall hold at least one public hearing which
may be continued from time to time, and shall review the testimony and
any written recommendations presented at such hearing before recom-
mending the plan or amendment. The notice required by this. paragraph
shall be given at least 20 days prior to the public hearing by publication
at least once in a newspaper or combination of newspapers whose cir-

- culation is general throughout the region and in each county a portion

of whose territory lies within the region.
The planning commission shall then recommend such plan or amend-

ment to the governing body for adoption by.ordinance. The governing

body may adopt, modify or reject the proposed plan or amendment, or
may initiate and adopt a plan or amendment without referring it to the

planning commission. If the governing body initiates or substantially

modifies a plan or amendment, it shall hold at least one public hearing
thereon after due notice as required in this paragraph.
If a request is made for the amendment of the regional plan by:

(1) A political subdivision a part of ‘whose territory would be -

affected by such amendment; or o

(2) The owner or lessee of real property which would be affected
by such amendment, ;
the governing body shall complete its action on such amendment within
60 days after such request is delivered to the agency.

Tahbe Regional Plén‘

(b) [Within 15 months after the formation of the agency, the] The

planning commission shall recommend [a regional plan. Within 18
months after the formation of the agency,] and the governing body shall
adopt a regional plan. After adoption, the planning commission and gov-

erning body shall continuously review and maintain the regional plan. -

The regional plan shall consist of a diagram, or diagrams, and text, or
texts setting forth the projects and proposals for implementation of the
regional plan, a description of the needs and goals of the region and a
statement of the policies, standards and elements of the regional plan.

The regional plan shall include the following correlated elements:
(1) A land-use plan for the integrated arrangement and general

location and extent of, and the criteria and standards for, the uses of -

land, water, air, space and other natural resources within the region,
including but not limited to, an indication or allocation of maximum pop-
ulation densities. e B e o S

(2) A transportation plan for the integrated development of a
regional system of transportation, including but not limited to, freeways,

- parkways, highways, transportation facilities, transit routes, waterways,

navigation and aviation aids and facilities, and appurtenant terminals and

 facilities for the movement of people and goods within the region. -
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~and by the states, the counties, and cities.J |

(3) A conservation plan for the preservation, development, utiliza-
tion, and management of the scenic and other natural resources within the
basin, including but not limited to, soils, shoreline and submerged lands,
scenic corridors along transportation routcs, open spaces, recreational
and historical facilities. :

(4) A recreation plan for the development, utilization, and manage-
ment of the recreational resources of the region, including but not limited
to, wilderness and forested lands, parks and parkways, riding and hiking
trails, beaches and playgrounds, marinas and other recreational facilities.

(5) A public services and facilities plan for the general location, -
scale and provision of public services and facilities, which, by the nature -
of their function, size, extent and other characteristics are necessary or

. appropriate for inclusion in the regional plan.

- In formulating and maintaining the regional plan, the planning com-
mission and governing body shall take account of and shall seek to har-
monize the needs of the region as a whole, the plans of the counties and

-cities within the region, the plans and planning activities of the state,
. federal and other public agencies and nongovernmental agencies and

organizations which affect or are concerned with planning and develop- -
ment within the region. Where necessary for the realization of the
regional plan, the agency may engage in collaborative planning with
local governmental jurisdictions located outside the region, but contigu-
ous to its boundaries. In formulating and implementing the regional
plan, the agency shall seck the cooperation and consider the recommen-
dations of counties and cities and other agencies of local government, of
state and federal agencies, of educational institutions and research orga-
n%aﬁ?ns, whether public or private, and of civic groups and private indi-
viduals. ' - ‘ ‘

(c) All provisions of the Tahoe regional general plan shall be enforced
by the agency and by the states, counties and cities in the region.\

) [Tahoe Reégional Interim Plan | ‘

(d) Within 60 days after the formation of the agency, 'the planning :
commission shall recommend a regional interim plan. Within 90 days
after the formation of the agency, the governing body shall adopt a
regional interim plan. The interim plan shall consist of statemeénts of

~ development policies, criteria and standards for planning and develop- .

ment, of plans or portions of plans, and projects and planning decisions,
which the agency finds it necessary to adopt and administer on an interim
basis in accordance with the substantive powers granted to it in this

_ agreement. . - ;

(¢) The agency shall:nié'intéin the data, maps and other information
developed in the, course .of formulating and -administering the regional

- plan and interim ‘plan, in a form suitable to assure a consistent view of

. developmental ; trends and other relevant information  for the availa-
+ bility of ‘and use. by other agencies of government and by private organi-

» zations and individuals concerned. - . : 5e

(£) All provisions of the interim plan shall be enforced by the ngency "

s
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ARTICLE VI. Agency’s Powers

(a) The governing body shall adopt all necessary ordinances, rules,
regulations and policies to effectuate the adopted regional [and interim
plans.} plan. Every such ordinance, rule or regulation shall establish a
minimum standard applicable throughout the [basin, and any political
subdivision may adopt and enforce an equal or higher standard applicable
to the same subject of regulation in its territory. The regulations] region.
Any political subdivision may adopt and enforce an equal or higher
standard applicable to the same subject of regulation within its territory,
if that higher standard does not conflict with the adopted regional plan
of the agency. The agency regulations shall contain general, regional

“standards including but not limited to the following: water purity and

clarity; subdivision; zoning, trec removal; solid waste disposal; sewage
disposal; land fills, excavations, cuts and grading; piers; harbors, break-
waters; or channels and other shoreline developments; waste disposal in
shoreline areas; waste disposal from boats; mobile-home parks; house
relocation; outdoor advertising; flood plain protection; soil and sedimen-
tation control; air pollution; and watershed protection. Whenever possi-
ble without diminishing the effectiveness of the [interim plan or the}
general plan, the ordinances, rules, regulations and policies shall be con-
fined to matters which are general and regional in application, leaving to

the jurisdiction of the respective -states, counties and cities the enact-v*

ment of specific and local ordinances, rules, regulations and policies
which conform to the [interim or] general plan. c

Every ordinance adopted by the agency shall be published at least
once by title in a newspaper or combination of newspapers whose circu-

lation is gencral throughout the region. Except an ordinance adopting or

amending the [interim plan or the] regional plan, no ordinace shall
become effective until 60 days after its adoption. Immediately after its
adoption, a copy of each ordinance shall be transmitted to the governing
body of each political subdivision having territory within the region.
“[Interim'regulations shall be adopted within 90 days from the forma-
tion of the agency and final regulations within 18 months after the forma-

tion of the agency. * :

Every plan, -ordinance, rule, regulation or policy adopted by the
agency shall recognize as a permitted and conforming use any business or

_recreational establishment which is required by law of the state in which

it is located to be individually licensed by the state, if such business or
establishment: . -
(1) Was so licensed on February 5, 1968, or was licensed for a
limited season during any part of the calendar year immediately preced-
ing February 5, 1968. . =
(2) Is to be constructed on land which was so zoned or designated

in a finally adopted master plan on February 5, 1968, as to permit the = .
' construction of such a business or establishment.J Any plan, ordinance,
. rule, regulation or policy adopted by .the agency shall recognize gaming

as a permitted or conforming use within the region in the following
described areas and no others: i I

*
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AREA A. Commencing at a point which is the state line monu-
ment at the intersection of the western right-of-way line of U.S. High-
way 50 and the California-Nevada boundary, being in section 27, T.
13 N, R. I8 E., MD.B. & M. and the true point of beginning; thence
south 48°43'03" east, 82.19 feel; thence south 48°43'00" east, 862
feet, more or less, to a point which is the intersection of the California-
Nevada boundary and the 1/16 section line of section 27, T. 13 N.,
R. 18 E,, M.D.B. & M.; thence south 89°42'40" east, a distance of
500 feet, more or less, to a point 685.44 feet westerly of the 1/16 corner
of section 27; thence north 0°25'42" west, 600 feet; thence north
28°02'00" east, 1550 feet; thence north 61°58'00" west, 480 feet;

" thence south 28°02'00" west, 510 feet; thence north 61°58'00" west,

500 fee_t, more or less, to a point on the easterly right-of-way line of
U.S. Highway 50; thence in a northwesterly direction, 80 feet, more

‘or less, to a point which bears north 28°02’00" east, 1633.33 feet from
‘the true point of beginning; thence north 62°03'50" west, 1105.84

feet; thence south 28°02'00" west, 787.82 feet; thence north 62°03'50"
west, 253.26 feet; thence south 15°08’51" west, 61.68 feet; thence

‘south 19°11'58" west, 69.66 feet; thence south 23°36'05" west, 67.21

feet; thence south 28°22'23" west, 68.43 feet; thence south 42°46'11"
west, 111.93 feet; thence south 48°34'46" west, 34.30 feet; thence
south 31°41'47" west, 15.19 feet to a point on the California-Nevada

. boundary; thence south 48°43'00" east, 1412.11 feet to the true point.

of beginning. The described area contains approximately 85 acres.
“AREA B. Commencing at a point from which the common section

- corner of sections 22, 23,26 and 27, T. 13 N.; R. I8 E, M.D.B. & M.

43 -

44
45
46
47
48
49
50

bears north 60°13'00" east, 127.20 feet; thence along the westerly
right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 50 a distance of 194.96 feet to the
true point of beginning; thence north 61°00'33" west, 199.72 feet;
thence south 24°26'47" west, 75 feet; thence south 61°00'00" east,
12.36 feet; thence south 18°24'08" west, 121.97 feet; thence north
61°00'00" west, 180 feet; thence north 18°23'35" east a distance of
20 feet, more or less to a point which is the southeast corner of Lot 12,
Block 1 of the Oliver Park subdivision; thence north 60°56'54" west,
112.24 feet; thence north 29°03'06" east, 15.58 feet; thence along the
arc of a tangent curve to the left with a radius of 430 feet, a central
angle of 10°39'31" and an arc length of 79.99 feet; thence north
18°23'35" east, 180 feet, more or less; thence in a northwesterly direc-
tion, 60 feet, more or less, to a point which is the southeast corner of
Lot 12, Block 2, of the Oliver Park subdivision; thence along the
southerly boundary of that lot, 100 feet; thence along the westerly
boundary of Lots 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6 and 5, Block 2, of the Oliver.
Park -subdivision, 503.63 feet, to a point on the southerly right-of-way

,.line of Kahle Drive; thence south 61°11'11" east, 250 feet, more or less,
'\ to the northeastern:corner of Lot 1, Block 1, of the Oliver Park sub-
.. division; thence north 18°23'33" east, 50 feet, to a point on the northerly
s right-of-way line of Kahle Drive; thence north 61°09'47" west along the
«. right-of-way line, 743 feet, more or less, to a point which bears north -

61°09'47" west, 1092.94 feet from the intersection of the northerly

- right-of-way line o_f Kahle Drive and the westerly right-of-way line of
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S. Highway 50; thence north 28°50'13" east, 464.33 feet; thence
g}fth?ﬁ’%'iﬂ east, 635.67 feet; thence north 83°34'41" east, 190.22
feet, to a point on the westerly righ{-of—way line of U.S._Hzghway 50;
‘thence along that right-of-way lin¢ in a southerly direction, 195 feet,
more or less; thence in an easterly direction, 80 feet, more or less, to a
point on the easterly right-of-way line of U.S. Hzgh.way 50,. which is
1445.91 feet, along the right-of-way line, from the intersection of the
easterly right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 50 ancg th'e rz'ortherly right-
of-way line of Kingsbury Grade; thence north 89°54 00" east, 702.68
feet; thence north 1185 feet, more or less, to a point onothg n?,rtherly
‘right-of-way line of Kingsbury Grade; thence south 89°42'00" west,
along that right-of-way line, 252.02 feet; thence n_ort}},, 1 ,90 Jeet;(lhence
north 33°18'32" west, 251.28 feet; thence north 8’9 42'00" west, 100
feet; thence south, 260 feet, more or less, to_a point that bears north,

—_ 10 ——

180.07 feet from the northerly right-of-way line of Kingsbury Grade;

thence north 89°42'00" west, 373.26 feet, to a point on the east_erly
ril;;z?zizf?way line of U.S. Highway 50; thence in a nortl.'zwesterly dzrgc-
tion, 80 feet, more or less, to a point on the westerly right-of-way line
of U.S. Highway 50; thence along that right-of-way line, 1 35 feet, more
or less, to the true point of beginning. The described area contains
approximately 40 acres. -

. AREA C—1. All that real property being a‘»portion of Block F, .

mercial subdivision #1, Incline Village, Washoe County, Nevada,
g?c'grding to the map theﬁoi filed in the office of the county reco_rder of
Washoe County, State of Nevada, on March 2, 1965, more particularly
described as follows: , ) :
Commencgng at the northeast corner of section 22, T. 16 N., R. 18
E., M.D.B. & M., as that section corner is shown on the map of the
Commercial subdivision #1; thence south 1 °_33'46" west, 797.10 feet
to a point on the exterior boundary line .of :sazd Blo_ck F of. Cpmmerczal
subdivision #1 and the true point of beginning of this dgscrtptzon; thence
along the exterior boundary of said Block F the following 8 courses and
distances: north 50°55'10" east 186.91 feet to a tangegzt gur‘;,e to the
left having a radius of 360 fect and a central angle of 45°35'42"; thence

northeasterly along the arc of that curve an arc distance of 286.48 feet;
thence north 5°19'28" east, 403.88 feet 1o a tangent curve 10 the right,

having a radius of 1040 feet and a central angle_of 11°43'02"; thence
northgaste‘rly along the arc of that curve an.arc distance of 212.68 feet;
thence north 17°02'30" east, 9.46 feet to a tangent curve 10” the left,
having a radius of 40 feet and a central angle of 67°35'32"; thence
northeasterly, easterly and northwesterly along the arc of that curve an
arc distance of 47.19 feet; thence north 50°33'02" west, 471.82 feet;

" thence. south 39°26'58" west, 390 feet; thence leaving the exterior

boundary south 39°26'58" west, 432.53 feet; thence north 50°33'02"

west, 694.33 feet; thence south 21°36'05" west, 345.49 feet; thence

. south 65°01'56" east, 624.79 feet; thence south 58°19'00" east, 396.02

- feet; thence south 41°41'06" east, 453.70 feet more-or less to the true

point of beginning of this description, The described area contains 20.62

Y - acres, more or less. o

. AREA C-2. - Beginning. atv‘the,in}tersection of the western line of

;e
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Lot 1, Block A, Mill Creek Estates with the northerly line of the
Nevada state highway 28; thence north 69°24'25" west, along the
northerly line of the former Nevada state highway 28, 592.07 feet to the
true point of beginning; thence north 69°24'25" west, 619.97 feet
thence north 37°48'16" east, 1159.50 feet, to the beginning of a curve

. thence south 1o the right around the curve having a radius of 1030 fee

and with a tangent distance of 449.42 feet; thence south 39°04'50" east
along that tangent 85 feet; thence southeasterly, southerly and southwest
erly on the arc of a curve to the right with a radius of 40 feet in «
tangent length of 62.83 feet; thence south 50°55'10" west, along th
tangent 888.83 feet; thence southwesterly, westerly and northwesterl
around .a curve to the line with a radius of 150 feet, a tangent distanc

of 156.22 feet to the true point of beginning. The described proper

contains approximately 20 acres and is located within the east Va ¢

. section22, T.16 N, R.18E.,M.D.B. & M..

‘AREA D. All that real property situated in the County of Washo
State of Nevada, described as follows: ‘

Commencing at the intersection of the easterly line of Wassou Ro:
and_the south line of section 19, T. 16 N., R. 18 E., M.D.B. & M
which point bears south 89°17'50" west, along that south line, 148..
feet, from the south Y4 section corner of section 19, and being the tr.
point of beginning; thence north 0°35'38" east, 500 feet; thence along t

. arc of a tangent curve to the right with a radius of 2352.94 feet, a ce
~tral angle of 7°19°29" and an arc length of 300.80 feet; thence nor

89°17'50" east, 196.87 feet, to the. westerly line of Nevada state hig
way 28; thence along that westerly line from a tangent bearing sou

7°47'31" west along the arc of a curve to the left, with a radius

2040 feet, a central angle of 7°47'31" and an arc length of 256..
feet; thence south 0°35'38” west, 626.36 feet; thence along the weste
line of Nevada state highway 28, 300 feet, more or less; thence in
southeasterly direction 80 feet, more or less, to a point on the easte
line of Nevada state highway 28, being the northwesterly corner of I
2, Block F of Nevada Vista subdivision as shown by map of that su
division recorded in the office of the county recorder of Washoe Coun
State of Nevada, on August 26, 1926, thence south 60°02'00" ea
273.01 feet; thence south 43°15'00" west, 103.12 feel; to the nor.
easterly corner of Lot 3, Block F, of the Nevada Vista subdivisic
thence in a southwesterly direction, along the easterly line of that Lot
100 feet, more or less, to the northeasterly corner of Lot 4, Block F
the Nevada Vista subdivision, thence-along the easterly and southe

~lines of that Lot 4, 330 feet, more or less, to the northeasterly corner

Lot 5, Block B, of the Nevada Vista subdivision,; thence in.a southe

direction, 45 feet; more or less, to the northeasterly corner of Lot

Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista subdivision, as shown by m

- of .the subdivision recorded in the office of the county recorder,
. Washoe County, State of Nevada, on February 15, 1928; thence in
. -southerly direction.along the easterly lines of Lots 8 and 9 of the additi

to Nevada Vista subdivision, 300 feet; thence in a westerly directi

. along the northerly line of Crystal Drive as shown on the map of i

addition to Nevada Vista subdivision, 125 feet; thence in a southe



direction to a point on the southerly line of Crystal Drive, which is 125
feet westerly along the southerly line of Crystal Drive, from the intersec-
tion of that southerly line and the westerly line of Somers Drive, as
shown on the map of the addition to Nevada Vista subdivision; thence
along a line being parallel to the westerly line of Somers Drive, a distance .
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~ the northwesterly corner of Lot 6, Block C of the Nevada Vista subdivi-
- sion; thence south 54°08'00" west, along the northwesterly: line of ‘a
parcel of land heretofore conveyed to Brockway Tahoe Vista Corpora-
tion, by deed recorded in book 74, page 348, deed records, a distance of.

section with the northerly line of a parcel of land heretofore conveyed
to Frank H. Buck and Wife, by deed recorded in book 62, page 8, deed
records; thence north 59°11'00" west along the northerly line of the
Buck land, a distance of 135 feet, more or less, to a point which is that
northerly line's intersection with the California-Nevada state line; thence
north 0°30'00" east, along that state line, 591.55 feet, to a point on the
southerly line of State Line Road, as shown on the map of the addition
to Nevada Vista subdivision; thence in an easterly direction along that
southerly line a distance of 20 feet; thence north 0°30'00" east, 100
feet; thence in a northerly direction, 40 feet, more or less, to the south-
- westerly corner of Lot 164, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista
subdivision,; thence in a northerly direction, along the westerly lines of
Lots 164, 16, 15, and 1, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista sub-
division, a distance of 300 feet; thence in an easterly direction along the
northerly lines of Lots 1 and 2, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista
subdivision, a distance of 134.14 feet; thence in a northerly direction
a distance of 45 feet, more or less, to the southwesterly corner of Lot 10,
Block B, of the Nevada Vista subdivision; thence in a northerly direction
along the westerly line of that Lot 10, a distance of 170.98 feet, to a
point on the southerly line of Nevada state highway 28; thence north
31°01'30" west, 80 feet, to a point on the northerly line of state high-
way 28; thence south 57°59'30" west, along that northerly line, 80 feet,
more or less, to the southwesterly corner of Lot 1, Block C, of said
Nevada Vista subdivision; thence in a northerly direction, along the
easterly line of State Line Road, a distance of 500 feet, more or less,
to the intersection of that easterly line and the northerly line of Lake
Vista Drive, as shown on the map of the Nevada Vista subdivision;
thence in a westerly direction, along the northerly line of Lake Vista
Drive, 40 feet; thence in a northerly direction, along the westerly line of
Lot 7, Block D, of the Nevada Vista subdivision, a distance of 150 feet, .
to a point on the south line of said section 19; thence north 89°17'30"
, east, 360.70 feet, to the true point of beginning. - , ;
‘441 'In the areas described, gaming shall be permitted as a conforming
45 wuse and a gaming use shall be permitted to expand within the areas
46 without review of such expansion by the agency, if the expansion does
47 - not violate any plan, ordinance, rul ,\’?egulation-er—paliey-of the agency.
48  (b) All ordinances, rules, regulations and golicies adopted by the
49 - agency shall be enforced by the agency and by the respective. states,
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of 391.01 feet; thence south 35°52'00" east, 175 feet, more or less, to

380 feet, more or less, to a point which is that northwesterly line’s inter- .

.50 |, counties, and cities. The appropriate courts of the respective states, each '
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new city, and

! t ‘

within its limits of territory and subject matter provided by state law, are
vested with jurisdiction over civil actions to which the agency is'a party.
and criminal actions for violations of its ordinances. Each such action shall :
be brought in a court of the state where the violation is committed or
where the property affected by a civil action is situated, unless the action
is brought in a federal court. For this purpose, the agency shall be

_—13

- deemed a political subdivision .of both the State of California and the

State of Nevada. . . ‘
(c) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (d), all public works

. projects shall be reviewed prior to construction and’approved by the

agency as to the project’s compliance with the adopted regional general
plan. , ) ! :
(d) All plans, programs and proposals of the State of California or
Nevada, or of its executive or administrative agencies, which may sub-

- stantially affect, or may specifically-apply, to the uses of land, water, air,
space and other natural resources in the region, including but not limited

to public works plans, programs and proposals concerning highway rout-
ing, design and construction, shall be referred to the agency for its review,
as to conformity with the regional [plan or interim] plan, and for report
and recommendations by the agency to the executive head of the state
agency concerned and to the Governor. A public works project which is
initiated and is to be constructed by a department of either state shall be

- submitted. to the agency for review and recommendation, but may be

constructed as proposed. . » : .
(e) The agency shall police the region-to ensure compliance with the.

. general plan and adopted ordinances, rules, regulations and policies. If it
~ is found thdt the general plan, or ordinances, rules, regulations and poli-

cies are not being enforced by alocal jurisdiction, the agency may bring

_action in a court of competent jurisdiction to ensure compliance.

«+ (f) [Violation of any ordinance of the agency is a misdemeanor.]
Any person e ity- who violates any provision of this

. compact is subject to a civil penalty of not more than 310,000. In addi-

tion, any person ity who performs any development
in violation of this compact is subject to a civil penalty of not more than
3}500 per day for each day in );;;zich such violation }f)ersists. The amount
of any civil penalty imposed. shall be awarded to the agc;t?- to be used .
exclusively for enforcement purposes. ~€€44 Geyi. Fioi S v'eR
- (g) The agency is hereby empowered to initiate, negotiate and partici-

- pate in contracts and agreements among the local governmental authori-

 ties.of the region, or any other intergovernmental contracts or agreements

authorized by state or federal law, -

. .(h) Each intergovernmental conttact,or“agreémént'Shall provide for
. its own funding and staffing, but this shall not preclude financial contri-
. butions from the local authorities concerned or from supplementary
sources, : S L :

(i) Whenever a new city is formed within the region, the membership

_ of the governing bod]); shall be increased by two additional members, one

appointed by, and who shall be a member of, the legislative body of the
e appointed by the Governor of the state in which the
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city is not located. A member appointed by the Governor'of California
is subject to Senate confirmation. : ‘

(j) Every record of -the agency, whether public or not, shall be open
for examination to the Legislative Analyst of the State of California and

the [Fiscal Analyst of the State of Nevada.] Legislative Auditor of the
Nevada Legislative Counsel Bureau. ,

— 14—

(k) Whenever under the provisions of this article or any ordinance,

rule, regulation or policy adopted pursuant thereto, the agency is required
to review or approve any proposal, public or private, the agency shall
take final action [, whether to approve, to require modification or to
reject such proposal, within 60. days after such proposal is delivered to
the agency. If the agency does not take final action within 60 days, the
proposal shall be deemed approved.] by vote, whether to approve, to
require modification or to reject such proposal, within 90 days ajfter such

proposal is delivered to the agency in compliance with the agency's.

regulations governing such delivery. If the majority vote of the members
from one state does not agree with the majority vote of the members

from the other state, a final action of rejection of the matter before the
governing body shall be deemed to have been taken,é{-a—ﬁml—aeﬂ'on—by
Ot e—does-not-take—placa-within—90-da applicant—may e

agency of any construction poject expires 3 years afer the date of final
action by the agency or the effective date of this amendatory provision,
whichever is later, unless construction is begun within that time, # A/ D
PILIGENT LY PULSVED THeLZALTEL

- ARTICLE ¥II. Finances

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (e), on or before December 30
of each calendar year the agency shall establish the amount of money
necessary to support its activities for the next succeeding fiscal year
commencing July 1 of the following year, The agency shall apportion
not more than $150,000 of this amount among the counties ‘within the

region on the same ratio to the total sum required as the full cash valua-:
tion of taxable property within the region in each county bears to the -

total full cash valuation of taxable property within the region. Each county
in California shall pay the sum allotted to it by the agency from any

funds available therefor and may levy a tax on any taxable property
within its boundaries sufficient to pay the amount so allocated to it. Each -

county.in Nevada shall pay such sum from its general fund or from any

other moneys available therefor: N
~ (b) The agency may fix and collect reasonable fees for any services

rendered by it, ~ .
(c) The agency shall be strictly accountable to any county in the
region for all funds paid by it to the agency and shall be strictly accounta-

. ble to all participating bodies for all receipts and disbursements.

(d) The agency is authorized to receive gifts, donations, subventions,
grants, and other financial aids and funds. : -

(e) As soon as possible after the ratification of this compact, the:

!
vy
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- person or circumstance is
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" agency shall estimate the amount of money necessary to support its

activities: :

(1) For the remainder of the then-current fiscal year; and

(2) If the first estimate is made between January 1 and June 30,
for the fiscal year beginning on July 1 of that calendar year. -
The agency shall then allot such amount among the several counties,
subject to the restriction and in the manner provided in paragraph (a),
-and éach county shall pay such amount. ' :

(f) The agency shall not obligate itself beyond the moneys due under

- this article for its support from the several counties for the current fiscal

year, plus any moneys on hand or irrevocably pledged to its support from
other sources. No obligation contracted by the agency shall bind either of
the party states or any political subdivision thereof. PR

k ARTICLE VIII. Miscellaneous

(a) It is intended that the provisions of this compact shall be reason- .
ably and liberally construed to effectuate the purposes thereof. Except as
provided in paragraph (c), the provisions of this compact shall be sever-
able and if any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of this compact is
declared to be contrary to the constitution of any participating state or of
the United States or the applicability thereof to any government, agency, -

geld invalid, the validity of the remainder of

~ this compact and the applicability thereof to any government, agency,
. person or circumstance shall not be affected thereby. If this compact
shall be held contrary to the constitution of any state participating
therein, the compact shall remain in full force and effect as to the remain-
ing state and in full force and effect as to the state affected as to all sever- -

able matters, : i ) v

(b) The agency shall have such additional powers and duties as may
hereafter be delegated or imposed upon it from time to time by the action
of the Legislature of either state concurred in by the Legislature of the

other. - - Do .

 (c) A state party to this compact may withdraw therefrom by enacting -

a statute repealing the compact. Notice of withdrawal shall be communi-

cated officially and in writing to the Governor of the other state and to

the agency administrators. This provision is not severable, and if it is

held to be unconstitutional or invalid, no other provision of this compact

shall be binding upon the State of Nevada or the State of California.
(d) No provision of this compact shall have any efféct upon the allo-

cation or distribution of jnterstate waters or upon any appropriative water
_right. L ‘ o
»gSBc. 2. .NRS 277.230 and 278.780 to 278.828, inclusive, are hereby
repealed. | : AR I : ” . L
. pSEC.;B;f Chapte 302, Statutes of Nevada 1975, at page 803, entitled

< “An’ Act relating: to:the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; providing
- changes in the agency’s governing body; clarifying certain provisions;
- providing technical corrections; and providinﬁ other matters properly
. relating thereto,” approved May 17, 1975, is hereby repealed.
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SEC. 4. The secretary of state shall transmit a certlﬁed copy of sec-
tion 1 of this act to the governor of the State of California. The governor
of this state, as soon as:

1. . He is officially advised that the State of California has enacted
the amendment to the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact set forth in
section 1 of this act; and

2. The Congress of the Umted States has approved such amend-
ment,
shall proclaim that the compact has been so amended. -

SEC.5. 1. This section and sections 3 and 4 of this act shall become
effective upon passage and approval.

2. Sections 1 and 2 of this act shall become effective upon procla-
mation by the governor of this state of the enactment of the amendments
to the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact contained in section 1 of this

- act by the State of California and their approval by the Congress of the

Z'ﬂ ,

United States.
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Comments of Edward Smith, P.O. Box 1281, Zephyr Cove, Nevada

I should like to preface my statement by saying that, unlike

many residents of Dcuglas County, I do not view the TRPA as a threat

"either to my welfare or my Constitutional righfs. When I stand on

my porch and gaze over the Lake I do not see a Great Wall dividing’
the area into artificial political subdivisions--I see cne Lake, one
contiguous ring of Sierras, one Basin. It seems natural and appropri-
ate to me that there be one Agency responsible<f6r enforcement of
common ordinances(pertaining to land use and constructlion practices)
desligned to protect the uniQue qualities of the Basin frcm the short-
sighted or the greedy.

However, from the public outroar which has aﬂ&ompanied Agency
operations over the past few years, I deduce that while some feel the
Agency has been lax, many more feel 1t too ready to usurp irdividual
powers granted under the Federal Constitution.

The three Senate Billls under discussion here today all represent
attempts to modify the exlsting Conmpact to meet the ma jorlty of ob-
Jectlons that have been raised since the Agency becanme operative.

Before I offer my few specific suggestions I should like to
discuss wnat I consider a most important long range consideration
that has not been raised by these bllls but has been mentioned else-
where. Speclifically, it has to do with the makeup of the political
subdivisions at the Lake. I agree completely with the Lake residents
of Washce County that due to their physical separatlion from thelr -
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Smith, con. 2

o)
county seat, and because of populatlion differences, thelr ina bility

to get proper political representation leaves them on the short end

of most decisions. The situation in Douglas County ls similar, thoqgh
not as extreme., I suggest the Legislature consider creating one Ne&ada
Tahoe County made up of those parts of Washoe, Carson, and Douglas
Counties that lie within the Tahoe Basin. I also suggest that Nevada
influence California to do the same--create one County on the California
side of the Basin., This would reduce the number of conflicting poli-
tlcal subdivisions in the Bssin from six to two, and leads me to mny
speclific comments on the bills before this €ommlittee.

(I) SB 265 Article III  Organization

SB 265 calls for expanding the Agency Governing Board from

eleven to fifteen members. I feel this is a step in the wrong direction.

Based on my previous comments, I would like to see the Governing

“oard consist of one elected member from each of the Tahoe “ounties,
one member from each State (preferably an elected official) and a re-

presentative of the U.S. Forestry Service. This would, ideally, re-

‘duce the Board to five members for a more efficient managerial structure.

(II) SB 267 Article V Planning
SB267 adds to Article V (b) (2) the requirement for the com-
pletion of the loop road and by-pass. Unfortunately, as stated, this
is not adequate to relieve the increasing congeétion on U.S. 50 in
Douglas County. I sugzest transportation lmprovements be tied to fu-
ture hotel/casino approvals as discussed below.
(III) SB 266 and 267 Article VI (a) (2) *“Redline"
Before comuenting on the specifics of the Red-line proposal,
I must say I feel that the existing facllities and environment of the
South End of the Lake are already‘overtaxed and that no further hotel/
caéino construction should be permitted, nelther the Harvey's nor the

Park, nor the Jennings nor the Kahle projects. AZD,,@;B



Smith, con. f3

If, however, the Committee feels the political necessity
6 to define an enlarged area within which hotel/casino construction
may take place, then I offer the following suggestion:

a. Douglas County has already defined by theilr zoning maps the
area within which construction of hotel/casinos shall be allowéd. The
State should elther reject all new construction or accept the County's
zoning rather than%ubstitute its own partial solution.

b. The State should insist that no construction of Hotel/Casinos
should take place until all services required to support the additlion
have been approved and provided. These include normal water, sewer,
power, gas, postal, housing, parking facilitiés. but more importantly,
traffic flow systems. U.S. 50; Withiﬁ Douglas County, wlll not sup-
port traffic demands of 1977, which include no additions, let alone
the doubling and quadrupling of traffic that will occur with the addi-

‘l' tion of the hotelfCasino projects presently on the bocks. Total build-
out of the area as defined in these bllls will reqﬁire doubling the
sige of U.S. 50 and adding elght to ten lanes of by-paés roads. These
fieures are conservative as discussed in the TRPA Stateline Subreglonal .
‘A&nd Impact Stud&ﬁband verified by the Nevada Highway Department Studies
and forecasts. Therefore, I suggest that this section of the proposed
Bill state that no casino construction should be permitted until after

previd-ed ‘
traffic flow capacity has beegA ad=oeewbe to accomodate said con-

struction. This can be covered under this section or Article V (b)(z)

(IV\ SB 266 and 267 Article VI (I Voting
I believe in positive action. Approval of a project should
require a positive vote rather than the lack of a negative vote.

AN ,
(. (V)SB 266 and 267 Article VI(&;}Project Time Limit



Smith, con. Project Time Limit...... i

Again, I feel the State should follow the “Younty's practices.
Both a start and completion time should be defined. More importantly,
no ma jor project should be allowed to start until all approvals have
been received-~to include gaming licenses, demonstration of financial
ability to complete and to operate such a project. I would suggest
that the gaming license and proof of financial capabllity be final

steps in the approval chain and that the Gaming Commission start and

xeep thé clock on the prolect. Reasonable time limits should be set, but

once all approvals have been recelved I should think a project could
start within three monthSand be completed in three years. Should ﬁhe
1imits not be met, the Gaming License and Building fsrmit should be
withdrawn and the bullder required to remove all partially completed
construction and return the land to approximately its original condi-
tion. Of course time lcst because of court injunctions or similar

proceedings should not count against the three year construction period.

I thank the Committee for its attention and
consgslderation.

203 g

Edward F. ©mith
P.O. ?ox 1281,
Zephyr Cove, Nev.
89448
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 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SB 266,

ARTICLE I,

Suy éighta

Jar_ andmngs and Declaratiew of Policy

P,1 L. 8 {{(a} It is fsumd that:iitnnder te prevent irreparasle imjury

thru L. 2@ te Lakc Tahoe as a umique satural treasure of the people

and - of Nevada, Califormia amd the United otates that:

P,2,L1— —
’ a. The waters of Lake Tahee .xd other ressurces of the (ixixxxxnnz)

thru-L.89 e

reglion are threatemed with deterieratiom er degenmeration,

'"}iich Xxm&iiiiiiigiguendangers the matural ceauty amd

acomemic rraductivity ef the region,

I |

and “Califernia and the United‘StateS’have & suestantial

invVestmeat "Ix The Tike TdHoe Tezion., S

T 7T 77 el The Tahee regien exhisitsunique state and matismal

- -— s e emvirenamexrtal- and ecalogical*vaiues~whi§h~are

. S - - - -~ irreplaceadle, — e - - -

~ee————— - - d,-By virtue ef-the specizl cenditienms and -circumstamees—— — -

— LT3 of the matural ecelegy, develepmemtal —

i e o M _patterm, populatiom distributicm arnd humza meeds_ia.

_the Lake Tahoe regien, the region is experiencimg

___prowlems of ressurce use amad deficiencies of environ-

mertal comtrel.

e, Imcreasing urbanizatiom and the rapid expansion eof h%gh-

_rise gamiag casiaas is threztening the eceldgical values

of the Tahee region and threateninv the public

eppertunities for use of the pudlie lands.

f. Mhintenance of the secial and econcmic health of the

! - epends’ i “the sigwificant
‘ Tahce region TTdep en mainta n;ni e signﬁfiq.lt

scenic, recreational educational, scientifie, matural -

aad public health values provided sy the Lake Taheoe

-l Bamim. o

A5 3



4

i _.#., That Nevada, Califormia amd the Umited States have a .. ___ .. _ _

susstantial interest_im pretectiag, preservimg and

enhancing these values for the resiceants af and

visiters te Uhhisrwery speecial place.”

R. The primary respoasisility for the provisioa of

.

recreational, educatiocmal, and scieatifiec opportumities

the preservation ef sceric amd matural areas, and the

safeguarding of the public whe live, work amd play im er

visit the area rests with the_States ef Nevada and

Califernia amd the federal gevernkeat.

i, In recogrition ef the public investment amd multistats --

and matiomal si&nifiéénce ;frthe recreatiemal values,

the federal gsvermmemt has an iaterest in the management

ef the resources aad shnoule assist the states ia

fdlfflling‘fheirvrespon31bilities.

T )7 There is a need to maintain a® €quilivrium between the

regiom's natural” endowment ard its manmade envirenrent,

te praserve the scenic seauty ef,-asthetic amenity in;

-H—--——and recreaticmal eppertunities sf the regiem, te assure —— -

-~ - the pretectiom of the public health »y preserviag the-

--—-- --air quality ef .the regiom;-amd it is rececnized that
—. -~ (for the.purpese of emhamcing) im erder to emhance-the-— . -

.. efficiemcy and _gevernmenmtal effectiveness of themreéibl,

v

_ _ it _is imperative that there e estavlished am areawide

___.plarring agency with pewer te adopt and emforce a _

regiomal plam ef resource conservatioiAéixﬁxxx&;xt;
ExxeizxxErsyY use aad renswal te exercise effective

savirsuemental centrols znd teo perferm other essemtial

furctions as enumerzted im this title, in concert with

state and federal pelicy.

————. R _——
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ARTICLE _IXI__ -

Definiticns

No changs in this Atticle,

ARTICLE III

| Substitutd Organizatien
for
___ Page 3 | Twe members appqinted_bywtheﬁﬁevennot_ef_palifornil,ald__________
L. 28 one mexber-appointed by the Governor_ ef Nevada, - The_ appoiltment “““““
th#ﬁ o of the Califeramia members ahall Be sudject te Se oenate
Eage 3 T Sggférnation, " The Califeraia mexivers shall represeat the
. L. 36 pudlie at large. Ome such Califermia member may be a resideat
ﬁ;n_ of any county imeluding g,u,g;agSigI the-region, and the sther
o vwsﬁ#il »e a resicent of ene of the 10 seutheramest coumties
) . of Cailfg;nia The merber appalntea 2y the Govermer of Nevada
o 'fshall net) xxx e a res;;;;t ofhége-;erien and shall represent
T llthe puslic at large. - - -
Tl T e i&inxn&akxakﬁxi oecretary of the Califernia Resaurces o
T Avency er his desiznee and tne Director sf the Nevada DePartmﬂlt i
—- " |lef Cemservatiom amd Natural Ressurces er his designee, .
S " The Secretary of State of the State of Nevaca er his depug;? i
7 !dd the .

.- ‘]okin;

after Mpatter?

-

Page h Lo

j|»e_deemed te have been takenm.

20

action of rejectism of the matter befere the goverrimg scdy shall

{1 1f the majority vote of the memwers.from ome state do not agree _ .

with the majority vete eof the nemvers from the ether state, a final _
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Substitute

l}o

ARTICLE III

-Organizatien — S

for , ,
- -t —Rr—d visovry” f)QNNMq—G mmiss) o —
4 Pare 5 ——
—ﬁi:_a (3)) The ‘executive officer of the Lahsmtan Regicmal Water Quality
thru § Comtrel Beard ef the State of Califeraia, er his designee;
L. 6 the executive efficer of the Air Resources Beard of the State
T 7T T T et Califernia, er his dosigx;e; the 6hief of the Buréau ef
- ‘Eavirenmental Health ol the HealtR Division ef the Desartmemt™
T T et HealthT’Welfare*and‘Rehabiltﬁiﬁt&n‘of_the‘State“of“Nev;d:T————-"—
~————--—" - i{ er his designee;*the;Air“Pellution*ContrQINOfficer of -the ‘
T State eof Nevada;~or~hi$“designee,
— = (}) Four Tesidents of the State-of Nevada,-each-of whom shall béf,;;;~._
— appeinrted wy-the-geverning edy.
-~ (H) Four residents of_the~Staﬁe,or.Califarnia, each of whem shall: —
B |__we appointed wy the geverning wedy.
.( e ' :
77 On Page [f B
L7723 suWstitute "Shall” fer "may" " se that (k) would read:
R (k) Each’staté':hall“provide »y-law for the disclesure or—————
——me—— 41—~ eliminatiom of cenflicts ef imterest om the part of memsers— —- -
- - of the goverrning vedy appointed from-that-state, / —
— Om L 25 ||add: --— - The-Califermia members shall,be,crcnsidered‘state.«_a_..ﬁ___*,~

- officers,forfpurposes’of_Chapter_l_(cennenci:g,with S;Etioga.._

87100) ef Title. 9 of _the Government Code of_ the 3State
_eof California.
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ARTICLE - IV

Personnrel

!
1
r
| S :
!
|
l
i

i

Add fsllrwing — ———— e
i

t
- sectiom;en-Page—5

i .
. —after Téstparagraph {L-49)

H

', (d) Ne memser or expleyee of the agemey shall we liawle ia

damages fer amy act er omissiom im the course ef his

official dﬁties, umnless such act er emissiom is malicisus.

| o ARTICLE ¥V . .

" Plamning

- Amend as-susgested ay 266,

{ t insent the follewiamg _ : .

__on_page 7, L _20 after the werd "regiea”
o

No planm, ordlasaéeyIrule, regulatiom er pelicy of

(the agemcy shallkseesydslishera lewer stamdard er allewasle

use tham amy coumty, pelitical subdivision, state, er federal

i W—"

standard ia effect oem the dav prier to the ratification of the

aneudments te the cempact; providgé, however, that the standares

or a2llewable uses set by any state, _er 3my coumty er pelitical

S

S

suddivisien 9f a state, shall Ret be given effect im thy other

|
i
;
-
:
1

state, ‘he mimimum standards or allowaole uses requirei te we

Iprovided for im any plam, erdimamce, rule, regulationm, er

wpolicy pursuant te this article nay we acemded by a vote ia

favor of such amermdment, pursuant te the procedure specified
_Dparagrarch o
in frtiele III xmexiax ;E), corcurred ia oy net less than twe-

|thlrds of all the rexders of the agency from each state,

uSub;ect"to”thé’fﬁrigéihgj”ia_itifb”or_palitiEEI*EﬁﬁaifiB1éi-"__»w
|

‘nay hereafter adopt -2 stamdard which cemflicts with the — 7~~~ 7~

regienal Plar of-the ageaeys - B

‘-

)

g Sy OO UV S SO SO —— - . —— e

JAO
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6.
I T ARTICLE VI"__’ T
|
T . P
/ P Agency's Powvers
 om Rage 8, L9 . -
Deletls semtence segimning ) » -
with WGPd 1 "imy" and ending with word "ageacyﬂ
| .
T om Lg 12
_— s
Inseﬁt followilg in lieu thereef:
——‘—~”-';'No planm,” crdlnance, rule;—regulation or- policy of :
~~—~———-lwthg agencyvshalirestabiish~a-lowerrstandard{or-allowablgum: —_—
Alyse-than any-ceumty, peliticil subdivisien, state or federal
z ;
4dﬁ6”;6N_72<3t.udard in_effect em the day prier te the ratification of the .
Hi T
.___lﬂf_, i amendments_te_the cempset; previded, however, that the

standards er allowakle uses set sy anz_gpate,'or any county

sp relitical subdivisisn ef a state, shall met we given effect

{n the ether stste, The mirimum standards er allewasle Uses

required te se provided for 11 any plal, ordiaance, rule,

‘re ulatisn, er peliecy purauant to this crtlcla na oe_anenaed_A,.
g ¥t

|

Iby a vete in faver ef such anendnent, pursuant ta the procequre

—-paragraph—- — -—
specified ia Article III xxmkxux (g), cencurred in oy Rmet less

than two-thirds ‘of all'the neuaers of the agency zr;- each

state. Susject to the foregoimg, ao state er pslitical

susélvision uéy hereafter adept a standard which coaflicts

with the regional plam ef the agency.

" Om Page:
Change

gefin‘i‘z with ward "Ary" as folleows:

»y the agency shall recoznize gaming as a permitted or comformimg —

|
b

‘<:::f<(/%9V’ 7o Bock 7o ;;%7-<; 5 aa

f’ 146 : — AT P> —

séntencé’

(1977, ard mowhere elce except &3 xmExXaxth hereinafter set forth, -

==~ Any planm, ercdirance; rule; rebulaﬁ om or policy adepted——'—~'~*f»

'use withim amy wuiléing or structure where-it existed em-Jam-1,—— ——

/7058
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ARTICLE VI

‘ ' T " or reconstruction ef
No additicns to/said buildings or structures shall we allowed .

unless apprcved by twe-thirds ef all the members of the agemey

fron each _state, provided, however, that gaming may se carried o

4 en iz a suilding preject designed fer that purpese, if it was

appreved by the agency prier te Jam 1, 1977, amd provided it

!l car de Puilt amd used fer such purpcse witheut vielatimg any

Federal State, Ceunmty er Agemcy laws, ordimances er

rerulatians, and provided further, that said suilding er

casine conpiex is completed and is open to the public fer

7 |l zzming prier te Maxxkxk, Oectever 1, 1978,

""" Delete ithe faollewimg:
" Begimping with the werd XXx;ixkxxxz;Ixi "'"ARdA" on page 9, L1 -

-— -

7?;’3:?)e 2" 7?5 1l L A .
( v > ’r/7_a7 7?3,/: > .

thru Page 12, L 47.

—— On Page|13, L 9 e

__ 4 —— dellete paragraph (c)-- -

- On Page|13, L 13, . _ N

change to read:_ - , e

{e) All plams, prograxs amd _prepesals of the State of . _

Califormia or Nevada, or of its executive er P

adrinistrative areacies, which would we undertakem

in the regiom, imcludimg sut met limited to puwlic "~

warks proJects plans _Pregrams and propssals .

c~ncern1xg highway reuting, design .na comstructioa,

shall be referred ts the zgency fer its review, as te

conforxity with the regiomal plam, and fer report amd

recﬂrnendaticns vy the abency te the exszcutive head of

“the state agency comcerned and te the Gevernor. -

On Fape 14, L 267~

g:- - ,provided saié ccastruction is‘not;prevented by T

—> arn injuaction -or sther court arder.

eV et S '*,-,Cf»‘?TMz;/ Te .
N e Forllren 796V«9)a/

Pl
. A ov B, F e
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. .
ARTICLE VI -
On page -13,-L. 21 — - —— e e
. . —~. dellete last sentence of paragraph
B ( -__beglaning with word "A"
’ /'“Oi”ijfe 13, Insert a nmew paragraph (d)
T te read: -
————— |1 (&) A11 puslic warks projecis shall be rE?Eewed prier te
' :ZLé:—“" e;nstrﬁftibﬁ;!hé‘iﬁﬁ'“VEQ "y Lhe azency as te the
: //ff~~ project’s compliance with the regizmal plax;
On Pajge 14,: L:27, adé a mew paragraph (1) .
. te read: _ .
o (1) All enviroamemtal impact reperts, statememts, er.studies —
o |{___required sy Califernia, Nevada, er federal law, whick
‘_{_” s pertain te prerpesals affecting_:c_l&g regicm shall we
éU§EL delivered te the agency for review amd recommendation _

prior te final actien., For phfposes of the Natiomal

Eaviremmeatal Policy Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 523}), the

agenacy shall be deemed a federal agency. N
I éé#lzxzzgﬁz ,_}p.—*?.)_ -

Py
.
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ARTICLE V1l

Finances -
{
o Oa| Page 14, L. L2
o | add the follewing: )
The State of California amd the State of Nevada shall pay
te the agency oy July 1 of each year, om the sasis of a
7 -
/}6‘7 twe-to-ome ratio, respectively, aay additional sum
(,h/v() necessary to suppoert the operatioms of the agemey pursuant
Fa te this cempaet,
-~ - O Paze-1k,~L 4§,paragfarh {e) — -
S te read as-—follows:cax S
| 3 N
{e) The ageacy shall summit am itemized budgset te the
I ~statss for review with amy request for stats fumds,
4

i
)

\
.

I
__im Artiele III parasraph (i),

- - -disbursements. -

and’_shfallﬁ*ﬁ_ﬁrictl‘yﬁa‘éeountaal§ t9 amy county im
the Tegion and the states fer all f unds’p‘aid"‘ny‘“ﬁh/en
" 77 te the agemey, amd shall we strictly accountasle te

- a1l participatimg vedies-for-all receipts ‘and

)r Page 14,-L 49,
—__add_the follewing:

On Paze 15, L. 8

’ add the feollewing:

,out_the dgemcy may uet owm land except as previded-~

1= a request; accoxpanied-sy-aax-iterizeda-sudzet,; from-the

~e——~- onm the Basis af a two-to-ome-ratie, respectively,

“If"adéiticmal fumnds are required the zagemecy shall make——
' - SR I

(———--—-- States af Califermia-and Nevada;-which sum shall-be paid — -
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(‘ ' ~ _ INTRODUCTION

This report is intended to. portray some of the more bas&c lmpacts of potentlal new
hotel/casino development in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Theé base .year for the study is
1974, with most of the data referenced having been generated in 1974 through the
Tahoe Regional Transportation Study (TRTS). That study was a joint undertaking

" conducted by the Nevada Highway Department, California Deparitment of, Transportation,

. California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
The study consisted of extensive home intervicws, hotel, motel and campground inter-
views conducted throughout the Tahoe Basm in the wmter and ‘summer ‘of 4974

\
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g - - 0 SUMMARY -
@ | <

The potentlal for expansion of the Tahoe gaming mdustry is at two levels. One is the
expansion of South Shore gaming by the addition of four major hotel/casino projects
which have already received the approvals necessary to go to construction. The other
is the, possublllty of new hotel/casino projects proposed on land which must allow gammg

development under the TRPA Compact ‘

The four additions to the. South Shore gaming industry which have already received
approvals would double the gaming floor area, hotel rooms, and employees presently in
tb_e:_,S_Q.u.tb.IaJWQe gamlnquea A total of 12,000 new employees would be generated through
the gaming expansion and related service industry expansion, bringing atotal addition

to the South Shore population of 24,000 persons. . The traffic into and out of the gamlng
area at South Shore would be expected to double, posmg a requirement for ten traffic .
lanes on the California side of the gaming-area and six lanes on the Nevada side. While -
sufficient vacant land exists on the South Shore to accommodate the housing demand in

. theory, sewage restrictions on both sides of the State line are likely to severely curtail
the number of new units which can be developed forcmg a majority of the new employees -
to find housing outside the Tahoe Basin.and mcreasmg the competition for the limited

“housing stock

The addmon of other new »hotel/casinos would have diffe'ri_ng. impacts.depen‘dihg dpon
the location. There is a potential for seven.such new facilities at the South Shore (in

ad_g__l_t_u_g_u_m_tbg_four with approvals), one at the-North Shore State line and seven in the
cline Vill ge area. Each additional facility would be expected to add approximately

1/4 of the gammg area currently in operdtion at the South Shore, witheach new facility
at South Shore increasing the South Tahoe resident population by approximately 1/6.

Each new facility at the North Shore would increase the North Shore resident population:
by a factor of 1/3 over current‘levels. Each new facility is expocted to generate sufficient
vehicle traffic to requlre two addmonal trafflc lanes. .

/A0~ &5



GAMING AT LAKE TAHOE |
[\. Co e  MISTORICAL BACKGROUND . -

The resort character of the Tahoe area began to emerge in the late 1800's and early
1900's. It was in the 1930's that roads to the Basin were paved and the area became
accessible to large numbers of ‘peaple resndmg in the developlng metropolatan 3reas °
" of Northern California. The 1930's also.saw the advernt of legalized gaming in Nevada
and the first clustering of activity around the North and South Shore Stateline areas -
began. The scale of resort activity around Tahoe remained relatively small through,
- the 1940's and early 1950's, but began a major . transition in the late 1950's. At that
- time the larger gaming establishments began to appear at the South Shore, Stateline
and they began to cater to a year-round market. 1 This development was followed in-
the early 1960's by improved highway access to the Tahoe region and the blossoming’,
of the Sierra ski industry.following .the 1960 Winter Olympics at Squaw Valley. "The -
growing metropolitan Sacramento and San Francisco Bay areas répresented a market
for year-round recreation and. the Tahoe Basin offered a unique combination of outstand=
ing natural recreation opportunmes and year-round gan‘lmg and entertainment. The
resultant boom at Tahoe found the permanent population of the Basin increasing by".
© 7112% between 1960 and 197mer year compared with a California_statewide average
- qf approximately 2.5% per. year). Second-home development was rapid, with anmnlory
of nearTy 12,000 having been developed by 1970, swellmg the. Tahoe Basin peak seasonal

_populatlon to nearly 100, 000 persons 2 L . "
* CHARACTER OF TAHOE GAMING S R

-

.Vllh the "Tahoe Boom" came the establnshment of gamlng as-a prmcnpal mduslry
of the Tahoe Basin. In 1974 approximately 1/3 of the Tahoe Basin' 's total e,,Q.L_X,ment
drew income from the 3rea’s gaming establistvoents.? As with any lndustry of such
relative importance to a region, any sngmf‘cant expansion in that industry is bound
to impact the region in a number of ways. To assess the probability of impact, though
it is necessary to analyze the hature of the lndustry and establlsh a base for comparlson

Relative Scale of Tahoe Gammg L - - e = . ...

Though there is a comparable Aumber of gammg estabhshments at the North Shore of
Lake Tahoe, the scale of the facilities and level of activity is considerably greater at.
 the South Shore. The 1975 Névada Gaming Abstract lists the total revenue from the
South Tahoe gaming facilities at-$184.3 million, 10% of the stalewide fiqure. While this
1s far short of the $992..7 million generated by the Las Vegas strip; it is approaching-
*  the $234.3 million generated by .the Reno/Sparks facilities. The North Shore area, . .-
by contrast, was not itemized in the 1975 Abstract as a significant gaming center. 3

Growth. - T ST :

Growth in the gamlng industry, at Tahoe was roncurrent wllh uls populahon grow{h at
both ends of the Lake through most of the 1950's’and 1960's. Major gammg facilities -
developed at both the North and South Shore Stateline areas, and a major facility developed
in Incline Vlllage With the development of the Sahara Tahoe in the mid-1960's and the -
emphasis on big name -entertainment at the Sahara Tahoe and Harrah's, however, the
South Shore began to take an mcreasmg share of the Tahoe gaming/entertainment market.
«.,thually all of the Dauglas County gaming revenues come from South Shore. Between
1960 and 1970 those gaming revenues increased from $25. 7 million to 367 million. This
represents @ 161% increase over thé ten year period, compared to an“Increase of only
91% for the whole of Washoe County during the same perlod. Through lhe Iater pO(‘tlon
of that ten year pernod the actuvtty at- North Tahoe tapered off. . e

U : 2 Jio-se.
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- At the South Shore this growth has continued into the 1970's. In Fiséal Year 1975 gamihg'
[ revenue for South Tahoe totaled approximately $118 5 million, 'within 25% of the $158. 5
Phillion gaming revenue figure for Reno/Sparks in Fiscal Year 1975 (gammg revenue’
is a portion of the total revenue referrcd.to earlier). 4 In 1975, three major holel/casino
facilities and three minor casinos were in operation -at the South Shore (See Table 1)
Estimates developed from the Summer. 1974 Tahoe Regional Transportation Study surveys
indicate tha’t a total annual patronage of 13.8 million was generated by the South Tahoe:
gamln facilities in 1974. The average patronage per 1000 square feet of gaming space-
is a useful index for comparison of gaming activity. The 13.8 million annual patronage
( represents an average of 396 patrons per peak season day for each 1000 square feet
of gaming floor area in the South Tahoe casinos (Appendlx A).

Al the North Shore the gaming activity in the furst half of the current decade was consider-
ably different. Ownership changes, financial difficulties and htlgatlon closed the two .
major North Shore hotel/casinos (Cal Neva Lodge. & Klngs Castle now Hyatt Lake Tahoe)
for varying periods of time, and the facilities remaining open. experienced relatively
poor years (See Tablé 1). The estimated total patronage at the North Shore facilities .-
in 1974 was only 1.8 million. The marked difference in the intensity of gaming actnvuty
between the North and South Shores is most apparent in-the estimate of only 234 patrons
‘per day per 1000 square feet of active gaming area for the North Shore during’ the peak -
season, compared with the figure of 396 for the South Shore. (Appendlx A). Since 1974,
however, Kings Castle has reopened as the Hyatt Lake Tahoe, and Cal Neva Lodge is.
-expected to reopen in the near future. The rejuvenation of these two major facilities is .’
expected to trigger a marked’ mcrease in the overall mtens:ty of gammg actlvmes at .

the north end of Lake Tahoe

.Seasona ! ntx

Seasonality is very pronounced in the Tahoe tourlst mdustry, mcludmg the gamlng
industry. Though the primary market for the Tahoe Basin is large (in excess of five
million people within the metropolitan Sacramento and San Francisco Bay areas)b, the
access to the region is almost exclusively by automobile. Winter weather condmons
frequently inhibit travel and when combined with the natural influencés of "vacation®
seasons", the summer quarter is the peak season, by a significant factor, withtraffic '
. volumes, -patronage, and various other mdlcators of tourist activity all maintaining high
levels from July 4 through the Labor’ Day hohdays The fluctuation between seasons
_is dramatic, with estimates of monthly patronage. for the South Shore gaming facilities
in 1974 ranglng from a peak in Augustof 2.2 million persons to a low of 850 thousand
persons in November (Appendix A) The other indecies of tourist actuvlty in the reglon

exhnblt similar trends.

Tourﬂst Generatlon

In contrast to Las Vegas and Reno, tourlsm in the ‘Tahoe region does not necessarlly

lmply an attraction to the' gaming or. entertamment activities of the area. Tahoe presents

a unique combination of natural recreation amenilies such as spectacular scenery, camping

and hlkmg opportumtles water and snow.related recreation,-and the simple lure of "a

cabin in the mountains” Considerable evidence gathered in'the 1974 Tahoe Regional

Transportatlon Study surveys suggest, however, that the gammq industry ‘is definitely -

ama or_a,tgg,cmn for most of the Tahoe visilors, partlcuLar_lv those at South Shore.

The major hotel/casino facilities of South Shore are all clustered within 1/4 mile of the

State line. On the California side of the Scuth State line, there are approxlmately 3200.
motel units within 1/4 mile and approximately 4500 units within 1/2 mile. This represents

nearly 60% of the South Lake Tahoe motel rooms. Of significance is the fact that even

though these units are in the midst of the most urbamzed portnon of the Tahoe Basin,

._2,’ !
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. . TABLEl' e ' , .o ’ 5‘ .

EXISTING GAMING RESORT FACILITIES IN THE TAHOE BASIN

: 3. SUMMER 1974 ' ]
Lake Tahoe Casinos Gaming Hotel>  Show Height” Parcel Size3 Employees _- Parking Spaces3 .
Floor Area Rooms  Room Floors Acres Coverage % Res,.:L Non.Res.? Total Open Struct. Tota
(sq. ft.) . ' Co ‘ ' :
North Shore - o T L ST :
Cal Neva 6,000 - 250 yes 10 12.5 7.7 .62, T . 205 - . 205
Crystal Bay 7, 000 g . mo 2 .2.9 2.6 63 S =118 T 178
Hyatt> . - " 10,6007 463 oyes 11 274 T17,3 . - 90 Lot 600 - 600
Nev. Lodge . .11, ooog 52 yes 4 47 43 90 - .. 460 - 460
No. Shore Clb. 5,500 .32 . . no 2. 12.6 . 8.6 .69 R . 115 - 115
" Tahoe Nugget ° 3,0003 - mo - 1 . 0.8 = .6, 0 : 58 . - 58
TOTAL: 43,100 797 3 TTE0.9 ALl &7 720 78 . 798 1,438 175 1,613
South Shore ' o ‘-’7 " .' _ . N ' } S e :
Barney's . 10,500 .- no 2 0.2 0.2 100 ' . R -
Gary's® " © 12,0003 © - g mo . 2 0.8 0.7 88 .80 - 50
Harrah's © 47,0003 250 yes .. 18 . 24.6 . 16.5 8T o 2,104 446 2,56C
Harvey's Res. 38,0007 . 194 no 12 18,5 " 16.6 . - 90. .. ‘ ‘ - 1,600 -+ 1,e0¢
Harvey's Inn 6,0003 125 ‘ no 2 . a8 2.8 58 . IR 7 - S 2 Y-
Sahara Tahoe 35,,700"‘ . 542 .yes ;15 - 34.0 25.0 T4 L ‘ _ 1,215 = - 1,21¢
So. Tahoe Nug: 4,3007. . - no - 2 1.8 1.8 _ 100 - L 235 - 23¢
TOTAL - 41,500 LAl 2 . . 839 629 75 6640 495 7135 5,450 446 5,90¢
'BASIN'TO'TAL . 184,600 1,908 - 5 - . 144,8 109 " 72..7360 573 7933 6,897 621 7,51
1 TRTS Home InterV1ew Survey, Summier 1974 '
2 TRTS Roadside Survey, Summer 1974 ' :
3 TRPA Project Files, Parcel Maps, Aerial Photos, Staff, etc. '
4 Cal Neva Club ‘'was' closed during-the summer of 1974
5

The Hyatt was operating slots only because it was in- recewersh1p

durmg the summer of 1974 (est. of 1/2 of floor area in use).
Gary's Casino was not in operalion during:the summer.of: 1974
TRPA field check or phone inquiry .

48 rooms are on a lakeshore parcel (;I 4 acre). and 415 rooms are in the main hotel (20.0 acre parcel).'
250 rooms .were completed and in use in 1974 out of the '540 rooms presently in use.
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surrounded by the’ heaviest traffic congesllon in-the Basm and gcnera“y more expenswe
they also have the highest occupancy rates. Orcupancy rates of motels within 1/4 mile” °
( f the State line were measured at approximately 85% in the Summer_1974 TRTS Hotel/ -

otel Survey, while those between 1/8 and.1/2 mile averaged approxnmately 72%. Those
motel units in the westerly half of the City of South Lake Tahoe averaged only 62% occu- .
pancy. The 1, 111-units within the three major hote[/casﬂ&&_hﬂd a3 96% occupancy figure.
Qno(her indication_of the attraction of the gaming industry lS the percentage of traffic

olumes. The hlghest traffic volumes in the Lake in ween Pioneer
iTrail and Park Avenue on Highway 50, approximately 1/4 mile west of lhe State line. .
The total number oTvehlcle trips into and out of the South Shore casinos ndentafled in .
‘the Summer TRTS survey averaged approximately_31, 000 per day for the sumimer, season.
. TRTS data indicates that approximately 72%-of the traffic into the gaming establishments .
originates on the California side of - the State line. Correcting for the number of vehicle -
“trips that travel less than 1/4 mile to cross the State line. The data indicates that appr oxt-

mately 48% of the average daily traffic at that most conqested W&mﬂi.ﬁ)

or coming from the Stateline casmos.3_ . .

POTENTIAL FOR EXPANSION -

SouthShore _ T »

There are two elements to the potentlal for gaming-expansion at South Shore . That
resulting from prospective ‘gaming’ development ‘which has already received the necessary
approvals, and that from future gaming proposals on undeveloped parcels exempted’
from full TRPA land’ use authorlty ‘under Article VI Section (a) of thé. TRPA Compact. "
_ In the former instance, “four major hotel/casmo projects-have been submitted for review

.at the Douglas County, Nevada TRPA and TRPA levels and have received the necessary
approvals (See Table 2): In all four instances no formal actuon was taken by TRPA due to
_the failure of the TRPA Governing Board to reach dual majority agreement on either approval
or denial. With the interaction of Article Hl Section {g) and Article VI Section (k) of thé Bi—
state Compact, however, the failure of the TRPA to take action allows the pro;ects to proceed.
according to the earher ‘approvals.by Douglas County and the’ NTRPA i

Of the four projects with-approvals, °two are w:thnn the so-called "casino core” of
" South Shore. Harvey's expansnon is proposed on the existing Harveys Wagen Wheel -
site and the Park Tahoe is presently being constructed adjacent to Harrah's and Barney s,
across nghway 5Q from the Sahara Tahoe. The cther two projects, the Hotel Oliver

- and Tahoe Palace are beyond the junction of Highway 50 and ngsbury Grade, and are
approxlmately 3/ll mile from the State line. cL e .

As Table 2 squests the construction and operation .of those’ fdur approved projects e
would have a profound effect on the South Tahoe gaming plcture With those approvals -~
alone the amount of gaming floor area at the South Shore gaming facilities would double

’ as would the number of hotel rooms, parkmm <paces and employees; and the number er of -
show rooms would triple. In addition, the two ngsbury area hotel/casinos in combination

with the existing minor facilities of. Harvey s Inn, Gary's Casino and the South Tahoe Nugget
would estabhsh a second hub of gaming actnvnv at the South Shore (See Map #l)

. The second element of, potential gammg expanslon at South Shov e is the pOSSlbllltY of gaming-
development on the land which does not presently have gaming facilities but which was

zoned to pe’ mit them in 1968. Under Article VI Section (a) of the Bistate Compact any pro- -
posed.gaming development on such land must be recognized by TRPA as a permitted and ton-
forming use. Map #1 identifies the existing gaming facilities, the’ three new hotel/casinos
which have received approvals and. potential sites on land exempted from TRPA control.
Frontage and parcel size are the two most important factors in evaluating the potential

2t

-3- .

o T T JAD- 69

-



TABLE 2 .- L
APPROVED ADDITIONS TO SOUTH TAHOE GAMING INDUSTRY !
‘Gaming Hotel . Show. | Height . P‘arcel S 'Employeesz ' Parking
Floor Area Rooms . Room (floors) Size * °  (Summer) Spaces
(sq. ft.) . . . (acres) . . '
* Harvey's . - ' - o e - : ', . o
. Expansion ~50,000° 546 - yes 22 = 2,575 2,900
Park Tahoe | 40,000 - - 446 yes ' 14 343 . 1,000 1,600
Hotel Oliver .  33,512° 960 yes 7. el ume 2,464
Tahoe Palace . -32,350 560 ves 11, - . 15 C 1650 1,600
Total Additional . 155,862 2,512 e 73.3 . 17,095 . "8,564
Total Existing>  .141,500 1,401 2 - 839 . 7,957 5905
Total After o ' A : : T c '
Addition. 297,362 3913 6 - o-es 18720 15,052 " 14,469

1 Basié informatien for Harvey 's expanswn Park Tahoe Hotel Ohver and Tahoe Palace obtamed from TRPA proJect‘
: application files for.the respective projects,

Averaye employee figures were expanded by a factor of 1:1.18 to generate peak season employment flgures
See Table #1

* This d1£fers from the 1974 total listed on Table #1 because of the recem add1t1on of 290 hotel rooms to Harrahs
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POTENTIAL GAMING EXPANSION
MAPS NO. 1, 2 and 3
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for new hotel/casino sites on the:exempt lands. TRPA staff considered the parcel size
‘and frontage of the three recent hotel/casino approvals in gvaf;iating potential sites.
- Through that ev'aluation,. TRPA staff hqs concludaed that there arsg.ma'ximum of seven .. .
_@piential hotel/casino sites which have not yet been developed or, approved for gaming . .
evelopment op _the South Shore. -~ - - IR : N . ce el -
The future of the two a'gprm}ed Kingsbury area hotel/casinos may be an impértanl'fa’ctor’"? o
in determining whether or not many of the potential sites are considered by developers. Coe
g facilities, as the establishment of that second hub-of South Shore gaming-,,. f-——»»..‘.;_

.

- -« m———

. . .

. P
-

for gamin e estab : econd: , -
activities could bring the gaming markel close ¢nough to same of the more marginal = . %%

!sites to make them ec_gngmi_ggu)é_‘auractii./é. A related factor is that with the éstablish- -7
i ent of the second hub, development of new gaming. sites'might well be classed as "infill" - -
.of the gaming larid use r; ther than "expansion® -of the gaming land.use."" SR L

It should be noted that owmé' w'in.play;ar': ’lmportanl. role in de.ter\m'inir;g'- )

-

whether various. potential gaming sites are ever proposed for ‘development. A number of- .

the potential sites are presently under a common ownership.and are not:therefore expected )
to be developed as separate, competing gaming projects. . Should economic factors result-
in a_change in ownership of some-of the parcels, however, -the likelyhcod of.new gaming- .-~

: proposals.would be increased. oo e -l .- . e T
T R R R a . : c e e L « v SR T

.. . L. ’ LT . . L.

:Nortf'1 Shore e T : A T
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There is only one.new gaming related facility pending at the North Shore. Itis a 252, =
room hotel addition to the present Crystal Bay Club which will not expand the gaming _ ~ |
floor area.’ The addition was originally approved by the Nevada TRPA prior to the :
formation of the Bistate'Agency. Construction was begun_ at that time, but the project
.was soon halted and only recently was.work on the facility begun'again.. There has . .
been.an as yet unWion raised about whether or not the hotel facility "~ :
should be réquired 1o undergo a new review. = "~ - . N R

. .

Thé expansion of gaming facilities at the North Shore'is therefore not as eminent as it..-
4s at South Shore. The expansion of gaming activity at North Shore is already occurring,
‘however. As earlier indicated, the two'major facilities at North Shore were not in full ’
6peration"in'thé early 1970's and gaming aclivity at the facilities which were operational . ..
,,,_as_‘s;gn;f;canu_y below that of 'the more prosperous South Tahoe gaming industry, as ’ E o
reflected in the figure of 234 North Shore patrons per 1000 square feét of operational.
gaming space compared with a figure of 396 patrons. per 1000 square feet at South Shore
-(Appendix A) .- This represents a significant increase in‘the intensity of gaming activity
possible within the pres;ent‘fa_cilfties. The return to full operation of Hyatt'Lake Tahoe
has already begun this éxpansion, with the number of employees increasing from 70 in
. 1974 to 785 in 1976. 8 The ‘exp_ggt_e_d’_f__g_tu[p,mfu” aperation of Cal Neva lodge will likely
* ' make the area even more attractive to those seeking gaming and.entertainment. In :ezval-
- . uating the potential for growth of the North Share facilities, .though, one negative. - - -
_faclor must be considered. That faclor is that the North Shore gaming core does not . .
abut on @ major tourist residential zone as do'the hotel/casinos at'South Shore. and are
therefore not likely to draw the amoéunt of walk-in patronage drawn by the South Shore: *
clubs. With that walk~in patronage amounling to néarly 50% of thé total at‘South Shore"
. (Appendbi A) it is therefore pot likely that the patronage per. 1000 square feet at North

Shore will equal that generated at South Shore. -

- -, - .-
- - hd -

The remaining element of potential gaming expansion at North Shore is in those lands

. falling under Article Vi Section (a) of the Bistate Compact on which gaming development =
must be recognized by TRPA as a permitted use. TRPA staff has evaluated the properties .-
“in the North Tahoe area which fall under thal prowision, considering parcel size, frontage

1)
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and.access, and exis(ing land use, and has concluded that a maximum of eight potential

hotel/casmo sites exist on such land at the North Shore, Only one of these possible
‘5ites 1s at the North Shore Stateline area. It is located between the emstmg Crystal

.Bay Club and Cal Neva Lodge (See Map #2). T e

The remaining ‘seven potentaal hotel/casmo sites at North Shore are all in the Incline
Village core area (See Map #3). The Hyatt Lake Tahoe is presently the only significant
gaming facility in that area, but with two sites immediately to the north of the Hyatt

and five additional sites possvble in the commeércial core area of Incline there’is obviously -
the potential for creation of a major gaming concentration in the center of Incline on land
exempted from TRPA zoning jurisdiction by the Compact provision. There is some -
additional land falling under the Compact provision which was not judged likely-for
gaming development due to substantna! exlstlng non-gaming development and small
.parcel size. L : . ) . .

IMPACTS OF POSSIBLE GAMING DEVELOPMENT

There are two levels of potential gaming expansion which have been analyzed by TRPA .
"staff in evaluating possible impacts: The cumulative impacts of existing gaming approvyals’
(See Table 2 for listing of approved projects) and the. impacts of a single "typical” new.
hotel/casmo proposal. The scale of the "typical® new hotel/casino was genet, ated by
averaging the three new holel/casmo propoqals which have been reviewed since 1970.

The three are the Park Tahoe, Hotel Oliver, and Tahoe Palace, all at South Shore Based -
upon these three, the typical fac:lllty wou|d have the f0||ow|ng d!mensuons .

.

Gammg Area... seaeeiae ey S 35 000 square feet
. ~ Hotel RoOOMS . ..ol 650

Parking Spaces.......... .. 1,900 . -

‘Summer Employees. .............. 1,500 .,

-

In both the cumulative impacts and the typical facility impacts TRPA staff has relied.
upon ‘generation factors extrapolated from data on patterns at'the existing gaming facili-
ties in the Tahoe Basin, principally those of South Shore. The data from South Shore
facilities is primdrily from 1974, gathered by the Tahoe Regional Transportatlon Study,

" and for purposes of generahzmg impacts, is assumed to represent optimum peak season
operations for Tahoe gammg facilities, be they at South Shore or North Shore. In consi-
dering impacts, the primary concern is the peak season (summer) in whlch Tahoe's

resources are taxed to the gréatest extent

TRANSPORT)\TION IMPACTS

Teaffic congestlon is generally regarded as lhe most critical pn oblem facing the Tahoe
Basin today. hough more attention has been focused on the South Shore congestion,

the problems at North Shore are equa||y serious. Peak month {August) average daily
traffic at the most congested point in the Tahoe Basin in 1974 was 45, 500 vehicles per .
day. This occurred on Highway 50 approximately 1/4 mile west of the South Shore .
State line.9 The typical traffic lane will function at an acceptable level with a volume
of approximately 8000 vehicles per day.10 Judging by that standard, Highway 50 at that
point was operating at approxnmately 26% over capacity during that peak month. The -
“volume to the east of the State line in the vicinity of Kingsbury Grade for that same
"month was approximately 33, 500 vehicles, within 7% of capacity: 1 At the North Shore.
the situation was similar. The 1974 peak month volume on Highway 28 Just west of the

_ State line was 17,400 vehicles per day, 9 exceedmg capacuty by 8° This is'particularly

-5- - L.
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stgnmcant when one considers the very low level of’ actuwty at the North Shore State
lime in 1974, with the major hotel/casing facility closed and with the major lotel/casino
facility in lnchne Vlllage operating oni a sugmﬁcantly reduced scale. ,

\.rlp Ge neratnon Factors

To estimate the lmpact of new gammg development upon these exnstlng congestlon problems,

one must rely upon trip generation factors for the various gaming operations. For the :

gaming operations within the "casino core" at South Shore, TRPA has computed atrip

.generation factor by aggregating the total number of trips to the area's gaming facilities,

reported in the Summer, 1974 Tahoe Regional Transportation Study surveys ‘and dividing

the total amount of gaming floor space in operation at that time. The result is.a trip

generatnon ‘factor of 218 vehicle trips'generated per day for every 1000 square feet of

gaming area. This represents a summer season average, and when adjusted to represent.

the peak month of August,  the trlp generation factor, becomes 247 vehicle, trlps per day per

thousand square feet of garmng area (Appendix A) oo _ . . ;‘ -

re

“The trsp generatlon factor of 247 vehlcle trips per thousand square feet can be safely apphed

to new gaming development within the ex1st|ng core area, but-it is not approprsate for

-.new development beyond the core area because of one.important consideration: : Walk-in-

patronage.” As earlier indicated, the Stateline gaming core area is immediately ad;acent

to the heaviest concentratnon -of tourlst accommodations in'the’ Tahoe Basin, the South.

" Lake Tahoe motel core. All of the facilities within the gaming core area are within 174

" mile walking distance ‘from that motel cere and the TRTS figures indicate that 48%-of the

total ‘patronage measured in 1974 was in fact walk-in patronage (Appendix A). New gaming -

facilities beyond the.casino core would be considerably less likely to draw a comparable -

percentage of walk-in patronage particularly those-as dlstant from the State line as the

two facilities approved in the Kingsbury Grade area, in excess of 3/4 mile from the State
.me If one assurned a patronage equal to that measured for the core area facilities,.

but with no walk-in patrons, the vehicle generation factor for.the peak month would

" jump to nearly 419 vehicle trips per day (assuming the average occupancy of 2.4 per'sons

per vehicle into the gaming areas). A more reasonable estimate’is that derived by .

the consultants to the two Kingsbury area hotel/¢asino projects. The consultants,

Sierra Environmental Monltormg and Raymond Smith. (former Douglas County Planning

consultant}, utilized a series of factors in compulting trafflc generation for the two facili-

ties. .For-the "typical” new hotel casino these factors would result in a combined trip

gene__atnon factor of approximately 313 vehicle trips per day per thousand square feet
The.conclusions of the consultants were accepted by the Nevada Env:ron-

oj_gammg area.
mental Protection Servnce whlch revnewed the pro;ected alr quahty 1mpacts of the two

facuhtuesm 1975. UL L.

Impact of Approved Hotel/Casnno Pro;ects ST T

Utnhznng the trlp generat:on factor ‘of 247 vehucle trlps per day per thousand square
feet of gaming area, the expansion of Harvey' s _Resort Hotel ‘wouyl e 12,350 addi- , =
tional vehicle trips per day and. the Park Tahoe Hotel would qenerate 9 880 vehicle trips
per day. The estimated vehicle trips which would be generated by the Tahoe Palace and ./““'
Hotel are 10,610 and. 11,505 per day respectively.12-13 Combining tlese estimates, :
one arvives a_,a,to_tal {rip generation of 44,345 vehicle trlps per peak morith day for the - ) l
addilional:development. This represents a [28% increase in the volume of traffic generatéd
by the Soutn Tahoe gaming area (the 1974 data indicates a peak month trlp generation, -
of 34, 410 vehicle trips per day). Assuming a continuation of the pattern of 72% of the
trips to the gaming area originating on the California side of the State line and 28% on

.the Nevada side, identified by TRTS, this traffi¢ increase would mean’ an additiopal
31, 928 vehicles per day added to the California peak volume: and 12,417 added to the .

Nevada peak volume, mcreases of 70% and 37% respectlvely. LT
- . - _6.‘. ; . N . e ' . , . )
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Lane Requirements for Approved. HoteI/Casin'o Projcc'ts

The total traffic volume on the California side of the State line-during the pcak month
( would be approxlmately 77,000 vehitles per day with thé combined volumes of the exist-
"ing and proposed gaming developments. Based tipon 8,000 vehicles per day optlmum

lane capacity, this figure poses a_frequirement for 10 lanes between the Stateline: qammg
facilities and California. The total volume on the Nevada side would increase to approxn-

mately HG_O'GO ehicles per day, requnrmg six traffic lanes. . .

‘The adopted Transportatlon Plan of the Tahoe Reglonal Planning Agency provndes for

the creation of a two lane loop road to encircle the hotel/casino core area of the South
Shore and a two lane bypass road connecting Pioneer Trail with Round Hill. These

two facilities, combined with existing Highway 50 would theoretically meet the minimum
needs of the approved sites. -In this instance, however, the theoretical capacity may

not meet the projected volumes. The problem is that the lnnp_LQad_was_nQLdeng,ed

to meetl that total volume, it was designed to service the three existing hotel/casmos

in the Stateline "core" area plus the new Park Tahoe," also within the core area. Its

- primary function was to provide alternate means of circulation around the core area

to relieve the already overburdened nghway 50 and pick up some volume increase - ,
‘generated by the Park Tahoe. lItscritical defect in supportmg the substantlally larger o
volumes projected for the total build-out of existing approvals.is that it is not desngned

to extend into the City of South Lake Tahoe beyond Park Avenue. ‘The point of peak
traffic congestion in the City is beyond Park Avenue, though, and consequently the
larger traffic volumes would _merely be funneled off of the total of eight lanes cn*culatmg
‘around the casino core back to the four lanes of Highway 50 at the point where the high-
way is already experiencing its most serious congestion. The system, consequently,.
‘'would stlll be four lanes def:cnent at that critical pomt

-

.The fmancmg of both the loop road and bypass road are also questlon marks in pro;echng
the accommodation of the increased traffic. The adopted TRPA Transportation Plan
estimated the costs of the two facilities at $1.4 million-and $10.9 million respectlvely
Those figures were developed in early 1975, and the cost of the facilities today is pro- -
bably considerably greater. Facilities on the Nevada side of the State hne account for

approxumately 6u4% of the estlmated costs,

Another question mark is whether the bypass road will ever be bu:lt The State of B
California, through both the administration-and the California Tahoe .Regional Planning -

Agency '(CTRPA)., has maintained strong opposition over thé past two years to any plans
for significant road expansion on the California side of the State line. Thé bypass road
cannot be built on the California side of the State line without the concurrence of both

the State and CTRPA

Alternatlves to the -Automobile'

.When analyzmg the large trafﬁc vo|Umes pr o;ected a loglcal questlon is whelher any

of these vehicle trips can ‘be diverted to other modes. Thé answer.is that some may be
diveried, but probably not a significant number. One reason for this is that the auto- |
mobile is llkely to remain the principal means of access to the Basin., On a typical August
day approximately 6,900 vehicles arrive in'the Tahoe Basin on Highway 50 at Echo Summit.
With an occupancy factor of 2.4 persons per vehicle, this represents approximately

16, 600 persons The most likely alternative for access to the Basin for most of these
people is by air. According to the present management.of the Soutiv Tahoe Airport,
however, the maximum capacity that can be'realistically antncnpated for that facility is
approximately 2,000 persons per day. 1> This represents only 12% of the'persons arriv-
ing in the Basin by automoblle .over Echo Suinmit in 197ll As vehacular access to the °

.

_7__--. . -.
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Basin Is cxpected to continue to increase in the fnture the percentage of vusztors who

could concelvably arrive by air will dlmlmsh

(.Gwen a contmued reluance upon the automobile for access to the Basin, the, probablhty
of enticing people to ride a_transit system once they arrive in the Basin is relatlvely
low. The CTRPA has made a strong commitment.to the development of a major transit
system within the City of South Lake Tahoe.16 Even if the transit, system is developed
and becomes successful in terms of ridership, CTRPA administration still expects’.a
net increaseé in vehicle traffic along nghway 50, even if there is not 5|gmf|cant expan—

sion of gammg facuhtles .

Comgl icating Factors

Two factors comphéate the entlre dnscussnon of transportatlon impacts of the. four approved
hotel/casino developments. The first is the assumption that the propertion of vehicles
originating on the Callforma 'side of thé State line to those originating oh the Nevada

side will stay the same.” The 1974 data’showed approximately 72% of the trips to the -

South Shore gaming area originated on the California side. It is doubtful that this per-
centage will remain constant if there is a stgmfncant lncrease in the tolal volume’ generated
"by the gaming area. The prmCIpal reason for this is that occupancy figures for the Cali-
fornia side.of the South Shore-are already relatlvely high, 3.and the land remaining which
is zoned to permit transnent dwellmg units is 3 very small percentage of that which has-
already been. devetoped Hence it is not hke|y that sufficient transient dwellmg units
will be developed on the California side of the' State-line to accommodate. the increase in
visitors that would be anticipated. A related consideration is an expected increase in

the number of gaming employees expected to reéside on the Nevada side. of the State line. 12
These two.considerations suggest an increase in the propox tion of gammg area trafﬂc e
originating on the Nevada side of the State Ime . }

The second complication is perhaps even more basic; namely, will there be sufficient
increase in the number of Tahoe Basin visitors to provide the same level of patronage
for.a doubling of the gaming industry? The only clue to the answer comes from a random,
survey of Bay Area residents conducted in 1975. The survey results showed.that 80%
of the Bay Area residents consider themselves to be Tahge Basin visitors. 18 1f this survey
is even remotely accurate, it represents an extremely strong market penetratlon by .
anyone's standard, and raises the questlon of whether the Bay Area can supply sufficient
new patronage to keep expanded gammg facilities operating at a high level. For markets
more distant than the Bay Area, air transportation is.the only alternative for movement
of large numbers of visitors to South Tahoe, but with limitations on the capacity of the

~ South Shore Airport, itis llkely that another airport would have to supply the bulk of

. “the increased visitor arrivals. - The toglcal airports would be either Reno, or. the Carson
Valley Alrport should commercial servnce be mtroduced there. . to- . .

. Oil prices could affect the patr onage figures 3|so The combination of continued reliance
~ upon the automobile for access to the Basin plus mcreasmg oil prnces could render
. Tahoc a less attractlve vacation area. - : .

.

Impact Of'a."Typical“ New Hotel/Casin’o; - . S

-

If the traffic generatlon factors developed by Sierra Environmental Momtormg and Raymodnd
Smith12.13 are applied to a "typical” hotel/casino projéct (average of the three new hotel/
casinos approved for South Shore) the follow-ng addmonal traffic velumes would be .

gener .\ted
C-p-
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Gaming TripS....occivrennees e G050

. Show Room Trips....w..... 3 O e 650 : 5 ) .
(' Employee Trips......ccvevvunn... - 2,700 i i . ' o
. .- Hotel Room TFrips..... AR Sl e
Total Vehlcle Trigs ..... 5§ e ath 10. 975

The traffic impacts of approximately 11, 000. vehicle trnps per day would vary dependnng
~ upon the location of the new hotel/casino If that traffic were all arriving and departing
along a single route this volume would requ:re two additional lanes (11,000 vehicle lrlps
represents approximately 1.4 lanes, but in practical terms would mean one addmonal
lane in each direction) . _If this facility were on the South Shore and the factor of
72% California trips/28% Nevada trips remalned constant this would represent approx-
imately 8,000 California trips and approximately 3,000 Nevada trips.. The Nevada trips
-could concelvably be accommodated without additional lane requirements. The Callforma
trips would require additional lanes to accommodate the volume without Substantially .
~increasing congestion: Similar conditions would exist at the North Shore State line,
- though the situation would differ somewhat in that it is lmposssble to add;additional 3
_lanes to nghway 28 around Crysta'l Bay, even-if traffic volumes warrant them. For
new facilities in the Incline area the latter point would apply as well, since lhat would
‘represent a constraint on access: from California. Duspersion of vehicles within the’
Incline area is difficult to project. For.a point of comparison, the heaviest volume in
the Incline area according to 1974 traffic data was on Hughway 28 in the vicmlty of Vlllage
Boulevard, which averaged 6, 000 vehu:!e trips per day e i e

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

The assessment of afr quallty |rnpacts for a hotel/casmo isa complicated task. The

. basic consideration, however, is the number of vehicle trips_into and out of the facility.
Detailed air quality analysis have been conducted on two of the proposed new hotel/ -
casino projects which have been approved for South Shore, however. Both the Tahoe
Palace and the Hotel Oliver developed the detailed analysis and submitted them to the
Nevada Environmental Protection Service for review. In the critical area of carbon .
monoxide (generated by vehicular traffic), the EPS agreed with the conclusions of the

" consultants for the two hotels. 19,20 Those conclusions were that in both projects the maxi—

mum eight hour concentration of carbon’ monoxide .would total nine parts per. million.
At the time the EPS reviewed the two’ prcuects (early 1975), the Neva.d.a_Slalemdz_slang:d
for carbon monoxide level was nine parts p_ngnilli_Q for the maximum eight hour concen-
tration. The conclusion drawn by EPS was therefor ‘the maximum standard_would
be equalled, but-not exceeded. In 1976, however, both Nevada and California changed

_{he ambient air quality standards for the Tahoe Basin (the change in Nevada applies ¥
to all areas above 5,000 feet). The revised.standard is six parls per million for a maxifmum
eight hour concentration. By the revised standard. the two hotel/casino projects would
be in violation of the carbon monoxide standard by a factor of 50% during poor air quality
conditions. € noled that one reason for the downward revision of the carbon
monoxide standard is evidence that carbon monoxide interaction with the ox¥gen carrying
hemo:_;lobln in the human blood stream is greatly accelerated wilh allltude

-

" Vehicular trafﬁc is the prmcnpal source of carhon monoxide. Traffic movement effecls :
the total amount of carbon monoxide emitted by each vehicle.. The slower the vehicle,
the greater the carbon monoxide emission. The analysis performed on the two Kingsbury
area hotel/casino projects addressed only the air quallty implications in the immediate
. ‘vicinity of the facilities. They'did not address the air quality impacts of incr eased con-
gestion in the City of South Lake Tahoe and on Highway 50 through the existing gaming
core that would be expected from the mcreased vehicular lraff' ic generated by the two

« S Ty 3 . . -
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new. holcl/casmo facnlltles nor did thcy addrr*ss the cumulative impact of the casino
core facilities, Given the increasing congestion in the core area and on,Into the City

of South Lake Tahoe which already exists, plus an additional increment of vehicle trips.

( for the Park Tahoe and the expansnon of Harvey's that.is even larger than that projected
s’for the two Klngsbury facilities, it is reasonable to. conclude that similar impacts may

be expected in the core area (Nevada EPS monitoring in the core area has already detected

.

‘violations of the'carbon monoxide standardn) . o e

The "typlcal" hotel/casmo facnllty whlch could be proposed for the potentlal South Shore . - .

or North Shore casino sites would génerate approximatély the same number of vehicle’
trlps as either of the two ngsbury area hotel/casinos. . It is, therefore probable that
given similar meteorologncal condltlons snmlar air quallty nmpacts would be expected

'HOUSI'NG IMPACTS o LT

lmpacts of Approved. South Shore Addltlons T ..

-

ln consuderlng populatnon 1mpacts stimulated by the potentlal gamlng expanston one

-must look beyond the gaming employees themselves. " In any developgd area |pc.x:ea§ed
emg_oyment in a basic_industry stimulates increases in'secondary industries servmg

the region._These employees, in turn, bring in other family members.to add even further. - .

to the region’s popuatian.. Estimates derived from the TRTS, home inlerview survey

indicate that the 7,100 new gaming employees generated by the four hotel/casino additions

at South Shore would stimulate an increase in service employment of approximately 4,970
employees. .These 12,070 new employees ‘would represent a total of 8,620 new households

in the Tahoe Basin, representing a total of 24, 140 new residents (Appendlx B). For
comparxson, the estlmated total permanent population at’ the South Shore in 1974 was 29,374, 3

One obvnous requnrement of 8,640 new households is housmg Based on exnstlng market
) surpluses at various price levels, TRPA staff estlmates that approxnmately 1,070 of these ..
households would find housing on the current market. This would leave approxumately

7. 570 households which would require new housmg units. Data indicates an existing- - =5~
. shortage of approximately 770 units primarily in the low income range. This meansa - o o 3"

r

total housing requirement of 8, 340 new units would be forced upon the South Shore if S

the new facilities are buiit. Of this total, ‘4,300 would be in the upper_income levels (in - -

excess of $15,000/year household income) and could be expected to stimulate demand L ..
for snngle family homes. - The remaining 4,300 would requnre new rental units in the

lower prlce ranges (Appendix B). . e

lnformatlon gathered from the El Dorado and Douglas County Assessor's roles indicates .
that there are approxlmately 13,030 vacant single family residential lots on the California
South Shore; and approximately 1,770 such lots on thé ‘Nevada South Shore. In addition,
there are approxumately 2,690 vacant medium and. high dens:ty residential lots on the’ .
California South Shore and 380 such lots on the Nevada South Shore. 23 Theor etically,
these vacant single family residential lots would be more than sufficient to meet the

projected demand by new households for both owned and rental housing. There are c -
" two critical assumptnons in that conclusnon hewever, which may he questlonal)le . .

. -

., The first assumptlon is that the vacant parcels can be developed Two factors raise
doubt as to whether sufficient number of vacant parcels can-be developed. The first
sewage capacity.. According to the consulting firm of the Douglas County Sewer.
lmprovement District a plant capacity of.3.0 million gallons per day (MGD) for the district
has been identified. Peak month sewage flows in-1976 were 1.5 MGD. The present

-
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_gaming’ faci_lltle-s.accounlg_d_for.appcaﬁmamwﬂg‘_mbat f'OIE.’,_appr'oxjma'lel;i 106 M.CD.Z” _‘
Cons-idmm hotel rooms and gaming area of the four approved facilities = *1 «+ *
‘in light of the flows generated by the existing facilities, one arrives al an added flow of - SR
£ _1.37 mlllion gallons per day for the new facilities, which would boost the total peak month
@ low for the district to 2.88 MGD, -leaving ohly .12 MGD for additional expansion. Atthe .=
currently accepted séwage generation ‘factor of 360 gallons per day per residential unit,’.
that would allow for only 500 additional units on the Nevada side_of South Shore. The. --&':*
South Tahoe Public Utility District is in the process of evaluating their, system capacity 7
in-detall. Their current estimate however, isthat only 2,900 sewer connections remain -
beyond the present commitments of the dislrigg;zs giving a total available capacity for the .
-two South Tahoe sewage collection and treatment systems-of only approximately 3 230 unils
beyond_the requirements of the approved holel/casino_facilities. This figure is.obviously
far short of.the 8,600 units that would be required to service the projected increase in i

. e

households. - R . . R ) '
. . . . . . .. . : SR rous . . )
.A second factor in the quéstion of whether the necessary units can be developed is th .
- policy of the -California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency that no'new multi-unit residential

dwellings will be.allowed on the California side of the Tahoe Basin until there is an 85%

- build-=out of existing vacant parcels. Though the policy does alfow for developmept of -
“somie multi-unit housing if it is specifically for low income housing or, if it is "substantially
surrounded® by similar uses, there have been relatively few such applications. If this = -~

" trend continues, this policy would effectively preclude development of sufficient multi-", -

- unit dwellings to meet the need generated by the gaming expansion for a numbei of years
(estimates of the length of time before the 85% level is reached vary from 15 10'30 years . .
and-beyond). The question-of sewage capacity limitation complicates this even furthér, - R

.since the estimated 2, 900 connections available on the California side of the South Shore .
. ‘would obviously be'used up by sifgle family dwelling developrent without ever,coming - -

- close to an 85% build-out of vacant parcels.. ° N LT

- -
-
-

The second questionable assumption implicitin the conclusion that the housing demand _
could be met is simply that developers would choose to meet it. The trend over the past:
" ten to fifteen years has been to cater to the second home market in Tahoe development, -
particularly in multi-family development.  There have been relatively few apartment .
proposals generated in the :‘.lfahoe Basin since TRPA's inception. The vast majority of ‘
 medjum and high density projects have been condominiums aimed_at the more affluent . .
market from the Bay Area. A recent study by Dillingham Development Company has . " !
concluded that the trend toward the single family and second home markets rather than_ -
the low-moderate income markets at Tahoe is likely to continue. 2.6 If the number of potential
" units is further constrained by sewage capacity, the.demand for those-units is likely to
increase, providing even greater incentive for prospective developers to.target for the
more affluent income levels, where their. margin of return can be higher. )

-

H

- .. .

. Theé implications of these factors are relatively simple. If the four approved hotel/casino’ ]
projects are developed either sewage capacity will_bave 1a he substantially incregsed

. . and govérnment incentives and/or regulations applied to stimulate the development of - .
low and moderate income housing, orrﬁthe roajority of the 8, 600 .new households will have -
o find housing in the Carson Valley and Carson City areas.” In a related concern the -‘;-_,. -

Douglas County School District has recently objected to_new.subdivision approvalson __ -

grounds that its schools are already overcrowded.27 T P
Impact of Typical New Hotel/Casino ~ " - - . : e ;1 .
. - . ‘ . . g?-;;_ e
[ ORIt SRy

L The development of a single new .hotel'{casfnb _facili‘ty’ would have population-impacts ° -
. similar to those of the four facilities approved for South Shore, but on a somewhat smaller
scale. The 1,500 new employees would_represeng approximately 1, 070 new households.
- - . - . - . - - . . P -~ . ..l - -
b . . - .l“ 1_-0 - - ) . - - .
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These, in turn, WOuld stlmulate an addllnonal 1,050 new service mdustry cmployees

and an additional 750 houscholds. A_total of 2.550 new employees représenting 1,820 - -
‘new households and a total new resident populution of 5, 000 persons would therefore be
é?,—c-,—,,uei additional hotel/casino facility.” This increase would be'approximately

1/6of the 1974 total populatlon at South Shore, apprommately 1/3 of the North Shore

esident population of 15,900 in"1974. 3 If such a facitity were-lo be developed in Incline
illage and all of the households were to take up residence there, the resident popu!atuon
ould deb_lg (1974 ln_,LLne Vlllage res»dent populatlon numbered 5,063). :

.

T At the South Shore the additional households would be faced with the same prob!ems
discussed earlier (sewage capacity limitations, and a lack of interest-in providing for’
the low incoine: market) At the North Shore there appears to be sufficient housing to
accommodate an additional facility, with appr oximately 4,000 vacant single family lots
and.an additional 1,160.vacant rental units, identified in the North Tahoe area. The new

hotel/casmo facility itself would be expected to generate approxlmately .32 miltion gallons ~

per day in sewage.
Agency and Incline General Improvement District sgstems suggest that' this level of .

new deVelopment will'not overextend ‘the districts.

Recent estimates of sewage capacity in the Tahoe- Truckee Sanitation -

‘WATER CONSUMPTION IMPACTS . = . AR

in 1975 the South Tahoe gamm% factlmes consumed a total of 282 mnlhon ‘gallons of water
(approximately 867 acre feet) .24 This reduces to a figure of approxxmately 2 million gallons
per year.per 1000 square: -feet of gaming area.” At that rate, the four new hotel/casino

" projects at South Shore which have approvals would consume an additional 311 million

gallons. A typlcal new hotel/casmo facuhty ‘would consume 70 mxlhon ga”ons .

In analyzmg the water avallablhty questuon on the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe it appears o

that these demand increases could be met with relatxvely little difficulty. The California-
Nevada Water .Compact has allocated 11,000.acré feet per year of Tahoe water to the
Nevada side-of the Tahoe Basin. A 1973 estiimate of water consumption on the Nevada
side indicated: less than 1/2 of that allocation being utlhzed approximgately 14,660 acre
feet. 29 The cumulative impact of the four South Shore approvals ‘would add an _additional
960 acre feet, and each "typical® new hotel/casmo would add 215 acre feet. Nelther
would push the total near the Compact allocatnon .

ne comphcatnon in water avallablhty is the quesnon of whether the Compact allocatlon

The
will mmomphcated ‘litigation which has involved water Users all along the
Truckee River Watershed -from Lake Tahoe to Pyramld Lake. If the litigation results

in a substantial decrease in the amount of water allocated for-use in the Tahoe Basin,
the nnpact of the new gaming development would be lncreased ac:cordmgly; ]

To-12-
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- o .. APPENDIX A .. R

. . ) VEHICLE & PE RSON TRIPS. )
'GOING TO GAMINO ESTABL!SHMENTS )
‘., SUMMER. 1974 : .
. Table A-1 . ’

Non-Resident
Vehncle Trips to Gaming Establishments

From All Entry Polnts “into Tahoe Basm(3) Co e L
J o . . . Mmor Trafﬁc Zones ) :
ENTRY POINT - L -Containing Gaming Establishments .
: e T 514 557 559 - 300 302 305 306
Highway 27 - Mt. Rose - S35 . '37 47. 72 .“'8.1 7 0L,
Highway 50 - Spooner Summit .. _ ‘527 32 - u8 667" ,559 62 - 64
Highway 19 - Kingsbury_Grade - . .- 8. "8 -2 162 w4 29 .15
nghway 89 - Luther. Pass L B ‘ 6 B 15 .'5 153 -_. 134 - 11 "6
" Highway 50 - Echo Summit . - ' .50 - 86 36 1255 1220 103 - 46 -
Highway 89 - Tahoe City 43 ' g6 82, 183 ‘157 16 21 - °
Highway 267 - -Truckee Cutoff ‘ . 51. 244 --151° 47 520 15 3 T
Total Trlp Ends (Rounded) (5) 250 " 460 -370° 2500 2300 240 150 :

' ' Resident & Non-Resident ’ ' . .

, Vehicle Trips to. -Gaming Establishments
. From Housing Units in all Minor Traff:c Zones(2)

. . ) . . ~ Minor Traff1c Zones - )
"VEHICLE ' TRIP TYPE o ) Contalmng Gaming Establishments ..
) Do, L - 514 . 557 ° 559 300 302 305 306

Non~Resvdent - Total Recreation Trlps - 70" 175 180 €45 675 S 25 55
Resndent - Total Recreahon Trips - ‘ 70 . 425 160 - 505 310 ‘30 ° 145
Subtotal Recreation Trlps. - 180 . 300 340 - 1150 985 ~ 55 200
Resndent - Total Work Trips - - - .. 65315 145 15601580 70 200 )
Total Tnp Ends(5).  _ " 205 615 485 2710° 2565 125 400 -
Table A-3
‘.. " .. Non-Resident - - - -
Vehlcle & Person Trips to Gaming Estabhshments _ _
. From Hotels, Motels & Camporounds .
RIP TYPE . ’ : - 7 - Major Trafflc Zones
’ ) T .»T E SR ' A contammg Gaming. EStabhshmen}f 30
Vehicle Trips(3) =~ s1 .7 _ L
" ' . . : o . .‘: N o : 7 . 386 B
"Entertainment : v 0 N : 2743 s
i . . ‘e . : - 381 IR N
Gambling . ... - T T JA0-8e



vamuiiny L. o o1 . 381 2/1%
Eatmg Out - . ' 99 - - 174 L j33i
- - _:. Subtotal (Rounded) - . 180 - ] »’:;50. . 4yu0°
Lodging- . - T 25y - T N 256
@ over | . 265 ' 93 669 -
. : Total Vehlcle Trlp Ends (Rounded) (5) -700 ' ) 670 B 5360 C
-Person,Trlps (9) o - o . . ' .
Entertainment | _ 0 I T [ 1
(Gambling - - - a8 s o 2189
" Eating Out . aus Y. ce81 -~ 779
Subtotal (Rounded) : 470 ) 2190,"_' - 37,600 .
Lodgmg . o 574 ‘ 189 . . 2195
Other ' e 765 - 657 5281
Total Person Trup Ends (Rounded) N 1810._'" o ‘ o ":%01!0 & 45, 200

(1) Sour’ce TRTS 1974 Summer Roadsnde Survey Tab 19. Non- resndents are defmed as
- any-one not working in the Basin and length of stay. is less than 30 days; this
includes day visitors, and motel/hotel occupants going’ dlrectly to the trafﬂc
zones contalmng gaming establ:shments .- . ‘

{2) Source° TRTS 1974 Summer Home Survey Tabs 301583 I3 301586 " Resident defined
as a person residing t’or longer than 30 days. )

.3) Source: TRTS 1974 Summer Hotel-Motel - Campground Survey, Tab 6A. These vehlcle lrlps ’
. represent trips by a hotel, motel, or campground occupant's vehicle during . .
 a 2% hour period from nori- gammg traffic zones to traffic zones containing gaming
establishments . “Lodglng" trips in this survey refers to the vehicle trip returning
- the accupant to his room in the gaming zone for the night.. "Qther" trips includes
-. vehicle trips to the gammg zone for purposes not directly related to gammg
estabh.,hment patronage i.e. shopplng gas, outdoor recreatlon etc.
(4) Source: TRTS 1974 Summer Hotel ‘Motel- Campground Survey, Tab 6. Criteria is the
-same as in footnote (3) above except person trips are trips made by individual
- occupants via any mode of transportauon (being a passenger Wa!klng. bUS

bike, etc ). . - . ; .

(5) For computatlon of trafflc 1mpacts, Total Trlp Ends must be multlplled
.by 2 to J.ndlcaLe the total number of trips. into and out of a given .
. zone. . . ; . '



" VEHICLE ¢ Pl:RSON TR!PS TO GAMING ES I’ABUSH\‘&ENTS .

iy P -

ON AN AVERAGE SUMMER DAY 19741

- G nming_”"——'lr:lps from hotel, | Trip’ Ends ) “Trips’ From All Seven | | wET . . -
NORTH SHORE - Floor motel €& campyround Non-Resident g Ressdent I " Entry Points into ) : TOtai, Tnps"tp Gaming Establishments
o Area _ _Basinwide____|. . Homes: e Tahae Basin___ J : : - :
_ Operating Vehicle Person- Vehicle Trip Ends “Persons Person Veh:cle Persons | Person {Vehicle Vehicle Trips | Person Person Trips-
__Traffic Zone Gaming in Trips Trips- | Per Day. .1  Per -Trip Ends | ~ Trips Per | Trips Trips Per 1000 sq. ft. Trips Per 1000 sq. fi
Major | Minor |Establishments 1974 Per |} - Per Seas. | Perm. | Total -Vehicle Per . Per Vehicle Per Pecr. Gaming Floor Per Caming Floor
sq. ft. . Day - Day | ' . Day . | Day S Day Day Area Per Day Day Area Per Day:
51 514 ﬁ;’;’g 5,300(2) - 180 470" . | 70 70 | 180 | 2.4 335 250 2.4 - 600 - 570 108/1000 1,405 265/1300
’ Tahoe - >4 ; e
-— 2 — e e 2 N
North Shore " 5,500(3) ‘ , - . : e
557 |- OB o 175 | 125 300 2.4 720 450 2.4 - | 1,100
| Nevada Lodge | - 11,000(%) . =g : e : T ‘ : » TR
‘55 : Ry ) . 560 2,190 2,030 77/1000 °5,715 216/1000
. N ‘ » C # i sq. ft.. JUREO sq. ft.
Crystal Bay - 7.000(5) .
Club -~ ) . . . S . - =
| _ | ] : T 815 4 890 i -
. 559 | Tahoe Nugget 3;000¢6) L L L 815 ki Lkt . :
-Cal-Neva A '..0'_ (7) - -
Lodge | - 7 z
SUBTOTAL 31,508 7H0 | 2,660 . W25 ) 355 | 78O 2.4 -1,870 1,080 2.4 2,590 | 2,600 | 82/1000 sq.ft. | -7,120 | 224/1000 sq.ft
 SOUTH SHORE ‘ e :
) . : - ,
{Sahara Tahoe v N . . = . !
" Hotel - 35,700 o " . , : ; ~ : 4 :
300 S ' : | 6us 505 {1,150 | 2.4 2,760 2.500 2.4 -6.000
: Harvey's Resort' -
Hotel " 38,000 . . . |
- i \t____ I" - . -
Harrah's Club" 47,000 :
Tahoe- ~ : L 4 . . .. .
302 - y - 675 310 985 2.4 2,365 2,300 2.4 5,520 .
- |Barney's Club | 10,500 : : - ‘ : - .
30 W — 4. 450 | 37,600 T — - L 1 12,020 85/1000 55,795 - 1396/1000
305 South Tahoe ’ S '4 300 3 ' ’ i 25 . - 30 . ' 'SS i 2. u . i ..1 30 2[:0 . 2_“ . i 58.0 Sq: ft. * Sq. ft.
Nugget ’ , S : - )
Harvéy's- Inn 6,000 - A : S _ ' : .360 _ *
- 306 & : 55 145 - 200 {. 2.4 480 150. 2.4 .
' ‘Gary's Casino == ’ ‘ o N _ . | N
.SUBTOTAL 111,000 u,u0 |37,600 1400 990 |2.390 2.4 5,735 . 5,190 24 12,60 | 1) 056 85/1000 sq.f | 55,795 | 396/1000 sq. §
TAHOE BASIN TOTAL - { 172,200 s.180 |u0,260. 1825 | 1345 3,170 | 2.4 7.605 6,270 2.4 15.050 1 44 620 -85/1000 sq.ft. | 62,915 | 364/1000 sq. |
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Figure 1

ESTIMATED SEASONALITY INDEX FOR LAKE TAHOE BASIN

~MONTHLY /\VERAGE- i

.
(Asi) /\
-
Il L 1 | 1. i { i 1
J F M M J J A .S Q N D
: MONTH . :

Source ERA's Housmg Element Update for TRPA ='1973.

Figure 1 presents an estlmate of the population variation at Tahoe by monith. The graph was

derived {rom a number of sources including traffic count data,

receipts.

usage is not directly represented. However;

This chsonality index curve was used to adjiist the average suminer patronage estimates
» per 1000 sq: ft gammg floor area to monthly estimates for the full \,ear of 1974 (See Table

retail sates, and gaming

It should be noted that the figures are monthly averages, such that peak weekend
the peak weekend probably represents at least

a 2:1 ratio to the year round average-population.

The formuta for U’\IS adjustment is:

(Mi

H)

).

TAsi) X (Pa) (Pm) -
where: '(Mi) = mdex for each month -
(Asil = average of the monthly indexes for the months of July,
. August & Seplember; which is equal to 148F :

(Pa). .= ' average summer patronage per 1000 sq. ft. for lhe :

T . months of July August & September (TRTS 1971 S‘Ummer)

(Pm) = estimated patronage per 1000 sq. ft for each month

Month | JAN | FEB | MAR | ‘APR | MAY [-JUN |'JuL | AuG | sep | ocT. | nov | pDEC
(Mi) | 80 98 |.o94 | 71 76 106 | 1as | 168 | 132 | 78 |. 67 85

JAO-EE
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" MONTH

Jahuary
February
March

April

" May

June

July

‘August:

September

October

November

December .

TOTAL ANNUAL Perst

(1)

ESTIMATED GAMINSG

SOUTH 'SHORE LAKE TAHOE -

Patrohage Per Day Patronage

F ?Patronagé
Per 1000 sq.:ft. Per Day "Per
Gaming Area® (1) (141,000 sq. ft. Month
operatiqg)'( ’ .
214/1000 sq. f;;‘“' :30,5004 936,200
262/lbbb.s§.'ft. f‘ .fjs,éop 1,033,200
751/1000 sq. ft. = .gsgdaa' 1,097,400
198/1000 sq. ft.. 27,500 . 837,000 -
20371000 sq.. £t 28,600 886,500
283/1000 sq. ft.: 59:900»  14i§7;oo0
3?7/1000.sq..ft. . 54,600 1,692,600
44971000, sq. £t 63,300 ' 1,962,300
353/1000 sq. Ft. '49,aoq:f 11,494,000
‘203/1bbo.§q.-g;.f 29,300 . 790}2300
17971000 sq. ft. . 75,200 756,000
227/1000 3q. fp.’ 32,000 '»9992,bqb
SOUTH:SHbRE.

13,792,600

‘.
-

“PRTS 1974 Summer Data Estimates - 396 Patrons/lOOO sq.

of ad;usting summer patronage to monthly. estimates)

141,500 5q.

(2)

ft.

ft.

TRTS 1974’ Summer Data. Bstimates » 224 Patrons/lOOO sq.

of adjusting summer patronage to monthlg estimates) .
a total. of 54,500 sq. : ’

TABLE A-5

PATRONAGE 1974
NORTH SHORE LAKE TAHOE

‘Pdtronage Per Day

Patronage . Patronage
Per 1000 sq. ft. Per Day Per
Gaming Area (2] {31,800 sq. ft.- Month
- operating) (2) H
121/1060:;q. ft. 3,800 ‘ﬁlj,aoq :
148/1000 sgq. ft. 4,700 131,590.
142/1000 sq. ft. 4;500 ' i39,BOQ~
112/1000 sg: Ft.: 3,600 108,000
115/1000 sq. . Ft. 3,600 111,600
160/1000 sq. ffi' 5,100 153,000°"
'219/1000 sq. ft. 17,000 217,000
254/quofsql f?. ,é,zoo ) ;51,boﬁ
199/1000‘sq7 fe. 6,;00l ';189,Qbo.‘
'113/1ooq sq. ff. 3,800 117,800
101/1000 sq. ft. - 3,200 96,000
. 128/1000 sq. fe. 4,100 127,100
. NORTH SHORE 1,7594500 TAHOE
: BASIN

ft.

£t.

. TOTAL TAHOE BASIN

.

Patranage
Per Month
1974
"1,084,000 -
1,164,800
1,236,900
- 945,000
1 998,200

1,350,000

. 1,909,600

2,213,400

1,683,000

+ 1,026,100
852,000
1,119,100

15,552,100

Gamlng Floor Area in South Shore (See Figure 1 for method
Gaming Floor Atea'ln Opetatlon in. 1974 = 141,500 sq.

fe. ouc'ot

Gaming Floor Area in North Shore {See Figure 1l for method
Gamipg Floor Area in’ Operation in 1974 = 31,800 sq.

ft. out of

~



APPEHDIX B

TABLE B1
HOUSlNG AND POPUL/\TION ESTIMATES

A .Cumulative Total: y approv'ed south shore gammg faculmes

7.100 New 'I::'mploy’ees _+= 5,070 households "(1.4 employed per.son‘s/fwusc.hold)*

4,970 service employees (.7 -service employees/basic
: |ndustry employee)

3,550 hnuqeholds (1 4 employed persons/household)*

4,970 Service Employees

Total New Employees: 7 100 gaming emp]oyees c
‘ ‘ o - 4, 970 service employees
12,070 total new employees . * -

.

Total New Households: . 5,070 gaming employeec households
) 3,550 service employee houscholds - T,
8,620 total new households :

’ “Total NeW Residents: ‘ 8',‘6‘20-tota»l new h_ogseholds )
: ' - X 2.8 residents/houschold .
24, 140 total new-residents

*Derived from characteristics of houscholds identified in 1974 TRTS

-~



T/‘\BLL B2 .
ESTIMATED HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION*
- (Households stimulated by new south shore gaming development)

-8

HOUQEHOLDS :
Household Income " New Cammg o Ncw Service S Total T . .
0--3,999 101 o 36 | 1370,
4,000 - 5,999 ) 253 143 _ © .- 396 °
. 6,000~ 7,999 4s6 143 ' I 599 .
8,000 - 8,999 - - 203 ©o. w3 T - L 346 ¢
9,000 -.9,999 -+ 253 B 178 . . 431. :
10,000 - 11,999 .-~ 557 . 321 . - © 878 -
‘12,000 -'14,999 . 862 ' . 535% - 1,397
15,000 - 19,999 . . 963 - ‘eu3 S - 1,606,
20,000 - 24,999 _ 507 : 714" ' 1,221
25,000 - 34,999 . 659 - ey, - 1,123
35,000 - 49,999 - 152 . .. 143 - 295 .
50,000+ 102 Lo 107 1209 -
5,068 3,570 88638 . -

* Estimated from household income dlstrlbutnon of gammg and service -

mdustry employees identified in 19714 FRTS .
. : o L. . -_.:),\
. . TABLE'B3 L S
1976 HOUSING _SUPPLY.’!‘ . -
' L .'Units~Accessibl‘e To Sgrp’lus (+)

Household Income - o Income Range Deficit (-)

0~ 3,999 " =320 .

4,000 - 5,999 - 40 -

.6,000- 7,999 . -~ - 70

8,000 - 8,999 " . : _+50

9,000 < 9,999 - BT T )

10,000 - 11,999 . +500

12,000 - 14,999 ~ .. _ +330

15,000 - 19,999 : . +80

20,000 - 24,999 - +70 .

© 25,000 - 34,999 , f; . -10 o ' -

35,000 - 49,999 - . . - 170 . )

50,000 + _ B -260

*Derived from.T RPA Land and Housing Data System . ° . .

/ZO et
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@ T TABLE BY - N L
-+ 'PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS -
(Impact of & approved South Shore Hotel/Casinos) - .
" A: Total housing demand . ;
8640 New hou_seh‘o'l'ds -
-1070 Existing surplus units
7570 New demanfi _~‘foriunit-s. Coe . LT

-

"+ 770 Existing households with needs unmet -

L ". - ) vy o ' .- ) .
oL !8340 i Total number of new units required -

B. Demand for owner occupied units -

- 4454 New houscholds with incomes sufficient to
purchase minimum home (houschold income

Sk . e above $15,000  -. . . .o
. . o = 105 Surplus units ’ ’
. o . - ailBOl:‘g New households in ownership tﬁarket' )
€. Demand for rental units . ‘

8340 AT'otaI"r'iew units required ) )
. ~4304 New households in-ownership market

g_QOBG!Hohséholds with incomes in§u£ficient
“ {or ownership - ' : .

.‘ R o : VY,
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My name is_Eg;g;hyJu*_Bgyd, and T am a year around

resident in my home in Zephyr Heights. I was Editor

of TRPA in 1971, under J. K. Smith, and in that capa-
city edited the technical reports and the original -
Plan. I have been closely associated with the Agency

in a volunteer capacity as Co-Chairman of the Trans-

. portation sub-committee, member of the Natural Hazards

sub-committee, and, until recently, Chairman of the

South Tahoe Citizens' Committee (now disbanded). I

am also the appointed Supervisor, revresenting the

three Nevada counties, on the Board of the Nevadé- )
Tahoe Conservation District. ‘} ﬁxéhld—l ar 2 L"Léz;"'i“z—‘d[/&
If the Compact is to he changed, I would favor the

Sheerin bill, with the following changes:

On pg. 3, I would suggest the Californié membership
description should remain "shall be a member ---",

and I would change Nevada requirements to conform.

S%nce these members are the closest thing we have

to elected representatives on the Governing Body, I
believe they should be members of the Boards they

represent.

I heartily approve the changes in the composition

of the Advisory Planning Coﬁmittee, but I believe

the five members from each state should be residents
of the Basin. The voice of local property owners who
are familiar with, an® knowledgeable of, the area

should be heard, and this is a good place to start. /#-o3
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ART VI k

essential to the health and safety of Nevada resicdents.
However, as stated, this bill only mandates a Plan, and
we already have that. What we need is immediate im-

plementation of that plan.

Although Tahoe is a very fractured community, where it
is difficult to find any two persons who can agree on
three things, I believe there is one area on which the
great majority would agree, and that is that we don't
want any more casinos! I am glad to see the "unwritten
law"” of the one-mile limit on the South shore written
down at last, but I would remindé you of the difficulties
already apparent in housing, transportation, water and
sewage capacities for the 8,000 to 12,000 eﬁployees
which will be needed when Park-Tahoe, Kahle and Jennings
are built. I can also see the economic viability of

the need for an additional casino on the North shore,
but they, too, have problems. If we ARE to have addi-
tional casinos, however, I believe that a much greater
share of the monies earned by them must remain in the

Basin, to help solve the problems they create.

I personally think that the 60-day rule should be
changed. I know of no other instance where failurelto
reach agreement denotes approval. I would prefer seeing
the project rejected, and a procedure delineated for a
new hearing. I am also concerned with the 3 year ex-
piration time, because of past performances by the

Sierra Club and the League, and believe there should be

a modifying clause to extend approval time in case of,ﬁﬁ}*ﬁ}&



All of this, however, is an exercise in futility, unless
and until California is forced to repeal that section of
the Environmental Protection Act which reactivated the
CTRPA, and guarantees no such state agency will be created
to supplant it. Rather than solving problems, they have
become the greatest problem! Recent panic building,k5ky—k
rocketing costs, traffic congestion and its resultant

air pollution, plus many - other problems, are directly

attributable to the sheer idiocy of CTRPA's attempts to

stop growth, rather than plan for orderly development.

 This is not a planning agency, but rather is an attempt

at regionél government, which says, in effect, "You don't
know what's good for you, so we'll make you do the right

thing in spite of yourselves."

Planning is absolutely necessary, but it has to be done
for the entire Basin. You can't control half the water
in the Lake, half the traffic, or half the air quality,
and what is done in one portion can have devastating
effects on the rest of the Basin. TRPA must again
become the sole agency for regional planning in the

Tahoe Basin, or utter chaos will result.

}

oaxEooyaxn:
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There are some other factors which, although probably
not appropriate to this bill, are related, and I would

like to submit them for your consideration.

First and foremost is the provision for state funding
for the purchase, at fair market price, of iands which
are down-zohed. There are many individual hardship
cases, where a person purchased 10 acres with llife-
time savings in the hope of sub-dividing and providing
a retirement income, only to find that property now
zoned to allow only one’house. That property should
be purchaseq and, with the land scarcity factor, could

) V
be resold as a single building site.

Second, is that we -are being governed by non-elected
officials. I beldeve that the majority of the Govern-
ing Body should be elected, so that the local citizens

can have some control.

I also believe that any application for a casino

should be accompanied by economic justification, proof

that the applicant has financial capability to complete
the project, proof that he can qualify for a gaming
license, and proof that Nevada agencies have the
capacity for providing and the economic capabilities

to absorb the additional services.

Tk fou !
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Alternatives for the Tahoe Regioral Planning Agency

Testimony concerning S.B. 265 266. and 267, delivered by William R.
Eadington, economist, 130 Danette Circle, Reno. NV 89511

| would like to base my testimony on two recently released repg. rtgl
"Impacts of Potential Hotel/Casino Expansion at Lake Tahoe'; issuzd by’
the staff of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency in January, 1977, and
""A Case for Public Acquisition of Certain Casino Sites at Lake Tahoe'',
issued by the Forest Service in January, 1977.

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency report was concerned mainly with
tﬁe effect of casino expansion on the Tahoe basin's population, and the
conseguent effect on traffic, air quality, and housing. The discussion
centered around the four already approved casino projects at the South Shore
(Park Tahoe. Hotel Oliver, Tahoe Palace, and Harvey's expansion), though
it did discuss the likely effects of expansion of néw facilities beyond
those already approved. The basic findings of the report were, that if
the four already approved casino projects were comp]eteé; this would effectively
double the available floor space for gaming at South.Shore; it would
increase permanent resident population in the area from}approximately 29,000
to about 53,000 (over an 80% increase); it would raquire an increase in
traffic lanes at South Shore from the present four lanes to ten lanes to
accomodate peak load traffic; it would reqpire the construction of about
8,300 new housing units in the general vicinity, mostly in low and medium
pricad housing; and it would require substantial expansion of existing
sewage treatmént facilities to acccmodate the new housing. Furthermore,
auto-obile traffic near the casinos would cenerate carbon monoxide which
would exc=ad California and Nevada sir quality standards by 50%. The
reasort coas on to say that thare may be substantial difficulty in ceonstiuc-

ting the nacessary housing within the Tahoé basin becauss of CTRPA restrictions

IR~ 27
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on multiple unit dwellings on the California side of fhe basin, and

the trend in recent naw developments to construct high income‘second

homes rather than low income or middle income homes. This, coupled w?th
the public expenditures required for new highways and new sewage facilities,
imply that, should these approved facilities be constructed and opened,

the economic costs they create for the Tahoe basin will far exceed the

benefits that will accrue from an expanded geming industry. Quoting

from the report, "If the four approved casino-hotel projects are developed,

either sewage capacity wi!l have to be substantially increased and
government incentives and/or regulations applied to stimulate the
develcpment of low and moderate income housing, or the majority of the
8,600 new households will have to find housing in the Carson Valley and
Carson City aresas'.

The report further noted that any new casino facility at the South
Shore would increase population by about 1/6 over current levels and
would require two new traffic lanes to accomodate increased traffic flow.
At Morth Shore, each new facility would increase residant population by
1/3 over current levels and would also require two new traffic lanes on
Highway 28; the report also noted that in certain areas around Crystal
8ay, such highwsy expansion was physically impessible,

Acting.upon this report and similar evidence from elsewhare, the
U.S. Forest Service in its January 1977 report stated that expansion in tha.
Tzhoe btasin's caming industry threztenad a curtailment of the use of
public lands in the Tahoe basin because of czpacity limits on various
environnental znd socic-eccnomic Tactors. The report concluded: ''The
exparsion of gzming should be halted or at lezst strongly controllad znd

rot allcwzd to preclude use of the public lands nor cause the environmental

S - 98



Page 3

thresholds to be exceeded. Furthermore, the two casino-hotel sites currently
approved at the South Shore, but scarcely begun, éhould be purchased in

the public interest. A third complex, the Park Tahoe,much further

along and in the same area,should be considered for purchase as well't..

The report goes on to say that '"it would be possible to acquire the
casino-hotel rights for considerably less money than total acquisitioh

and still leave a reasonable opportunity for commercial development

of limited impact.' Also, '"it would be ill-advised to buy out the threat

of those particular casino sites without an absolute assurance that other
casinos would not be approved to create the same problem.!"

The substance of these two reports is clear. From an economic viewpoint
as well as an environmental viewpoint, future expansion of the Tahoe basin
industry is highly likely to generate far more coéts than bgngfits; from
a public policy viewpoint, it would be unwise to allow future expansion
to occur. The U.S. Forest Service has indicated the désirability of
purchasing already approved casino-hotel sites in the public interest and
prevent their construction as long as they can be assured. new cesino
sites will not be approved in the future to create a similar circumstance.

The solution of buying out existing casino sites addresses the two
crucial issues confronting the Lzke Tahoe basin today: the threat éf
population inducing commercial or industrial developmznt, and the preservation
of existing property rights. If owners of those properties which would
generate substantial population increases by their deveicpmant ware fairly
compensated for giving up the rights of development, then both prcblems

could be handled simultanecusly. Therefore, legisiation which will zllow

this possibility to be pursuad should be favored over legislation which

will make it less likesly to occur.

SA0- 23
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A number of other factors should be considered in evaluating the above

position, including:

1. Since the Lake Tahoe basin does have a limited capacity with respect
to the number of people it can accomodate, significant expansion in the .
area's gaming-induced permanent resident population will reduce the number
of alternative uses that the Tahoe area can be used for. This could
reduce its recreational value for both California and Nevada in the long
term.

2. Once casinos are built, and the area's population increases to provide
jobs for those facilities, there is no realistic possibility of shrinking
population back to previous levels without creating significant problems
of fairness, equity, and preservation of property rights. |If, after the -
Tahoe basin's population has doubled, it is decided that the area's
environment or econocmy cannot accomodate that growth, it is virtually
impossible to reverse that mistake.

3. Gaming as a form of tourism is dependent, to some extent, on the
quality of the physical environment in which it operates; this is
especially true at Lake Tahoe. If the development of new casinos at

Lzke Tahoe <create significant deterioration of the area's environment,

or add to the already congested and over-crowded conditions that presently
exist in the South Shore area, it is possible that this could undermine
the relative appeal of Lake Tahoe as a tourist destination, even for

those individuals motivated primarily by caming.

L. To some extent, legal gaming in one part of the State of Nevada
competes with gaming elsewhere in the State. Even though this may not
kave been a major consideration in the past, it is likely to become more
important in the future. Therefore, growth of gaming at Lake Tahoe may
Timit the future ability of the gaming industry to expand in Reno/Sparks

or Las Vegas.

Of the legislation presantly before this committee, only S.B. 265
addresses adequately the issue of controlling the expansion of the
gaming industry at Lake Tahoe. Both S.B, 266 and 267, by ''red-lining"
certain areas for casino development, would actually be cresting land
values within the red-lines and therefore make it all the more difficult
to pravent casino expansion by purchase, as suggested by the U.S. Forest
Service. The only way either of those bills could be ascceptzble for the
long tarm interests of Lzke Tahoe would be to add the following amendments
“"The red-lines will not come into effect for tan years following passage
and approval of this revision of the TRPA Zowpact by all appropriate

l2gisiative bodies. Before that time, any land-use within the designated

20— 120



‘ red-1ine areas would have to go through the same review and approval
procedures as other lands within the Tahoe basin.'" The intént of such
an amendment would be to give the U.S, Forest Service, or other publf;
or private agencies, the time necessary to negotiate to buy out the ‘
development rights on potential casino'pr0perties. In this manner both
the rights of property and the unique beauty of Lake Tahoe may be
preserved for present and future génerations. |

The crucial factor underlying the future development of the Lake Tahoe

basin is the development of population-inducing industry, especially
gaming. The TRPA has been less than successful in fulfilling the: -
mandate of maintaining a balance between the region's natural endowments
and its manmade environment, and in preserving the scenic beauty and

. recreational opportunities of Lake Tahoe. This is largely because the
TRPA has never had control over the major source of growth and change
in the Tahoe basin, which is the gaming industry. If a regulafory agency
cannot address the major causes of the problems if is suppcsed to control,
it will likely try to attack the symptoms of those problems, not be
effective in fulfilling its objectives, and possibly be viewed 2s an
agency which does nothing but harrass individual rights for rno real purpose.
The TRPA must be given-the ability to control expansion of thea bzsin's
gaming industry if it is ever to be an effective planning agency.
This can only be dont through passage of S.B. 265 or through passage of
substantially amended versions of S.B., 266 or 267, as sugcested above.

| therefore urge your support on these positions.

®

/AO/00A



/(/{//?'1/\1 ' T T e A, »u

S tq‘
//7( ' © SUMMARY

or
TAHOP TRANS“ORTATIOV DISTRICT LEGISLATION

Under existing law such transit as 1s available in the Lake Tahroce
basin is operated by cities, counties, and private varties. No
local agency has the authority to'regulate the flow of vehicular
traffic for purposes other than safety. E1l Dorado County owns
and operates the South Lake Tahoa Airport and the Truckee- Lahoe
Eirvort District owns and operates the Truckee Alrport.

This bill would create a Tahoe Transportation District (TTD) with °
tne authority to operate a public transportation system in ser- -
vice of the Tahoe basin and its division and to operate both
within and without the California slde of the Tahoe basin and in
tne State of Nevada when autborized by Nevada and Federal law.

The District is authorized to acquire both airports and the fac11~
ities of the Tahoe Arzaza Reglonal Transit service provided by
Placer County and to acquire, upon mutually agreezble tevms, the
transit system of the City of South Lake Tahoe.

The District is authorized to impose charges on the privilege of
‘par¥ing any vehicle unaer 8,C00 pounds or any camrar or house
trailer regardless of wel bt within the Californiz side of the
basin except that .no charge may be imposed for emergency stops,
ror for being stopped while obtaining fuel, nor for cars parked
at private residences without charge. .

The District may take these actions only when 1n conformity with
"the regional transportation plan of the Callﬁpvn*a Tahoe Regionali
P;anninv Agency.

Additionally, the District is given the powers and functionsg
customarily extended to transit operators in the State of
California, including the authority to issue revenue bonds and
othar evidences of indeb edness, to assimllate employees of
existing transportation systems which are acquired without loss
of benefits to such ewoloyees, to bargain collectively with
employee organizations, and to extend to émployees pension and
other collateral benefits. Employees are denied the right to
stvike. . . '

. The memoershin of the governing board of the District is as
follows . .

(a) One resident of the City of South Lake Tahoe appoirtcd
by the City Councill.

(v) One resident of the Lake Tahoe basin portion of Placer

County 2s defined in Government Code Section 67021 appointed by
its board of uupervi ors.



"{c) One resident of the Lake Tahoe basin portion of
El Dorado County appointed by its board of supervisors.

{(d) One resident of the 48 northernmost counties from out-
side the Lake Tahoe basin appointed by the Governor.

(e) One resident of the 10 southernmost countiles, Los Angvles
Ventura, San Diego, Santa Barbara, Rivexavde, San Bernardlno,
Imperial Orange, San Luis OblSpO and Kern.

(f) One member appointed by the Californla Tahoe Rebional
Plannlng Agency. ’ . -

-
.

(8) The Dlrector of the California Devartment of Transoorta-

. tion or such alternate employee of that deparument as he/%he shall

de31gnate to serve at his/her pleasure.

Except for tho Director of Transportation, members are pﬂecluded
from holding any other public office and they will serve four
year staggered terms. The members are to exercise thelr own best
Judgment and not to serve as the agent of their appointing
authority. . .

Additionally, the District is given the authority fo utilize the
one-fourth percent sales tax for transportation monies, and the
California Department of Transportation is authorized to construct

.any facilities which would be required for the transportation

system of the basin 1if both agencles agree to this arrangement.

-

/A0 ~ 102



N RESOLUTION
- DNational ﬂeadqua; ters, The American Legion
Fifty-Eighth Annual National Convention, Seattle, Washington
‘ August 24, 25, 25, 1976
Resolution No. 332 -
PO TONDG DRIER D (4 2o e A bafem ot

Subject

QR edomrbiely dag Tobem- () Lfa
CTztmews)2d 2D TR ATPATE ||

Referred to Committee on

p, GRS E BN ETHIS L NER

Wner=as, it bBas been brought to the attantion of The Azmerican Legion
that certain inequities now exist throughoui Amsrica, and

Hhereas, substantial evidencs exists that those safeguards provided
for tha protection of human rights under constitutional law are being
subrogated to appsass certain new philosophlies and the liberal
appetities of some pocliticlans; and

Wnereas, th= delegationm of legislative powers to non-elactad persons

- who hold social philosophy rathar than constitutional law as parasount
ignores the dedication of our deceased comrades in arms who willingly
sacrificed both life and limb to preserve agovarnnent of ths people,
by the peoples, and for the people, and

Whereas, the exiastance of appointad agencies, which are estadlished
contrary to constitutional principles, deny those under their juris-
diction the rights of recall and refereandum througn tas ballot, and

Whereas, substantial evidence eXZsts that those in gzovernszent are
attempting to establish new regions which destroy the aovaraignty of
the states a3 well as the protections providad the citizzns within

. those states in direct violaltion of the Unlted States Constitution,
and

Whareas, the very foundatlon of liberty resides iz the rigbis of
Anericans to be secure in tha ownersaip of property, boith real and
private, and thess agencies and politiecal subdivisions sesk to desiroy
suck rizghts, now, therefors, b= it

R2solved, that the right to control property should be and i3 under
conatitutional law through voluntary assoc¢lation with others or
through the proca3a of eminant doxmaia, and

Ba it Further Resolvad, that all necessary steps must dbe taken to
Jjustly coampenzate those veterans, the wlidows of vsterans and their
cnildren, and all othar Americana who have been denied either use or
possesaion of their land for pudblic benefil or environmental ethic,
and

FOR CONVENTION COMMITTEE USZ

Appraved Rejected This is to certify that the above resolution was
! adopted by our_Depagtment Convention but with indi-

Approved with Amendments cated natje bstituted foc local resolving
’ clause.
(N
Consolidated with MZ‘
P 8

s;,n.m {Adjutanr)

Referred to Standing Cowmision or Committes on -

(Type) (Deportment)

: o
! (Below is to be filled in whken resolution is submitted
from another authorized source. Ii may also be used
Paceived apd Recordad to comply with the identification provision of Reso-
lution 21, referred to in paragraph 3 on reverse side

X of white form.)
. Other Aztion EEETN

Signztare

= (Unaicman or Serrtay)

l /42291/£137



—_- RESOLUTION
National fleadquarters, The American chion

Fifty-Eighth Annual National Convention, Seattle, Washington
August 24, 25, 26, 1976

LR

Resolution No.

Subject

Referred to Committee on

Be it further resoived, that The American Leglon demands the icmedi-
ate repeal of all legislation wnich has created buresaucracies with

the power to control, removing those non-elected individuals who pow
leglislate through the delegation of authority fronm elected officials
who ars seeking to control Americans rather than to serve them, aand

Be it further resolved, that we, the member ol The American Legion,
demand an immediate raturn to atrict constitutional adharence regard-
ing the ownershilp of laad and the guarantded right to its owmership,
use, and due process of law regarding its disposivion.

FOR CONVENTION COMMITTEE USE

Rejected

Approved

Approved with A dments,

Consolidated with

Raferred to Standing Commission or Committee on

Rzceived and Recorded

O:her Action

Siznaturs

{Chawman of Sectetsry)

This is to certify that the above resolution was
adopted by our Denastment Convention but with indi-
cated nations 'substituted for local resolving
clause.

)“

I Signed) ~ (Adrutent)

California
(Type)
(Below is to be filled in when resolution i3 submitted
from another authorized source. It may also be used
to comply with the identification provision of Reso-
fution 21, referred to in parageaph 3 on reverse side
of white form.)

(Oepartment)

a -

-

/20 04



“f‘property righta, and

Tote Totbre

P.O. BOX 962 -+ SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CALIFORNIA 85705

WHEREAS the recent trend toward the cfoati&ﬁAor Raéiﬁn;I"Planﬁi;x

" Agencies, such as the California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, the

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, the Taho
oe Regional
Planning Agency and other aimilarly eatablished’ﬂegional Buregucracics

has resulted in arbitrary;and capricians dnciainna_afieqtinz,aitjzana _ .

WHEREAS the existence of appointed membcrahip to these ageneies whe

_.;have legislative powers, whose establishment 1is contr
¥ te constitut
‘Agzincipiae,tgeny ghgﬁe “ﬁgfr their jurisdiction the rggiie of recalg i;gal
: erendum throug e ballot in vialatiqn of ‘Due Pr ®
' by the Constitutian, and e & guaranteed

WHEREAS one of the foundations of liberty residealin th

e rights
pe:pt; 1o be aezura in the ownership of property, both real andigrivagi,
an ese agencles and political subdivisions ae k t
o Sl e | o’deafrox egch

WHEREAS one of the founding priaciplos as aot fo th
JAYCEE CREED is, We Believes THAT GOVERNMENT SHOULD B; O?}ZA;EF

T
SR

" pe introduced as would require tha
. and agencies be by el

'LAKE TAHCE JAYCEES 10-1L-76

BE IT FURTHER HESOLVED .by the California Jaycees that such legislation
% the above referred to commissions
ection rather than by appoiniment, thereby causing
agencles to be directly responsive to the electorate,

such commissions and
Ep ko 7




March 14, 1977

My name is Lee Kosso, from Reno, Nevada, and I represent the Nevada League of

Women Voters. I am here on their behalf to urge you to support legislation

which will most effectively and speedily preserve what remains of the natural
quality of Lake Tahoe. Considering the uniqueness of this lake and the spectacular
beauty of the surrounding area, all other interests must be secondary to
conservation.of the Lake itself and to prevention of its further environmental
degradation. .

The Nevada League of Women Voters recommends the following:

1. Reversal of the dual majority, sixty-day rule in the voting procedure
of the governing board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency so that unless
a majority of the members of both states acree, the matter will ke rejected.
2. Broader based representation on the TRPA governing board. Since over
two~-thirds of the land in the Tahoe Basin is publicly owned, the Lake Tahoe
area /concerns the people of the nation and states as well as the local
population and those interests should be represented proportionately.

3. Development throughout the entire Basin should be minimized. The

League of Women Voters is not opposed to gaming per se, but we do oppose

any further gaming at Lake Tahoe as well as urbanization in any form-which
~would encourage a larger permanent population and additional automobile traffic.
Changes in the structure of the TRPA are needed not only to curtail gaming

but to discourage increasing development on the California side of the Lake.

4. -The Nevada League supports the U.S. Forest Service proposal to

purchase hotel=-casino sites for public use.

A recstnt TPPA staff rarort indicatei that additional hotel=casinos would have a
devastating effect cn the enviromnment in the Tahoe Basin. Air and water quality
around the Lake have already deteriorated and there are a growing number of
areas on both sides of the Lake which are ugly and alien to the natural en-

_ vironment. It seems not only criminal, but foolish , for Nevada to allow such
an outstanding rescurce to be sacrificed. The Nevada League of Women Voters
asks that you take the most stringent and direct methods to preserve Lake

Tahce for future generations.

Thank YOu.
Lee Xosso - - . = %

60 Anson Drive ) : e o
Reno, Nevada

iy
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY @ Atihed™ ST
RESOLUTION 774 ‘

WHEREAS, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency has operated since its creation
in 1970 under authority granted by the States of California and Nevada, and the United |
States Congress through the Interstate Compact created by Public Law 91-148; and

i

WHEREAS, said Compact mandates the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to msure
a balance between "resource conservation and orderly development" within the Lake
Tahoe Basin; and

WHEREAS, the rate of growth of the principal industry of any region will exert
a major influence upon the ability of that region to maintain equilibrium between resource
conservation and orderly development; and «

WHEREAS, employment figures for the Tahoe region clearly show the gammg
industry to be the principal industry of the region; and

WHEREAS provisions of the Interstate Compact have severely limited the abillty
of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to influence the rate of growth of the gammg
industry in the Tahoe Basin; and

WHEREAS, data developed over the past three years has recently been aggregated
and analyzed by the staff of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency in its report on !mpacts '
of Potential Hotel/Casino Expansion at Lake Tahoe; and _

WHEREAS, said report identifies a very high probability of severe transportation
air quality, housing and public facility impacts as a result of gaming industry expansxon
already approved within the Tahoe Basm and

WHEREAS, said report also identifies a potential for major expansion of the gammg
industry in the Tahoe Basin beyond those existing approvals; and

WHEREAS, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency remains severely limited in its
ability to influence such expansion of the gaming industry in the Basin; and '

WHEREAS, there is a high probability of such expansion adversely affecting the
use of the public lands in the Basin.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Governing Body of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency that said report be formally transmitted to the Legislatures of the States
of California and Nevada, and to the United States Congress; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said Legislators be urgently requested to review
the provisions of the Interstate Compact and to develop such revisions to said Compact
as may be necessary to insure that any expansion of the gaming industry in the Tahoe
Basin is brought under more adequate control and that the balance between resource
conservation and orderly development within the region is thereby maintained.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Governing Body of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency this 11th Day of February, 1977 by the following vote:

Ayes: Mr. Wynn, Mr. Meder, Mr. Bensinger, Mr. Cooke, Mr. Stewart, Mr. Henrvy,
Mr. Scott

Nays: Mr. Burns, Mrs. Onorato
Abstain: None
Absent: Mr. Kjer
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TESTIMONY - March 14, 1977 ‘ Page 1 of 2

T0O: Senate Committee on Environment, Resources and Agriculture:
Assembly Committee on Environment and Public Resources
Nevada Legislators concerned with Lake Tahoe's future.

SUBJECT: The Lake Tahoe Basin Taxpayers' Opposition to Casino Expansion.

Gentlemen:

My name is Roger Steele and | am Chairman of the Nevada North
Shore Property Owners Association. The Nevada North Shore
Property Owners Assoc iation was formed in 1965 to preserve

" the value of individual properties and to protect the natural
beauty of the environment. It is open to all property taxpayers
on the Nevada north shore of Lake Tahoe (The Washoe County portion
of the basin).

The only comprehensive poll of the concerns of Lake Tahoe Basin
property owners was conducted in 1971 by the Lake Tahoe Area
Council, to determine what kind of a future the taxpayers wanted
for Lake Tahoe five, ten and twenty years hence. Over 8,000
questionnaires were returned and some of the key results from
the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe are as follows:

A) Three-fourths of the Nevada taxpayers wanted restriction
of further casino development.

B) 85% wanted gaming and casinos restricted to within one
mile of‘the state line.

C) 86% opposed any high rise development, and 93% opposed
" high rise buildings between the lake front and the highway.

D) Of the major problem areas at Lake Tahoe, the Nevada
Taxpayers listed the four worst as: :

1 - water pollution
2 - scenic destruction
3 -~ too much commercialism
L - too many people
(Water pollution, listed worit‘in 1971, has been largely
solved by sewer exportation. ;
~ 120708
E) In Douglas County, 95% favored architectural controls on * <
commercial areas, and in Washoe County the figure was 97%. '



Regarding casinos, it is noteworthy that the first Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency vote on the two recent and controversial casinos
was eight to two against, exactly the same 80% ratio expressed by
the Washoe County taxpayers. (Opposition to further casino
development by Douglas County taxpayers was 69% to 31%.)

In spite of these overwhelming concerns by the taxpayers who support
local government, one vote was later switched (by a new TRPA member),
opening the door under the existing TRPA '""60-day default approval"

to major casino expansion which will result in additional traffic
congestion, more air pollution, water shortages, and a generally
deteriorating environment, unless these casino properties can be
purchased to protect the public interest; the Forest Service has
reportedly proposed to compensate these casino property investors

but only on the assurance that no other casinos will be approved.
Hence, it is essential for the future of Lake Tahoe Basin that either
SB 265 be passed, or $B266 be amended to prohibit future casinos and
expansion of existing casinos.

The attached table summarized the results of the Tahoe Basin taxpayers'
poll and shows the Nevada side of the Basin to be strongly opposed to
what has happened in the past five years and to what will continue

to deteriorate the environment, enjoyment and recreational usefulness
of the Tahoe Basin unless approprlate action is taken by the Nevada
Legislature.

WATER SHORTAGE, NOW AND IN THE FUTURE: The California-Nevada inter-
state water compact limits the total annual gross diversion for Nevada
use in the basin to 11,000 acre feet. The graph of water usage shows
the past rate of increase and indicates that the Nevada side of the
Lake will runout of water in 1979 and California about 1980; these
are legal limits and any extension of the present drought could set
practical limits much sooner. In any event, there will not be
sufficient water in the future to flush the toilets of another two
thousand hotel rooms nor sufficient water to service the additional
four or five thousand new employees, should the Park Tahoe, Hotel
Oliver, and Tahoe Palace be built, let alone any additional casinos
beyond these. -

NEVADA ACTION IS NECESSARY: The impact of these hotels, if built,

will push the Tahoe environment beyond its practical-limits in
terms of transportation, air pollution, housing and water supply,
all to serve masses of people who might just as well be in Reno,
Carson City, or Las Vegas as far as their participation goes in
what is unique at Tahoe.

Long term planning for the Basin is more essential now than ever
before. Casino expansion can more logically take place outside
the Tahoe Basin, in areas where the environment is not so fragile.

it is incumbent upon both the Nevada Senate and the Assembly to
consider Tahoe an important National resource and to treat it
as such. '

Rezysctfulgyjﬁqui;ted, )
ROGER C. STEELE © /R0 707
= ‘ " Chairman o

.
]

- Summary, Taxpayer's Poll

Encls: 1
2 -~ Graoh. Watar Shnrtane
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SUMMARY OF 1971 LAKE TAHOE AREA COUNCIL POLL OF NHAT KIND OF TAHOE

THE BASIN TAXPAYERS WANT FOR THE FUTURE. '
NEVADA CALIFORNIA LAKE TAHOE

WASHOE DOUGLAS ELDORADO PLACER BASINWIDE
(Yes) (Yes) (Yes) (Yes) (ves)
ARE YOU A REGISTERED VOTER? 20% 30% BT} 13% 15%
RANKING OF TEN MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS OF | |
LAKE TAHOE: (priority polnts) ‘
: 1 - water pollution ‘ 5,772 2,997 23,518 14,598 49,969
2 - scenic destructlon ‘ 5,341 2,640 21,214 12,859 Ly ,550
3 - too much commercialism 4,755 2,405 19,227 11,743 ho,473
4 - too many people 3,620 1,918 15,018 9,481 31,856
. RESTRICT GAMING AND CASINOS TO WITHIN o
ONE MILE OF STATE LINE? . 87% 83% : 86% 90% 87%
RESTRICTION ON FURTHER CASINO DEVELdPNENT? 80% 692 ' 72% 85% 77%
DO YOU APPROVE OF THE FOLLONING BUILDING
PROJECTS? . '
. - Single Family Residential 97% 95% 96% 97% 96%
- Multi Family Reslidential 51% ks L8% 38% L5y
- Condominium or Apartments 51% . 33% 34% . 28% ' 35%
- High Rise Developments 118 - 18% 13% 8% 12%
- Retall Estabishments v 66% 60% 60% 56% : 59%
IN FAVOR'OF HIGH RISE BUILDINGS IF THEY ‘
WERE
- Between lakefront & Highway 4% 9%. 6% , 3% 5%
- Adjacent to mountain backdrop 36% ~ L9k - 39% 27%. 35%
- Not visible from lake 28% ' 39% 32% 29% 31%
- Not at .all 56% ' 59% ° 51% 58% 55%
IN FAVOR OF ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS ON
COMMERCIAL AREAS? 97% 95% 95% 96% 96%

IN FAVOR OF ARCHITECTRUAL CONTROLS ON : ‘
RESIDENTIAL AREAS? v 93% 86% 81% 86% ‘ 84%

K
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- : » REPORT TO‘THE

-

LAKE TAHOE AREA COUNCIL

LAKE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY AND ITS
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMITTEE |
ON THE
FUTURE OF LAKE TAHOE
Avgvst 197/

In a public statement of importance which the Council considers
this to be, and fully realizing that the members of the Agency and
the Advisory Planning Commission are well aware of the contribution
the Council has made tc the future welfare of the area, it is
approprlate at the outset to state that we are a non governmental and
non profit organization representing a wide variety of interests --
residents, non-residents, property owners and business. Our historical
position as an organization vitally interested has been and continues
to be that much remains to be done if Lake Tahoe and its environs are
to Be preserved for present and future generations as one of our
nation's gfeat scenic and recreational areas. We add to this basic
concerh that all development should be orderly, intelligently directed
and under appropriate supervision. |

Members of the Council have witnessed with interest the development
of the Regional Agency. Our Executive Secretary has attended all of
‘your meetings and members of our Executive Committe have been kept
fully advised of your progress. Discussions of your activities ‘
generally resulted in the conclusion that something was lacking in

that there was no one to speak formally for property owners and taxpavers
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MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A.

and thus an important void existed which should be rectified. As

the thirteen year old fact finding and research organization in
the area, we concluded we had an obligation to endeavor to find out

what kind of a Lake Tahoe the property owners and taxpavers wanted

" Tahoe to be five, ten, or twenty years hence. Professional pollsters

told us that we would probably not receive more than a 10-15% response
to any form of inquiry. With no other medium available, we went
ahead as a public service with a questionnaire designed to obtain
basic and useablé information. A numbér of public agencies including
the staff of the Regional Agency co;tributed to the questions that
were_asked. The final product was sent to approximately 26,000 property
owners on April 21. A copy of the Questionnaire and the covering
letter is attached to this report. As addresses were taken from the
tax rolls we were aware of the fact, which was subsequently confirmed,
that a number of the mailings would probably never reach the anticipated
respondent. In spite of this it was with considerable satisfaction that
before a predetermined cut-off date of June 15 we received over 8,000
replies. Some were not useable in an electronic data computer
compilation, but the information we present to you today represents an
average item tabulation of over 80% of the responses received.

With these introductory comments, I now pﬁesent to you factual
information representing the hopes of 30% of all property owners,
and what they would like the future Lake Tahoe to be. The Council is

but a servant of these taxpayers in presenting the data to you. Any

comments that I might add result from a closer analysis of the computer

'_\. tabulation.

e B , /20‘//3-:)



MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A.

.Status of Property Owners

Question #1

14%
4.2%

2%
36%

own permanent home

own second or recreation home
own property used for business
own undeveloped property

6% own other
Question #2 Do you rent your property any time during the year?
Yes  38% No 62% |
Question #3 Size of Property
Less than 1/2 acre 72%
More than 1/2 but less than one 20%
More than 1 but less than two 5%
More than 2 but less than five 2%
More than five 1%
Question #4 In what county is your property located?
Washoe 13%
Douglas 7%
El Dorado 50%
Placer . 30%
Question #5 Is your property on the lake front?
Yes 9% No 91%
‘ Questibn #7 Time spent at Lake Tahoe per vyear.
Only occasionally 33%
2 to 8 weeks . 32%
8 to 16 weeks 12%
16 to 26 weeks 6%
Permanently 17%
Question #8 Are you a registered voter in the Basin?

Yes

15% No 85%

/R0=/73/



MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A.

Question‘#s

Recreational activities

Question #10

Fishing 4026
Hiking 3818
Picnicking 3643
Gaming 3604
Boating 3597

Snow Skiing
Other
Water Skiing

Back Packing

341y
2601
2170
1257

Should there be more public recreation areas?

Question #11

Yes 65% No 35%

Do you favor condemning private land for public use?

Question #12

Yes 35% @ No = 65%

Do you favor a tourist use

tax?

~Question #13

Yes 63% No 37%

What do you consider the major problems at Lake

Question #1u

Tahoe to be today?*

Water pollution 49969
Scenic destruction 44550
Too much commercialism 40473
Too many people 31856
Zoning not restrictive enough 30124
Soil erosion 29256
Air pollution 26240
Too little access to lake front 25206
Too few parks 22548
Too much construction work 21372

Land use and controls

Question #15

Too strict u%
Satisfactory 23%
Not strict enough 73%

Are you satisfied with services and performance of

local governmental agencilies in which your propertvy

18 located?

Yes 58% No 42%

*Where preferences were indicated in the survey
they were so recorded. When they were not, each
answer was given equal status.

. ‘u-

| /A0S



MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A.

Question #16 . What Agency would vou prefer to exercise
' governmental authority?
a) The new Bi State Regional Agency - 48%
b) A Federal Agency ‘ 10%
¢) A State Agency 7%
d) Full control left to five counties
~and City of South Lake Tahoe 27%
e) Two new cities - one in California
and one in Nevada 8%
Question #17 Gaming and Casino Hotels

Approve Disapprove

Not to extend beyond one mile of

Stateline 87% 13%
) Restriction of further casino '
development 77% 23%
Unlimited casino-hotel development 17% 83%
Question #18 Pbpulation
Remain as is 82%
Double 13%
Triple 5%
Question #19 Do you favor population being limited?
v Yes 80% No 20%
Question #20 Do you approve or dissaprove the following
building projects?
Approve Disapprove
Single family residences 96% 4%
Multi family residences 45% 55%
Condominiums or apartments 35% 65%
In clusters _ 3u% 66%
In separate units 33% 67%
High rise developments 12% 88%
Retail establishments 59% 1%
Question #21 Would you favor high rise buildings if they were:
ies No
Between the lake front and the highway 5% 85%
Adjacent to the mountain backdrop 35% 65%
"Not visible from the lake 41% 59%
Not at all 55% u45%

. .~
5 3
- ) -
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MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A.

R

. | Question ‘#22 Do you favor architectural controls on:
Commercial areas Yes 36% No 4%
Residential areas Yes 8u% No 16%
‘Question #23 Do you own a business enterprise?
?es 13% No 87%

'Kind of Business

Open all year round 90%
Open summer only 8%
Open winter only 2%
(CONCLUSIONS:
| The Lake Tahoe Area Council is proud to have been the conduit
that brings the Questionnaire results to you. No influential or
"publicity procedures were used to increase responses. The Council
= did sponsor an essay contest "Tahoe Tomorrow" among grammar school
“‘ chiléren. If their hearts and minds could speak to you today, as
they did in their essay contributions, you would be inspired by
the extent of their desire to preserve the natural beauties of
the Lake area as weli as its recreational usefulnees. Gentlemen,
‘the Council has for the last thirteen years, sponsored many research
and fact finding projects of value to public agencies.‘ We consider

the Questionnaire to be one of the most important for it can only

be assessed in simple terms "the people have spoken”.

e
| JAO-NT



TRIBUNE BUILDING * HIGHWAY S0 * P.O. BOX 3473
SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CALIFORNIA 93708 ¢ $18.344.52594

April 21, 1971

' TO THE PROPERTY OWNERS AND TAXPAYERS IN THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN

Attached is a Questionngire directed to all property owners and taxpayers
in the Lake Tahoe Basin that has been prepared by the Lake Tahoe Area Council.

For the past thirteen years the Lake Tahoe Area Council has been functioning
as a non-profit conservation organization devoted to the planned, orderly development
of the Lake Tahoe Basin,

The questions contained herein essentially ask: WHAT KIND OF LAKE DO
YOU WANT TAHOE TO BE, AVE, TEN OR TWENTY YEARS FROM NOW ? The
Council feels this question is important to everyone who is interested in the basin
and concerned with the retention of its scenic beauty and recreational values.

Considerable technical information has been developed about the lake and
the basin, but there is now a very vital need to find out what the people themselves
want the future of Lake Tahoe to be. All interested governmental agencies want to
know these answers, as they are called upon to determine guidelines for many aspects
of land use and needed services.

It is therefore our urgent request that you answer the questionnaire and return
it to us at your earliest convenience. It is YOUR LAKE TAHOE, in a very real sense,
and its future properly rests in your hands. Participation in this endeavor could well
have a material influence on the decisions that must be made in the near future. So

please answer now. '

Very truly yours,

LAKE TAHOE AREA COUNCIL

Jées F. Crafts, President

~P. S. We have provided a return envelope for your convenience. Your &¢ stamp on

the envelope would be a weicome contribution toward our efforts.

257/ F

The Lake Tahoe Area Council is a Private, Non-Profit Corporation, Dedicated to the Preservation and Orderly Development of the Lake Tahoe Basin.



Lake Tahoe Area Council

QUESTIONNAIRE
ON
% o THE FUTRE OF LAKE TAHOE

YOUR PROPERTY

1.  Check type of property you own:

~a)  Permanent Home / /
b) Second or Recreation Home / /
c) Used for Business / /
d)  Undeveloped //
e)  Other
2. If your property is a permanent or a recreation home, do you rent it to others

any time during the year? Yes / / No / /
3. " What is the approximate size of your property ? (check one)

a)  Less than 1/2 acre / /
b)  More than 1/2 acre but less than 1 acre  /
c¢)  More than 1 acre but less than 2 acres /
d)  More than 2 acres but less than 5 acres  /
e)  More than 5 acres /

NN

In what County is your property located ?

R

5. lsit on the Lake front? Yes / / No [/ /

6.  If not on the Lake front, approximate distance from the Lake?

7. How much tetal time do you spend at Lake Tahoe per year? (check one)

a) Only occasionally / /
b)) 2to 8 weeks ‘ / /
. ¢)  8to 16 weeks / /

d) 16 to 26 weeks / /

e)  Permanently / /

8.  Are you a registered voter in the Loke Tahoe Basin?  Yes / / Ne / /

RECREATION

9. - What recreational activities do you participate in while at Lake Tchoe ? (check all applicable)

a)  Snow skiing / / f) Gaming / /
3! b) Waterskiing / / g) Picnicking / /
‘ ¢)  Boating / /7 h) Hiking / /
d)  Fishing // i) Others (list)
e) Back Packing / /

e
-

e
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.

10.
11.

]2"

13.

14.

15.

16.

RECREATION - continued

-

Should there be more public recreation areas? Yes / / No / /

§

Do yéu favor condemning private land for public use?  Yes /S / No / /

Do you favor a tourist use tax ? Yes / / No / /

LAND USE AND GOV ERNMENT

What do you consider the major problems at Lake Tahoe today ? (number them
1 to 10, with No. 1 as most important)

‘Water pollution

Scenic destruction

Too few parks

Too much commercialism

Too many people

Air pollution

Soil Eresion

Too little public access to lakefront
Zoning not restrictive enough

Too much construction work

Other (List)

PanaN

U

OO
NN

Are present land use or development controls (check one)

a) Too strict //
b) Satisfactory - /
c) - Not strict enough /

Are you satisfied with the services and performance of the local governmental
agencies in which your property is located ? Yes / / Ne [/ /

N

What Agency would you prefer to exercise governmental authority ?

a)  The new Bi State Regional Agency / /
b) A federal agency / / -
c) - A state agency / /
d)  Full control left to the 5 counties and City of
South Lake Tahoe / /
e) Two new cities - one in California and one
in Nevada / /

RO~/



L;iéé Taéoe Area Council

N
- @

17.

18.

9.

'd)  High-rise developments

LAND USE AND GOVERNMENT - continued

Conceming Gaming and Casino-Hotels, would you approve/disapprove:

Disapprove

Approve
a) Keeping casino-hotels in a zone not to exceed
one mile from each end of the lake at Stateline ? | / /
b) Restriction of further casino development / /
c)  Unlimited casino-hotel development / /

POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT

season.
Would you like the population to (check preference)

a) Remain as is / /7
b)  Double / /
c)  Triple / /

d) Comments:

/7
//
/7

The current population of the Lake Tahoe Basin is in the range of 25,000 to 30,000
. permanant residents and estimated to be three times that number during the summer

Do you favor population being limited within the Lake Tahoe region? Yes/ / No / /

Developers are interested in various kinds of building projects.
Do you approve or disapprove of any of the following:

Approve Disapprove

a) Single family residences

b) = Multi-family residences

¢) Condominiums or apartments
1. In clusters
2. In separate units

NN

e) Retail establishments
f) Other

g)  Comments:

NN
NN
NN
NN

J20%)

oA v e vy
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Lake Tahoe Area Council -

21.

23.

POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT - continued

Would you favor high rise buildings if they were

a) . Between the lckefront and the highway
b)  Adjacent to the mountain backdrop
c) Not visible from the lake

'd)  Not at all

Do you favor architectural controls on:

a) Commercial areas

- b)  Residential areas

. ‘ BUSINESS

-

Do you own or operate a business enterprise ?

. Kind of business:

Is it open all year round?
Is it open summer only ?
Is it open winter only ?

How many people do you employ

at your busiest season
at your least busy season

Yes

"Yes

Yes
Yes

/

NN
' NN

/

- No

NONNN

Z

o]
~
NN

NO//'

No /
No

NN
NN

JAWRE



w« (Parngraph l& a.skod 1n what county 13 your property .locntod3

& L/ ves

: o : : ' . 0" . ' '7 L ’
o N

; RE\ULTb OF TABULATION or-' L. T. aC. bUESTlONNA!RE RESPONSES . BROKEN boWN BY COUNTIES .—m |
e August l6 bt '

QUESTION NO, 1 T

CHEC!\ THE TYPE OF PROPERTY YOuU OWN

 BASIN WIDE ':jf | WASHOE . DOUGLAS - - ELDORADO PLACER

o '4%‘ 16%
42% .. 3M%
2% e %
; TL A% .-

n%,;‘j?'
57%
2%

w0 Own permanent home
™ .. Second or Recreation Home
" Property used for busmess

o Undeveloped property

_ DO YOU RENT YOUR PROPERTY ANY TIME
: DURlNG THE YEAR? L

e ,—x

Less than 1/2 acre T i
- More than 1/2 acre but less thnn l - 20%
More than one but less than 2 -~ ¥ o 5% |
"'z, More than two but less than 5 o 2%
- More thon ﬂve o %

.

- 13$or10160

b




" QUESTION NO. 5

IS YOUR PROPERTY ON THE LAKE FRONT?

BASINWIDE ~ = . WASHOE  DOUGLAS " ELDORADO .~ PLACER

Yes -9% No-91% “"Yes -12% No_’-aa% Yes - 19% No -m%‘FYes - 6% No"—'94% Yes =11% No - 89%

R P QUESTION NO. 7
TIME SPENT AT THE LAKE PERYEAR =

" ELDORADO * * PLACER

:'BASIN WIDE . WASHOE . DOUGLAS .

Only occusnonally . s ’ . N i o 26% .. 3
2 to B weeks “ : S Y : .
", ~ 8 to 16 weeks

" .. 16 to 26 weeks:
".Rermonently

e

ARE YOU A REGISTERED VOTER IN THE BASlN?

PRERE

 BASIN WIDE. N _,’- - WASHOE DOUGLAS EL DORADO

Yes - IS% No - 85% Yes - 20% No - 80% Yes - 30% No 70% Yes - |4% No 86% |

_f' / 040 perle S =
NG )
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“ QUESTION NO. 9 - .

Yy

" PARTICIPATION AND INTERESTIN™ - T U A R T R e
RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES CE o

.. BASINWIDE - WASHOE '~ DOUGLAS . . ELDORADO - PLACER
= (as reported) S ' - g e i

Fishing - L 4,026 e, 420 co234 G L9230 1,2m

a. R R N e ! . R
. h, Hiking - oL 3,818 nTT e 0387 =204 o o 1,802 1,208 L
.. g. Picknicking .~ - . 3,643 o 399 S0 w7920 e 1,027
h
c
a
i.

. Gaming ot o000 -.3,604 o 0377 v hae7 71,968 ¢

SRR . 3,597 431 BRIV ' 1,547

L.3,414 TR 7.0 v 1,366 -

* . "Other - ’_'2 601 LT 348 - v;;l 192 -

b. Water Skiing L ST V0T )
Back Packmg l 257:.-;“ .

. Boating
. Snow Skiing

26907
. e :

4t - w
L Va,
. o e @
' A t o0 A
a0 e
,',i'

B SHOULD THERE BE MORE RECREATIONAL AREAS?

ngi 1111

.
L

BASlN WIDE % WASHOE ',‘, DOUGLAS e

No - 34% .

"'*'_.,ﬂ;i;;;jves - 65% No - 35% I _,,,_Yes - 59% No 41% Yes -63% No 37% ',._.;.z'ers - 66%

Tow -

7 Yes - 66%  No - 34% -

QUESTION NO n

o DO YOU FAVOR CONDEMMING PRWATE LAND
..~ FOR PUBLIC USE?

S Yes-35% No-65% « Yes-35% No-65% Yes-34% No - 66%  Yes-32% No-68% - Yes-36% No=64% -

QUESTION NO |2

" DO YOU FAVOR A TOURIST USE TAX? .

'Yes-63% No37% . Yes-6%6 -No - 35%;---5(6;‘ 7»69%._ No[-fg\,%- Yes-b1% No39% . Yes-65% No-35%

&2 a2/

- oA DO ”’ . L -0 T i . I o
. - EEE R . RRTI. - - P . e - 4. .
. . . . - _‘A- R L. ‘.A“\ ‘r;t - v“. e PR ey . . - N
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QUESTION NO, 13-

' WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER THE MAJOR PROBLEM AT
- LAKE TAHOE TO BE?

" BASIN WIDE WASHOE

Water Pollution : S ‘_ A ‘;;b - 49,969 o 772

Too much consrrucﬂon work

R -\

,:v._.Too strict
© " Satisfactory ‘ T e T
.. Not strict enough .~ "7 e 73%',

- Scenic Destruction ~— = . ' .o 44,550 . |
* Too much commerégialism = .0 % 40,473 "+, - 4,755

- Too many people Lo 31,856 0T T 3,620
Zonmg not restncﬂve enough - 30,124 . 3,729

+ Soil Erosion ~ > - i 00T 29,256 - - 3,705 -
s S 2,995

. 2,518

| _2 387

" Air Pollution
- Too little access to lake ﬁ'ont
Joo fewparks .- -~ i

.- 26,240 5

~ DOUGLAS -

EL DORADO  PLACER

2,997

2,640

2,405

QUESTION NO I5

ARE YOU SATISRED WITH SERVICES AND PERFORMANCE OF
- LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES IN WHICH YOUR '

" PROPERTY IS LOCATED?

’2’/ -

Yes - 58% No - 42% ‘;Yes - 52%  No - 48% o Yes - 59% -

No 41%

,,,,,,

BASINWIDE -~ °  WASHOE DOUGLAS ,

- 23,518

r_3C‘2I,2]4H¢;'
ST 9,227
1,918 e

1,752

3, 028"

EL DORADO - °  PLACER

Yes -60% -

“.15,018 )
RN ‘3,5]2 waﬂ
13,736

14,598 - ,
12,859 o
11,743 v f
9,481 © .
9,513 ° ¢
. 8,308 . ¢

No - 40% Yes - 55%

l“_"'6,974' i
S

No-45%



N . , . . g P . TN . e T ey
) . : E - Wl “ e
' . o T ke Lol e - . N . -

. QUESTION NO. 16

| WHAT AGENCY WOULD YOU PREFER TO EXERCISE -
© GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY ?

BASINWIDE WASHOE . DOUGLAS EL DORADO PLACER

The new Bl-State Regnonul Agency | 48% 57% 4% 4d% L 58%. e
+ A Federal Agency . it : '/‘.;‘,IO%_: . 9% ll%v 0% e % L
AState Agency oot T e ST gt e o 7% e g%t B

Full control left to 5 counties and
-~ City of South Lake Tahoe .
; "_Two new cities - one in Calif
R and one in Nevada ‘ff"‘“’

. 35% ’

S
- 8%~
e SN L

0 Not to extend beyond 1 mlle of Sfotehne 87% ]3% fe7% |3% e 1;83%1 E |7% 86% 14% .590%%30%+ ~
%" Restriction of further. Casino development 77% 7 23% - ] B0% 20%\ T 69% ‘—-31%  7286.::28% - iB5% TA5% L

il‘Unlimlted Casino Hotef & Casino develop 7% - 83%. T19% B1% "'1%20% B0% 2% 79% **‘0%““’9“%

E A L T QUESTION NO! ]8....
WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE THE POPULATION TO BE? . ST

; " Remain a“s‘ (s‘ *."‘1,' .82%
" Double . o 13%

' ""‘“f"‘f;'BO% - e - ,‘ . "‘88% o ' s R
CTdple T %

LM% e !
6% . 0 e % e I
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'QUESTION NO. 19

DO YOU FAVOR POPULATION BEING LIMITED?

 BASIN WIDE © WASHOE . DOUGLAS f’-;'ﬁ " ELDORADO . PLACER
. Yes . No . Yes No - -Yes " No - Yes No ~ VYes No

CEme 0% 8®% 7% 7% - 2\% 80% % e

QUESTlON NO 20

. DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE THE FOLLOWING S ,:;‘5'7..‘:-1_: PR S P S P S
BU‘ LD‘NG PROJECTS? R S “ T T = R

Sl L e Sl T ‘-v: L
-

| SO APP--‘ _
‘Smgle Fomily Res, = ° 96% B

" Multi Family Res. = 45% -

.- Condominium or Apts. .35% .

( InClusters - 34% -

.~(.In Separate.units ' -33% -

_f‘ "« High Rise Develop's - 12% i

L Retml Estab“shments 59% e 4]

o @
5 51% 'f- 49% -

B 45% t 55% |+ a5
45%" 549

W% S 89% TG

'66% i 34% 'l . '

wouw YOU FAVOR HIGH RISE BULDINGS o
- IF THEY WERE ~-- R

T Yas - TNe T Yes | iMNo U Yes No Yes w0 NeT T Yes T No
Between lake front & 5o -] 959% : e " esn 9% 91% 6% | j, 94%‘ g i o i
Adjacent to mtn back- 35% Lo 65% . 36% - 64% 49% 5‘% " agee L 61% w73
+ drop e T e o T
Mot visible from '°"e % . 69% - 28% - 72% .. 39% s O32% U 68% - 29% L 7% .
i Notatall .. .o 55% ... 45% : 0 S8% 4% . 59% Al% T S1% U 49% | 58% 4%

e B -

*Note: .This fubulahon was. mcorrecﬂy recorded in orlginal release as 4\% yes und 59% no S




S | QUESTIONNO. 22~ - . * |
DO YOU FAVOR ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS ON - ._ . co ] | RRA
BASIN WIDE [ washoE DOUGLAS ~ ~ " ELDORADO  PLACER

Yes .. No :':Yes _ - No ° Yes - No _

“No

.Yes Yes = No

Ces% 5% 96% o 4% -
o 81% o ]9°/6 86% - 14%

' 95%

97% 3%
:86%

3% 7%

7

| ‘:“'496’% S
. 84%

Commercial areas ’
Residential areas ™ -

QUESTION NO. 23

Y
s o

" DO YOU OWN'A™

BUSINESS v o 14% |

o

KIND OF BUSINESS
. Open all year ‘; '
.. Summer only '
‘,Wmter only
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QUISTION #8

QUESTION #9

QUSSTION 210

QUSSTION #11

USSTION #12

RN A

5772 5341 2387 A753 3620

-

QUSSTION #13

QUESTION ¢16 A
433

QUESTION #17 A A" B B
' Approve Disap. = Approva Disap,
627 113 - .64 . 133

QUESTION #18 A _B _G . el
612 83

P i B
. 3
I M
i "1 +
T .
' 1
. 3t i
' ——

2995 3705 2518

S

e
Approvse
S

3¥ s
. ., EY e '

Total
» 2

~ . v'
L -
Yo '- 887
N 'v ) N N

‘1' . pe
L 882
. ;
. XA_'

3270

813

o 812
G a. -!—— _L____E_
Todals 47%06°

842

T

B 793

£>‘ .. . . 750

Qwd

s Te

."'yll'v. ’ - - su

- 73

7562
7521

7338

28,130

3

7097
7¢03
7025

21,614
7149

6226

3%

_ 6272
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QUESTION #19 YRS o] ',ﬁ‘j, .fi:lf”""'
~699 —fa S

QUESTION #20 A A - s TR e e | ,
Approve Disap, &L._. __._.2_ Approve  Dissp, 6323
786 20 370 "343 . 312 8043

c1 @ e ’1fn~-7' SOF TR 2300

Approve Disep. ég%g_n_ Disan. Approve
308 373 2 340 ‘89 , ;%E

E r“
M&?L&LL&

6623
3542
1030

uanSoub
$ 8 0 0 88 0 e
g

QUESTION #21 A L I c}f;,°'n
Yes YNo Yag No . Yas No = Yas &
26 602 191 43 z"v '159' 409A B7FT 1
QUESTION #22 A B LiM:  Toeal AUl Cometes’
e Yes No Yas_No & * 7353 B - 7087 °
. 846 24 798 61 -

QUESTICN #23

3373
3375
&717
3340
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7352

923
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My name is Harold Dayton, = Douglas County Commissioner and former

" three year member of the TRTA governing board. I want tc give each of

you a briei presentation on the TRPA. Pizase itake time to review this
information before making any decision rerarding the TRPA.
Upon taking office, I took ths following c¢ath--as you also did.

1)
I do solemly swear that I will support, protect and defend the

" Constitution and government of tlie United Ctates, and the constitutiom

" and government of the State of Nevada, against all enemies, whethexr

domestic or foreign, and that I will bear true faith, allegiance and

“~ "loyalty to the same, any ordinance, resolution or law of any state

“}ﬁotwithstanding, and that I will well and faithfully perfomm all the

"

.f;duties of the office, on which T am about to enter; so help me& God.

The TRPA issue is a political one and you must decide whether we

in Nevada will continue to be governed constitutionally or whether under

~the guise of protecting Lake Tahoe, we will have an alien form of

government.

The TRPA has and does vionlate articles IV, V, and XIV of the United

States Constitution. These artivles zuarartee every State in this Union -

*"a BRepublican form of government, guarantee that private property can

" not be taken without just compensation and suarantee equal protection

- of the laws.

Article 4 section 20 of our state corstitution states that the

-legislature shall not pass local or special laws regulating county and

township business. No where under the Constitution -- even for " the
protection of all the people™ is the lsgisiature permitted to delegate

ordinance making powers to nou-elected pecple., If there is one essential

o

characteristic inherent in legislative powver, it is such power must be
exercised by an elected representative cr representatives of the people

ted or designated by those

©

and not by a person, percons or agency cre

representativeg, | . | ‘ | i /3&9“7&53&

.
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'f‘let your own good judgement return government to where it belongs—-—

The state and federal government have ample constitutional means
fo-protect the land, air and water of Lake Tahoe, if it is not protected

by. the local citizenry. Regional planning can be tolerated and is

,i.desireable at Lake Tahoe, but never regional government and that is

,'what the TRPA is.

I don't care what the excuse, you took an oath and must uphold

. the constitutions. We ask your help to rid us of this insidious,
»i unccnstitutiona1 and extremely dangerous agency. If the TRPA is allowed

 ftc1cont1nue, it will Be emulated in many areas of the country. Please

"‘thgblocal alected level, Thank you,

R
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A OVERVIEW:

The TRPA (Tahoe Regional Planning Agency) was originally created dn 1969 by a joint
Bi-State Compact ratified by the legislators of both California and Nevada and en-
dorsed by Congress. Its original motivation and intent was to:

1. control pollution of the waters of Lake Tahoe (and other resources).

2. maintain an equilibrium between the region's natural endowment and its man-

made environment.

3. recognize problems of resource use ard deficiencies of environmental control.
The Zct empowered the creation of an areawide planning Agency with delegated powers
to adopt and enforce a regional plan of resource conservation and orderly development.
The Agency had a specific mermbership including 1 representative from each participating
local jurisdiction, plus 2 State representatives from each State. The 2 State rep-
resentatives included the head of the State Natural Resources Department and 1 citizen
(at large) ,neither of whom are elected. The local representatives must be elected
on the Califomia side, but not necessarily so on the Nevada side.

In actuality, this "scheme" was, and still is, an effort by some California preser-
vationists to control Nevada land uses. The original Z'berg Bill (in California)
did this (at the urging of the League To Save Lake Tahoe) but. the finally adopted-
Nevada Legislation added certain safeguards, including a dual voting requirement, a
1968 General Plan cutoff date, and a gaming "grandfathering clause.”

TRPA has not turned out to be a plarnning group, however, but rather a control

Agency; their major (if not sole) intent has been to stop, limit, regulate and

holdback in every way possible as many activities as it can. e o

The Agency has become a federally funded "experimental"” playground to test (and
establish) various new control techniques based on obviating long recognized and
constitutional due processes. .

- Douglas County has since 1ts inception been extremely skeptical of the activities

of the TRPA. The record of thelr operation during the last 6 years clearly confirms
this concern. It is our further position that:

l. THE TRPA IS OPERATING UNCONSTITUTIONALLY. We have a republican form of govern-

ment that must provide for the election of the law makers who rule only by the consent .
of the governed. The TRPA violates the equal protection and due process clauses of
our constitution. There is no right of recall of the governing board and this board
enacts ordinances that duly elected officials are supposed to enforce.

2. TRPA IS A SUBSTITUTION OF "REGIONAL" GOVERNMENT. If successful at Tahoe (under
the guide of protecting the enviromment), this same type of regional government will
be forced upon other counties. The TRPA Is just another large bureaucracy and a
totally umwarranted layer of government. The Compact calls for a budget of $150,000
prer year funded by the local entities. Last year the budget was well over $1,000,000.
The TRPA does not follow the original 1967 study committee's recommendations. There
are ample state and federal regulations to contrel any environmental problems at Lake
Tahoe.

3. TRPA HAS NOT PROVEN EFFECTIVE. The TRPA is a fallure.. The. growth at Tahoe and
more particularly the California side of the lake has increased greatly under the-
TRPA. Private property has been confiscated without compensation. Douglas County
bonds have been forced into default.

4. INTERFERERCE IN NEVADA AFFATRS. California is trying to interfere with Nevada's
sovereignty by controlling Nevada's gaming. California for all practical purposes

‘has withdrawn from the TRPA.

. >
5. _TRPA ACTIONS HAVE PROVEN DEVIOUS, ARBITRARY AND UNREASONABLE. /ZO ’,gf)‘%
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. 1 I. TRPA IS OPERATING UNCONSTITUTIONALLY :

(. The U. S. Constitution clearly and unequivocally states:

narticle IV, Section 4 —-the United States shall guarantee to every State
in this Union, a Republican form of government."

" article V ...."nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due
process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use wi thout
Just compensation.

" article X V 1...."nor shall any state deprive any person of life, liberty,
or property without due process of law, nor deny to any person w.ith.in its
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws."”

The Enabling Act creating TRPA specifically calls for appointed members to serve
on the Governing Body. The Act also authorizes this Body to create, adopt and
enforce legislation, a responsibility heretofore solely and only delegated to
elected representatives! fThis has been clearly upheld inthe courts:

1976 Kentucky Supreme Court Ruling; 75-1114 & 75-1116 Miller vs. Covington
Development Authority,,,,"In this case the burden of casting that judgment
" rests finally on the seven elected members of this court.” "We mention the
word "elected" because it Is appropriate to our assessment of the LDA Act.
It is a fundamental proposition that. a legislative body should not and
, ordinarily cannot divest itself of a legislative power. A state legislature
. s may delegate legislative powers to cities because a state corstitution glves
- it that right. CF.Const. 156. If, however, a state legislature purports to
authorize a city to pass such powers on to an administrative agency, it
attempts to authorize something it cannot do itself. For that reason cities
cannot be so authorized, notwithstanding the legislature's constitutional
prerogative of prescribing the bounds of thelr powers. If there is one
essential characteristic inherent in legislative power, it Is such power must
be exercised by an elected representative or representatives of the people,
and not by a perscn, persons or agency created or designated by those represent-
atives. Therein, we think, lies the major flaw of the LDA Act. It authorizes
the agency to exercise cholces that the people are entitled to have exercised
by their elected representatives.”

1966 Bagley vs Washington Township Hospital District 65 C. 2d 499, 506-7: -
"Not only must the conditions annexed to the enjoyment of.a publicly conferred
benefit (the building permit) reasonably tend to further the purposes...but also
~ the utility of Imposing the conditions must manifestly outweigh any resulting
impairment of constitutional rights. Further, in imposing conditions upon the
enjoyment of publicly conferred benefits, as in the restriction of constitutional
rights by more direct means, the state must establish the unavailability of less
offensive alternatives and demonstrate that the conditions are drawn with narrow
specificity, restricting the exercise of.-constitutional rights only to the extent
necessary to maintain the Integrity of the program which confers the benefit.”

The court held that "binding arbitration removes these decisions from the aegis
of elected representatives, placing them in the hands of an outside person who has

? Colorado Supreme Court - Aug. 1976..."an unlawful delegation of legislative power.”
no accountability to the public.”

/20— 475
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. "+ Second Class Postage Prid at Tahoe City, Calif. 95730
Official legal newspaper. Superior Court of Calif., Placer County

} LeffFrSTé The Editor - . | B
£ : . . During the last 5 years, the number of

, Letters to the Editor are always welcome, however they must be in individual complaints as to Agency actions

: good este and must be signed by a bona fide signature. The writer’s resulting in a loss of use...and value of
* name may be witheld on request.. Letters should contain less than 300 property has been large. There are cur-

. words, and they will be printed as space permits. The editor reserves
i the right to reject or edit any letters. No letters will be returned. The rently well over $300 million in suits

 World does not pmt poetry. ' » {mostly adverse possession) pending. This
' ‘ : : is a typical letter from a California
,Dear detor- <o ; . builder and realtor.

1 have been wantmg to write to you for some time about your
,n&buﬂd policy for Lake Tahoe. I have always felt that a paper such as
ryours should present both sides of an issue, even though you, as an
reditor-may have your own personal feelings, pro or con. Fairness, it
!would seem, would require that you pursue the problems involved with
ithe no-build policy. Many jobs would.be lost, many people would -be
- |financially hurt if they could not build on their lot or develop their land,
iand many people would have to leave the area because of such policy.
. {Therefore, this side of the issue should be considered and presented by
: your paper. - Perhaps we are destroymg the lake- by advocatmg a
uno—bui]d ‘policy. =~ -~
: [ 1t is easy to keep harping on the theory that we must save the
- | basin, so therefore we must.stop all development, which is a childish
'way of saying we must stop all construction, regardless at whose
- ; expense.. The facts of the matter are that it is not easy, if you want to
fir to those people who own that property now. and probect their
nstitutional rights.-
f- ~ It-certainly would not be fair to the property owners, if as it has
[’ been suggested by the CTRPA planning team, owners could not build a
fon their lots at Eahoe so that this property could provide open space or S
camp sites. What could be more unfair? The owners had the foresight L
purchase those lots to preserve a piece of Tahoe for themselves and-
H‘.hen' children. They have.paid taxes, sewer bonds, plus other i
nses, and now an appointed or hired agency official suggests that S
me other-segment of the public should be given their rights to use . : '
eir property. By the way, no-one on that commission suggested
*'_paylng owners for their land. "One of the planning team did suggest _
- using itfora pnvate camp ground to obtain revenue for the owner. I e
i doubt that this is a better-use than a private home. { Tt our probfe‘i'n here at IEE'e Tahoe means ta.kmg private lan(
Throughout your - umpaxgn of no-build at_Lake Tahoe, little if \the useand benéfit of the public, then let’s be legal, let us be fair
‘anything is mentioned of paying a fair market value to those of our ,pay those people a fair market value for their.land or for théir lo
citizens ‘who would be robbed of their property rights, if not their i use of the land. Y this was the approach thaken.by our publicege
- property. This, of course, is protected by the 5th and 14th atnendments ' ‘and by papers such-as yours, the controversy would decrease anc
to the constitution, and all ‘public bodies, committees and’ agencies ilawsmts would be at a minimum. In this atmosphere, the lake woul
rshould take great pains 16 see that these rights are not violated. - [ saved, and the citizens oonst.xtutnonal nghtstouse their propertyw
i Instead, the new trend is to feel that the end justifies the means and if | be preserved. - 5

< someone’s Tights are violated let them, at their own expense, sue the This right to use of their property is the right that many thous
voffending agency. This requires the citizen to pay ‘his own lawyer, | of Americans have died for. People may suffer through the lo
¢ » court expenses, the salary of these employed by the agency, who has | freedom of speech, freedom of press and even freedom of religion,
E-violated his rights, and for the attorney for the agency who has violated | stay out of their “T'éepee™, or be prepared to fight to the death. '
{ his rights. Hopefully, all but the richest will not sue and at least the | applies to invading armies as well as to government bureaucrats,
: pubhc has their property free. 5 gooders”, or liberal conservationists. The right to use their prop«
If an agency is being sued by more than a few of its citizens, there is | except for reasonable, non-arbitrary controls, which are for the |
Jusnﬁcanon to feel that a lot more citizens rights are being violated ~ and benefit of their neighbors, was reserved by the people and
ho do not have the knowledge of the violation,or the money with = power was specxfically prohxbxted for use by both the iederal and ¢
hich to sue the:agency.: We hear about the big people who are suing ‘government. i
"RPA, but we know nothing of the mzny smaller people this agency Think about it, Mr. Editor. Be a little concerned about the
.uas hurt by destroying property values or rights to use their property owners of the land at Lake Tahoe. These are the real persons who |
. i by virtue of the new master plzn. There are many in this situation and taken the necessary steps and expended the money to preserve wh
- iyour media should solicit their stories for presentation-to the public. - still the world's most beautiful lake. I wish we could say the s
3+ This typeof injustice -used to be the thing that the local papers about Greater Los Angeles, and the San Francisco bay area.
‘protected citizens from...The paper, by investigative reporting of the *~u:33%: I.:“} I S i ,7 525 Yourst
Eacts and ptesentation'of,both sxdw of t.he problems. mated a more E c Donl
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TYerry Trupp, the author’'cf the article below is a "lobbyist for the Council
for Locic, a group of (mainly) California property owners, bullders and
investors, who have been attempting to tell the true story of Agency activ-
Jties for the last several years. A number of these articles have appeared
as well as a number of meetings held, petitions circulated and visitations

made to various legislatures.

ureaucratic Baliet

(Editor’s note: The opinions expressed in the following
column are those of the author, and may or may not reflect
those of the newspaper.) -

By TERRY TRUPP

It is important for everyone to recognize—with the new
legislation pending regarding the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency which grants it more power, destroys the majority of
local input, and takes total jurisdiction over our everyday
lives—that the fire-breathing dragon created by California and

 Nevada and sanctioned by Congress still operates with a con-

temptuous attitude toward property rights and any individual

: coming before them seeking zoning or development potential
- for his property. . ’

While the local citizenry is more than willing to carry on the
battle against the California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency,
” there are some within the community who still believe that the
. T.R.P.A. is beneficial, , .
. My personal philosophy and my dedication to the principles of
" fairness and the right of every citizen to be represented by of-
ficials directly elected by him grant me no other position than to
- oppose in total the T.R.P.A. as it stands or as the Gualco Bill
: proposes it should be constituted in the future.

In the first T.R.P.A, Jand use plan drafted and enacted into
-Jaw, 34,000 acres of private land were instantly downzoned into
- oblivion. Property owners were promised by this agency that

within two years they would either be justly compensated or
*their original zoning would be restored. This was an obvious
- and blatant lie. To date no one has been compensated.
: Nor has zoning been returned to the individuals involved.
1 Members of the Council for Logic have sat through countless
. meetings while individual property owners have sought minor
changes in zoning, offering hundreds of acres in some instances

i to the public at no charge in exchange for a Jesser zoning than

} previously held on a small percentage of the original parcel, All
* have been denied. : ‘
*  The following, which would apply to hundreds of similar
- cases, is an example of the reasoning and justification for
constant refusal regardiess of engineering reports, surveys,
" mitigation measures.to accommodate environmental ob-
jectives, and gifts to appease the bureaucrats, which never
» seem to be great enough. : »
. A 220-acre parcel, prior to T.R.P.A., was acceptable for
development with a potential yield of several hundred living
units. It was downzoned by the T.R.P.A. to General Forest,
! which means one house on 220 acres.
The owner of the property requested 78-houses on 78 acres
- with the remaining acreage being given to the public at no
; charge. Recommendation by the staff: Denial.
- Their justification was a potential shortage of water which

5T

la ol 197¢ o
might deny some other property owner the right to develop.
(This other owner will be denied his right as well to protect the
rights of the one who has already been refused.)

The land classification of the 78 acres deems it suitable for
development, but access, according to staff, could create en-
vironmental damage. And finally, there would be potential
public costs to Douglas County for providing necessary services
for the maintenance of the completed project.

Staff then justified not granting the zoning by stating the
owners retained economic value through allowed uses in the
General Forest classification such as logging, tree farming, and
privately owned campgrounds. )

If there is in fact a lack of water or a potential lack of walter,
this agency will deny the campground on the basis that campers
will drink water and sewer lines will.need to be installed.

Therefore, the same arguments apply. Sewer lines will cost
Douglas Gounty from public funds, and access will create en-
vironmental damage to the fragile soil. . .

Quite frankly, there will not be a logging permit issued by this
bureaucracy within the confines of this basin withgut criteria
that would make it economically impossible to operate. Nor

.would anyone who thinks rationally consider that the

development of homes upon the ground creates more soil °
disturbance than a logging ‘operation with trucks rolling over

‘dirt roads and trees being felled.

This game played by the T.R.P.A. is Known as the “multi-map
trick.” Each time a proposal is presented, they deny jt and offer

-an alternative. When a new plan is submitted, it is"denied and
.another alternative supplied. The game continues until the

property owner is either frustrated into submission or is
financially destroyed. -.

This kind of maneuver by government and this form of
despotism practiced .against American citizens represents not °
only a blight on everyone involved in its operation but an in- .
delible stain on the integrity of every one of those great people
who formed this nation and drafted its Constitution.

Food for Thought: Anyone who looks upon the T.R.P.A. with
their eyes wide open and seeks to embrace it and its
philosophies shows the same kind of insight and understanding

- as did Cleopatra when she sought to kiss the viper.

She paid with her life; you will pay with your future and your
freedom and your rights as Americans. .

There is only one legitimate form of government that can be
accepted or embraced by any real American—totally elected
and totally responsive to the constituents that it serves. Com-
promise is capitulation, not political sophistication.

Some may claim that it is correct, but I defy them to claim

" that it is right. Let us hear your views—contact Council for

Logic, P.O. Box 6126, South Lake Tahoe, Ca. 95729.

JAO-437
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2. TRPA IS A SUBSTITUTION FOR LOCAL GOVERNHENT:

For some time the Federal bureaucracy has been attempting to foist "regional”
(appointive) governments over local grass roots derocracies through the federal
funding procedures. Reglonal government in Nevada so far is limited to Clark
and Washoe Countles plus the CRBCOG & TRPA, both involving some smaller counties
along the western edge of the State. '

In most cases, these "regional" governments are intrcduced as elther means to
combat areawide environmental problems, to provide a means for a "clearing house"
function under A-95 (OMB) procedures, or as a method of "coordinating” multi

and overlapping levels of government, gererally in metropolitan areas. They do
not replace an existing governmental level, but add a new one. HMembership is
usuzally reflective of local elected officials, however not necessarily.

It does not take long for these hydra headed monsters to start building empires,’
usually totally ignoring their original purposes. The CRBCOG (Carson River Basin

" Council of Governments) is a prime example, where the original motivation was

to "clean up the Carson River.” This has not begun, instead there are federally
directed Housing Studies, Senior Service Frograms, etc.

* Enclosed is an article on powers of proposed regional governments appearing
in Nevada Government Today (published by the Nevada League of Cities and
Nevada Association of County Commissioners), Vol. 1, No. 2, Winter 1974.

* The State of Missourl 1s battling regional (planning) government as the
following cllpping indicates. . .

* The Nat.zonal American Legion has recently pas#®d a resolution against regional
government by nomelected officials (copy attached).

* Federal Judce Bruce Thompson's ruling, affirmed by the 9th Circuit Court of
Appeals, states in part..."However, its (TRPA) soverign creators did not
envision it as a super bi-state zoning board whose approval would be a pre-
requisite to all land development, or as an omnipotent board which could
enforce its will over the majority vote of one state's delegation.”

*  On August 25, 1974 the California State Senate killed the proposal by Bay
Area Regional Planning Agency declding "it would impose another layer of
government without consent of the pecople”"....lts governing board, according
to terms of the proposed bill would not have been completely elected.

* Other areas are also having problems with "regional councils" -- notably
*  Puget Sound, Flint, Michigan and the Colorado Springs area (see clipping).
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’“populatmn control”
f Presently, government is mounting
= Ethe heaviest attack on individual

A ;more bureaucratic layer with which
£ privatle emer rise must contend.

A new level of government has
developed which adds a significant
and sobering dimension to the
regulation of real estate development
and growth in Nevada—Area Councils
of Governments (ACOGS)!

The central issue realtors face-
today is the protection of individual
property rights. When such rights are

eroded. so is “tpe loundauion  of
America.
udd ¢ CLiv

to destroy our property nghts——
mainly through so-called consumer
and environmental legislation. This
effort stems from entrenched
-government bureaucrats, liberal
legnslators so-called “homeowners”
| groups, ‘‘environmentalists,” and .
alarmists.

. property rights, and ACOGS add one

report slates a
currently there are about 600 regional
councils (ACOG) in the United States.
These councils involve 80 per cent of
the nation’s population and 55 per cent
of its land area. Councils have been

Substate regionalism

established in almost all of the 237
melropolitan arcas, and in more than
250 multi-county, non-metropolitan
areas.

Only 10 per cent of existing
regional councils were formed prior to

- 1960. The bulk, 60 per cent, have been

created since 1966. The rapid growth
of regional councils in the last four
vears js primarily due to stimulation
from the federal government through
legislative and administrative
requirements for federal aid.

The typical budget of a regional
council ranges from $100,000 to
$200,000. Councils receive 60 per cent
of their funds from federal grants for

20 - Nevada Government Today - Winter, 1974
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PROPERTY
RIGHTS
ATTACKED

ACOGs will move
into mainstream
of policy making
to gain control of
local governments,
growth in Nevada

By Gene Milligan
Executive Vice-President

Nevada Association of Realtors

functional planning (i.e., land use,
transportation, housing, etc.). Local
communities provide about 34 per
cent of a council’s funds, usually on a
per capita basis. General state sup-
Jport amounts to about five per cent of
a council’s budget.

In recent years, Regional Council
program emphasis has expanded
from land use planning to also include
human resource or social program-
ming, such as housing, manpower,

public safety, emergency assistance,

and citizen participation. Other
program areas include tran-
sportation, environmental quality,
economic development,. review and
comment, and joint services.

The State of Nevada has been
divided into seven ACOG regions.

" Three regions are in operation—Reno

area, Carson City area and the Las

fan et L

Vegas area. Most of Nevada’s

- population is now under ACOG

authority. The other four areas will be
operative as soon as possible.

Presently, ACOGS present a low
profile and are very careful to avoid a
posture of usurping local government
authority. However, they control
federal purse strings, and we all know
by now that the seat of power lies with
the control of money,

Despite claims that they are not a
new layer of government and that
they are advisory only, their reports
and manuals indicate otherwise. As
they succeed in bringing local officials
together to discuss mutual problems
and develop regional plans, the
Councils are told that it is essential
that they ‘“‘move to implement action

-programs.” Part of their stated goals

is to “implement” as well as to
“‘evolve an identity and public image
without destroying political ac-
ceptability.” lgp_amer language, the
problem _they face is o~ assume
autho,}ty before the public becomes
aware and moves to oppose them.

It has been said that ACOGS are
merely a backdoor approach to
‘““Metro Governments.”” Sufficient
evidence to verify that position is no!
available; however, history indicates
that it is likely the ACOGS will
eventually drop their low profiles and
move into the mainstream of policy
making which will affect the local
citizen whether he agrees or not.

It is not very reassuring to note
that, for example, the voting body of

/ACOG in the Reno area consists of six

members, and a meeting quorum is
two-thirds of the total voting mem-
bership, or four members. This means
that action can be taken in the ab-
sence of any two voting members,
Since each local government only has
two voling members, it is possible
that action could be taken which af-
fects any one of the local government
entities without its approval.
Therefore, it is possible that decisions

{continued on page 18)
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“Action could affect any local entity without its approval”

could be made for citizens by in-
dividuals who they did not vote into
office and conversely cannot vote out
of office. This is not likely to happen at
this stage; however, memberships do
change.

1t should be pointed out that the
members of the Reno area ACOG are

- seriously concerned about the role of

the ACOG. In actuality, it is not what
the local officials anticipated—a
forum for discussion of .mutual
problems. Its power -is growing
rapidly.

The Reno ACOG states in its
“Articles of Association’’ that, among
other things, its purposes are “to
coordinate, develop, and review
policies, plans and priorities for
regional development growth and
conservation, including but not
limited to the establishment of a
comprehensive regional plan in broad
general goals and principles, com-
prehending the areas of natural
resources, housmg, land use, tran-
sportation, air and water pollutlon
control, and regional recreation and
open space requirements. "

1t appears that we can be assured
of an abundance of planning in
Nevada  considering  Senator
Jackson's bill which requires plan-
ning from the federal level; the
recently passed State Senate Bill 333
which provides for statewide land use
planning and a2 new state division to
carry it out plus numerous bills
which establisii new, more restrictive,
criteria for local master plans, and
tighten zoning and subdivision laws;

not to mention the local government’

planning agencies. On top of this, we
can now add ACOGS.

An example of the potential harm
that exists is illustrated in an action
taken by Carson Basin Area Councils
of Governments. A survey was con-
ducted in the form of a questionnaire.

There were about 100 responses

returned, and, on the basis of this,
conclusions were drawn that were
very misleading. The report was

given wide coverage in newspapers

and on the radio, but all statements

were in percentages, without a-

statistical base.

Investigation revealed that ab-
solute statements were made con-
cerning growth and other important
matters on the basis of the feelings
and attitudes of two, five or 50 people
in a population area of about 25,000

- residents

The danger lies in the probability
that now the ACOG staff will present

residents oppose further growth, and

.these figures as evidence that t.heg
then attempt to generate even more E

"“magaizine.'f
»governgnental «acﬁvmcs.' ]

fsmember ‘of “the ‘cabinet " ﬂnrmg ' the
t:administration: of former Govemor
”*Panl Laxalt, andasa consultant to the
Assistant Secretary “of Saiely -and
' Consumer - Aﬂairs in - the “U.S.
tPDepartment - of Transporl.atmn
‘“Malhgan, 40, mlso 'serves ion- the
;ﬁ‘»En_wronmental Affairs Committee of
“th Nahonal Associaticnof Real rs

and to Congress We do not elect [

restrictive local ordinances, or } -
masterplans. This method of using |
surveys to gain a given goal is very
common. It was appalling to see the
news media accept such skimpy }:
evidence and give it such wide §:

verage ™}

So that we have no doubt about the

goals of the ACOGS, their stated
priorities should be reviewed
carefully. For example, they state
that ‘‘Regional councils should
operate in the intergovernmental
political system as a spokesman for -
local governments on regional issues
to the governor and state legislature
and to the President and Congress."

are striving to replace traditional
lines of political communication. We
live under a representative -form of
government by design of the people. ¥
We elect our spokesmen to the
governor and to the state legislature

ACOGS

id A e oo

_identify issues and needs and adopt a

- they also propose to **. .

#Seats of power lie with
the control of money”

Further, they state: “The prin-
cipal role of regional councils is to

strategy to accomplish those needs.
The council sets the regional policy
and should have the power to see that
others follow that policy or that
supportive agencies are established to
do the job. The principal thrust of
regional councils should not be to
serve as an operating agency.”

In the previously mentioned role
. bring under
control regional snecial districts.”

In connection with land use and
housing, they declare that ‘Regional
Councils are the answer for local and
state governments to effectively mesh
their interests and technical
capabilities in land use planning.
Regional councils should pursue state
government enabling legislation to
use regional councils as the ap-

{continued on page 22)
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SPRINFIELD, Mo.—After more thah ix hours ol Te iestimony by - 2 mtnesses me

. bers of a select slate Senate commiitee left Springfield Wednesday night with the clear

message that regional plenaing is an extremely unpopular subject for many people.
Al but one of the witnesses harshly criticized regional planning and called it every-

thing {rom a saditious conspiracy”
in the United St

to the forerunner of socialism and communism

*I think it’ sa cu-cum ention of the Oval Office, the Constitution, and the statutes

pf Missouri,’

* claimed Byron *"Jim'* Sparks, a candidate for the Democratic guberna-

terial nomination and the public hearing’s first witness.
Sparks ticked off the number of reﬂxonal organizations which have a fnothold in Mis-
souri and charged that they are part ofa *“dictatorial’’ plan to enslave the local elected

officials who comprise their membership.

**All of these organizations have some appomted federal bureaucrat. heading them

up. * said the Szhland resident who b

appointed bureaucrats.’

2s been one of the state’s most ouispoken regional
_ planning critics. *' belie\e that the local entities are mere pawns in the hands of these

In claiming that regional planning is illegal and must be stopped Sparks warned,
**If we don't start now trying to take care of our system we re going to lose it.”

; * 'The hearing, held at Howard Johnson’s .
: Exhibition Hall, drew more than 150 per-
: #ons, including almost all of the seemingly -

full-time regional planning foes who have
been active across the state and in the
Springfield area.
It was theé first of severz] hearings the
ommittee awill schedule and was. held for |

‘the southwest Missourj area, the one part !

-of the state where regionzl planning was
most bitterly opposed when the controver-
sy erupted over it in late 1974 and early
1975.

Greene County Preszd.mv Judge John
Squibb was the sole witness to praise

‘regional planning and his comments
{ailed to draw the applavuse which followed :
the remarks of the other witne<se§

*1 want fo lay to rest various. zmscon- ,
! ceptions presen(ed about the Southwest

Xisscuri

chf'l Covernment nd’vlsoﬂ
~Council,” Squibb said. The council had
: been attacked. frequendy by other mt-
: nesses.

e oy,

j elected local offi cials.”’

" Squibb told the committee the advxcory
council provides technical services to its

- member governments, including help in

preparing grant epplicetions, environ-
mental impact statements for federa]l,
: funded projects and providing informa-

Then, the senators grilled Squibb for

1 more than 30 minutes to find out more de-

tails of the advisory council’s operation.
: Squibb answered some of their questipns
but was unable to respond to olhers

At one point, Webster asked the pre-
siding judge if he was aware that regional
planning commissions in Missouri had
uscd the services of University of Missouri
Extension personncl as *in-kind"' contri-
; butions to secure federal funds for thej
{ operation. : -~}

But for Squibb's comments there was
not one kind word about regional planning

~ right-wing John Rirch Society and op}oses

One of the most popular witnesses was;
the peppery mayor of Birch Tree, Carlo
Holman, who said he is against regional
planmng “because I can’t see any usefu
purpose init."”

“*Aany of my people ere alarmed at the.
{rend towards regionalism and socialism?
and away from Democracy,” he said.

As the committee was running out of
time for sdditisnal testimony litc in the
afternoon, they encountered a witness:
they quickly became extremely interested
n. ‘ -
© Jamie Keiso, a 27-year-old writer from,
Kansas City, told the senators that he was.
a former left-wing radical who had veorked
with activist Angela Davis, LSD guru
Timothy Leary and a number of other ex-
treimists, ~,

**Rejrional planning was part and parcel
of all the plans we were making in the!
lefi,”” Kelso said-of the days when he was.
a member of the Students for a Demo-
cratic Societ

Now, he qaxd he is a n,emher of the!

i

thc spread of regionalism,
**You have to throw a maonk ey wrench.

_and many of the witnesses asked the inthe plans of the regional comm)scxrms r

v * intends to overthrow local government
It cannot tax, it cannot make laws and’ h =

it cannot enforce laws,"’ Squibb said. It -
' has no governmental powers. It is run by “

* sas City, tied the elleged regional plan-

- committee o sponsor legislation repealing "
the 1966 Jaw that established 20 regional * ™" """~
planning comnmissions in Missouri.

A number of wiinesses cnargeu that
regional planning commissions are tied”
t in with the federal bureaucracy and a pa-
"tional and international conspiracy to |
~overthrow the United States.

Archibald Roberts, a retired Army,
colonel from Ft. Collins, Colo., who heads
" the nationally active Commitlee to Restore -
i the Constitution, called reg:onal planmng
. part of a “sedmous conspiracy’” that-

he “arned the senstors. **You've got to uf) ‘

b g ta

and the Constitution of the United States.
Roberts said it wes the-responsibility of
;he state Jegislaiure to chailenge the
“‘criminal_actions of those who went to
‘transform our republic into a dictator-
‘ ship of the financial elite,”” - " -
He suggested the legxslature pass a law
! making regional planning ectivity a felony
pumshable by $100,000 fine, 20 yeaxs in )
‘ prison, or both.
One witness attacked federal revenue
sharing; and Mrs. Stella Sollars, of Kan- -

ning conspiracy with the busing of school
children to achieve integration. .

**Gentlemen, what we are lookmg at is
the total destruction of ouwr repuiiican —
form of government, a flagrant viol;ation of / /Z& :}{ ‘5 i..
the Constitution by eppointed officials,” )
Mrs. Solleres said *‘There ic a ioh to he
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" by the people, and for the people, and

‘ i E DLLTION
National ﬂeadquarlers. The American Lewon

F;fty Eaghth Annual National Convention, Seattle, Washington
August 24, 25, 26, 1976

- 3.1

Hhereas, it has been brought to the attention of The American Lﬂglon
that certain insguities now exist throughout America, and

Bhereas, substaniial evidence exists that those safeguards provided
for the protection of human rignts under constituiional law are being
subrogated to appeass certain new philOBOpai°8 and the liberal
appetities- of some politiclans; and

Hnereas, ths delegation of legislative powers to non-elaected persons
who hold soclal philosophy rather than constitutional law as paramount
ignores the dadication of our deceasad coarades in arms who willingly
sacrificed both life and limb to preserve agovernment cf the people,

¥hereaa, the existence of appointed agencies, which are established
contrary to constitutional principles, deny those under their Juris-
diction thea rights of r=call and refereadum througn the ballot, and

Whereas, substantial evidence eXiZsts that those in governmeni are.
attempting to establish new regions which destroy the. sovereigaty of
the states as well as the proteciions provided the citizens within
those vuates in direct violation of thse Uni ad States Ccnsplaution,

-and o _ -

¥hereas, the very foundation of liberty resides ia ths rights of -
Anericans to be secure in the ownership of prop=rty, both real and z
private, and thase agencies and polit*cal subdivisions sezk to destroy
such rights, now, therefore, be it %

" Be it Furtheé ﬁesolved; that all necessary steps must bs taken to

Resolved, that the right to control property should be and is under
constitutional law through voluntary association with othars or
through the process of emninent domain, and

Justly compensat= those veterans, the widows of veteramns and thelr
children, and all other Americans who have been denied either use or
posseszion of their land for public benefii or environzmental ethic,
and ‘ : :

Be it further resolved, that The American Legion demands the2 icnedi-
ate repeal of all legislauion wnich has created bureaucracies with
the power to control, removing those nonh-elected individuals who cow
legislate through the delegatlon of authorlity from elected officlals

~ who are seeking to control Americans rather than to serve thexm, and

Be it further resolved, that we, the member of The American Legion,
demand an immediate return to ztrict constitutional adhereace regard-
ing the ownerahlp of land and the guarantéded rignt to its owxsership,
use, and due process of law regardiang its dispoildion. JAn—14%



Quarrels plague regional councils

If the year-long lovers’ quarrel in
the Puget Sound Council of Govern-
ments ends in marriage, it will be a
wary one. In late July, the three coun-
ties that had dropped out of the coun-
cil were on the verge of rejoining, but,
as of this writing, the dropouts and
the rest of the council were suill trying
to kiss and make up.

" The marriage contract, in the form
sof an amendment to the council’s by-
'laws, would require that the council
'be restructured to give counties more
.control over countywide issues than
'they had before. Issues would be dis-
“cussed on the subregional level, with
teach county and its constituent cities
;mecting scparately to make recom-
jmendations on local martters to the
‘council’s executive board.

In addition, the fepresentation on
the executive board would be changed

'so that counties and cities would have -

‘an equal number of seats on the
;board. Before, the executive board
'was controlled by the bigger cies, ac-
‘cording to Earl Torgeson, comsmis-
sioner of Snohomish County. What
:that meant was an inevitable split be-
ftwccn cities and counties on almost
levery issue. *‘The countics had to take
la stand or be hurt beyond repair,”
‘cJaims Torgeson, who helped engi-
neer the withdrawal.

After Snohomish, Pierce, and King
counties withdrew, the council was
left with one county, 36 towns and
citics, three Indian tribes, and several
warnings from state and federal
agencies that the council’s funding
:was in jeopardy. Among them was
ione from the Federal Regional Coun-
‘cil giving the COG until June 30 to
reorganize or face loss of money and
Idesignation as an A-95 review agency.
‘The U.S. Department of Trans-
‘portation also said the COG faced
!'possiblc decertification as a transpos-

¥
»
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" city of Flint was not 2 member. As a

wation planning agency. David Do
gherty, swaff director of the Fed
Regional Council in the Puget Sou
area, said at the time, *‘There
other planning organizations in tk
Northwest that need the money. |
these guys don't use it, other planng
are screaming for it.”’ '

Earl Torgeson says he wasn’t co
vinced by the threats but that t
counties realized there could be on

- one regional planning organizatio
for the Puget Sound area—an an
that includes the cities of Seattl
Tacoma, Everert, and Bremerton 2
more than half of the population of
Washington State. However, Torg
son adds, the counties wanted a res
gional agency more suited to thel
counties’ needs. From their point
view, that meant a reorganization an
a reduction in the COG staff. Th
staff, Torgeson. claims, dominates th
council. In the past year, the staff hag!
in fact dwindled from 54 to 37. Bi
Reams, a King County councilma
says the only remaining burdle to th
counties’ rejoining is a plan for th
transition from the old to the n
work program.

The Puget Sound COG is n
alone, since spats between cities an
counties have broken out in seve
other regions. In the Colorado Sprin
area, for example, all three counties irk
the Pikes Peak Area Council of Gové
ernments dropped out this Juncj,
leaving nine municipalities, a military;
base, and the U.S. Air Fox
Academy. The percentage of th
population represented by the councit
meets HUD's requirement, but DO’I§

‘is another matter. Roland Gow,
assistant director of the COG, said he;
is worried that DOT may decertify his
agency for transportation planning.

In the Flint, Michigan, area, things
have been downright dismal for

.regional planning. Last Uctober.
‘Genesee County withdrew from the

. area COG, taking 80 per cent of the
region’s population with it, since the

‘result, the Genesee-Lapeer-Shiawas-
see Planring and Development Com-
mission lost all its DOT and HUD

" money for most of the fiscal year. The

| staff fell from 26 to cight people.




3. _TRPA HAS NOT WORKED:

- l. In May 1976 "Case Study of TRPFA" by the Research Group, Inc., 1220 Healy Bldg.,

‘ Atlanta, Georgia 30303 was published.. This study was funded under HUD contract
Ne. CPA-CA-09~39-1062. In part Page 6 "The compact has not sclved the problem of
plannirg in an interstate setting.” Page 19 "the larcest amount of this private
develorment is occuring on the California side."

2. During the last 6 years (1970-1975, inc.) which could be considered "TRPA years"
‘there were a total of 11,792 bullding permits for dwelling units (both single family
and multiple) issued by the 6 jurisdictions in only the Tahoe Basin. Of these,

2837 (24%) were in Nevada (979 in Douglas County and 1858 in Washoe County). The
remaining 76% were bullt in California. If the 1970 Census figure of 1.14 per/
cwelling unit Jds utilized, this represents 13,450 new (permanent) pOpulations for a
theoretical present total of 37,440; a 56% Increase since 1970. If all the new
dvelling units were occupied (under peak conditions, for instance) these new units
(at only 3 persons/dwelling unit) would equal 35,376 new populations for a total
current estimate of 59,400+. Even at 80% occupancy this would be 47,500.

3. In 1975 (only) Nevada issued permits for 224 dwelling units (14.6%) against
California's dssuance of 1309 units (85.4%). The City of South Lake Tahoe was pre-
- dominate with 675 units with the California south shore area issuing 1140 dwelling
units or 75% of the total basin. This indicates that California is increasing a
percentage share of total building -- to 85%, whlle Nevada now represents less than

15%.  The "stronger” California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency -limitations are not

-- apparently —- slowing development in California. This new residential construction

and new population is not (so far at least) a direct result of an expanding gaming '

-operation, although the g. gaming industry is "growth inducing” to some degree. Most
. of these new units are second (and first) homes for Californians, most of whom drive

dnto and around the basin and burn fireplaces, thus producing the air pollution and

traffic congestion that are now the bilg concerns. .

4. The rate of growth over the last 6 years averages 1965 dwelling units/year. *
The 10 year period 1960-1970 (pre TRPA) averaged 1300 dwelling units/year. The
current rate of growth is 50% greater than the previous decade, notwithstanding
the new controls.

' 5. The remaining "developable" land supply in Nevada 1s negligible. None is avail-

| able in the Incline area (where in 1975 a grand total of only 68 dwelling unit

1 permits were Issued) and only small areas Iin Douglas County near Stateline are still
- buildable. Future growth patterns will likely further concentrate in California,
especially in the City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County, but also in Placer, :
1f and when the sewer situation Is resolved.

6. The rate of new lot formation {new subdivision, etc.) however, on both states
| has declined -- to virtually nothing -- this probably will not change!

7. The California Lahontan Regional Water Quali ty Control Board executive officer
Roy Hampson has made the following statements.'' The TRPA plan is doamed to faillure
and is a smoke screen to avold real pollution control measures. The TRPA lacks
real enforcement power with which to punish pollutors and that only Lzhontan has
that ability.

0‘(ﬂp4)
(. 8. California h%{vithdrawn from the TRPA for all practical purposes by giving the
: California TRPA/control over many facets of planning in the Tahoe Basin including
transportation. "The CTRPA Iis ldentified as a statutorily created regional
transportation agency and is therefore recognized as the agency with prime trans-
portation p.;;anning respons ibility in the Tahoe area by the proposed plan.” /ZO 414G
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Over 150 claims totalling mecre than $300,000,000 have been filed against the TPPA,

A list of these claims can be furnished upon request.

The attached letter to the

editor Is a typical erxample of what is happening to property rights in the Tahoe

Basin.

Don't wait

. EDITOR, TAHOE DAILY
"TRIBUNE: :
Recently, I received "a
brochure entitled “How Are
We Going to Tell Kids About
Lake Las Vegas?” from the
" League to Save Lake Tahoe.
' Perhaps the League should

' change their theme to “How -

. ' Are We Going to Tell the Kids

About Our Constitution and
Representative Governm-
. ent?” Instead, they may well

-18ay “Oh well, it was before

gvou were born. Now you must
Love, Honor, and Obey the
High Command (CTRPA,
"TRPA, EPA, etc.).” .
. Unfortunately, the real
issue hides behind ecology but
is rather control of every inch
+ of land in this country by a
- federal or state agency. When
ithe precedent is set, any
-excuse can be made to take
iover your inch of land, too!
t.If one examines the
numerous land use bills
already passed and all those
.proposed, they cover
mmountains, coastal,.
mgricultural areas and any so-
icalled endangered areas if so
jarbitrarily determined. Each
tof us had better start asking
rourselves whether we want to
Llose our republic. By writing
rour - representatives and
\supparting our city council,
we can lel them know we care
fabout freedom. A lot of small
woices make a roar. Let's not
wait until all we can hear is
pur teardrops on a conquered
land ruled by bureaucracy.

ifour voice counts. Your -
silence is - the enemy of -

freedom. - . .
LBARBARA HAROOTUNIAN
TR South Lake Tahoe

{* Holda spot-
- § EDITOR, TAHOE DAILY

[RIBUNE:
“Is # possible that Jerry
rown--and .his  boys in

7o .

acramento would really -

e legislation to ap-
point their own government to
enforce the legislation on the
people of Lake Tahoe ap-
proved by CTRPA without
compensation?

High density multiple
residential property owners
of South Lake Tahoe, your

property is not worth what

you think it is, and taxes on it
are not going down, either.

Have you consulted the
CTRPA lately? Those with
weak hearts or high blood
pressure — don’t! I just did.

In 1960 my wife and I for the
first time visited Lake Tahoe

and were convinced it was the

answer’ to our dream for
retirement. The following

" summer we purchased a high

density multiple residential
lot at 12th and Eloise. At that
time land coverage permitted
a six-unit apartment, garages
and ample guest parking.

- This property was to sup-
plement my retirement in-
come as well as constitute a. |

residence for us. Land
coverage on this property in
1968 was reduced to a four-
unit apartment that could be

built. Although I knew this -

would affect our planned
retirement, we made im-
mediate plans to build the
four units. Friends and
acquaintances thought we
were being hasty, having still
seven years before
retirement and still residing
in Southern California. We
then decided to wait. B
“In 1971 decisions were
made; we were going to have
the four units built and have a
local management office to
manage in our absence. We

. had plans drawn. Two months

before their completion, I
talked with a bank here and
was told money was

available. :
Now with plans completed

and rather anxious to get .-

started, the contractor was
selected. 1 went back to the

 bank. this time to Jearn there

If necessary, dozens of similar cases can be furnished.

litor's letterbox

<o, Ui

was no money available for
multiple dwellings, only
single dwellings. Disap-
pointed as I was, money was

. available at other banks, but
‘too expensive to get the

needed loan. We decided to
wail again. ,

February 17, 1976, with 10
months left before retiring,
we went to'Lake Tahoe, plans
in hand, and arranged to meet
with  contractors. Our
meeting with the builders

~ turned to disbelief when we

were told, “I don’t think we
can build at this time the four
tmits on your property.” -

- In a state of bewilderment,
we went to the CTRPA. After
listening in a state of dismay,

we left this office, frightened .

that our dreams of 17 years
were collapsing 10 months

_before our retirement. The

next morning with a prayer
and little hope we spoke with

- a gentleman at the building
"’ and planning department.
- -Rather sympathetic, he told

us the CTRPA was in control,

and land usage for our

* property had changed, that

we should go back to them for

-further consultation. We were

told a single dwelling was the

- best we could expect at this

time and for the next 15 years
until 85 -per cent of the

" residential Jots were built.

We will retire Dec. 24, 1976.
We will survive in spite of
CTRPA. 1-will also dedicate
myself to fight this type of
legislation, joining the many
of you now in the fight. Please
hold a spot for me on the front
line. - ’ .
’ LONNIE G. MIMS

North Hollywood

e o ¢ e ——
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By SUSIE BRUCKART
Lo -oe - Special to the Journal

CRYSTAL BAY — A transportation plan for Lake Tahoe
will not be adopted for 90 days, the Tahoe Regional Plan-
ning Agency decided Wednesday amid ecriticism from
California Gov. Edmund Brown Jr.’s administration.

Agency officials and political observers view the delay of
the plan as necessary to avoid a major confrontation bet-
' ween California and Nevada.
 The recent criticism from Brown’s administration are

considered threats to the future of the bi-state agency.

The delay in action on a plan to reduce traffic congestion
in the lake basin gained approval from all but one agency
member, who celled it an “admission of complete failure to
solve Tahoe's congestion problem.”

Harold Dayton, Douglas County commissioner, told his

fellow agency members, “Posntwe action has been needed

on aroad system for 15 years.’

He proposed a resolution supporting Douglas County's
loop road plans for the Stateline casino area, but later with-
drew it after promises from other members to act on a
besinwide planin June.

Among the stronger critics of the agency’s transportation

“study _is .California Secretary of Business and Tran-
sportation, Donald Burns. He said California will not
_finance any more highways at Lake Tahoe.

“We view the alarm proposals to single out and endorse
| growth-inducing projects which-our state has no capacity to
- fund, when those projects have not been reviewed within

-~ the comprehenswe context of Lake Tahoe's future,” Burns

: aletter to the agency.
urged rejection of both the loop road and Highway 50

ss plans for South Lake Tahoe.

"Tlus -administration will urge the California Tahoe

Regional Planning Ageacy to reject the so-called plan
bemg offered by the bi-state agency as inadequate and
, unrealistic.-1tis time to introduce some common sense into
the planning process,”” Burns wrote.

The content of Burns’ letter and other recent crilicism
‘lodged by Brown's cabinet prompted Washoe County's
-agency member, Dick Scott, to question the need to
“proceed with the public hearmg on the transportation plan.

“Beott, 2 Washoe County commissioner, said, “Why are
wetalkmgaboutlhxs’ Let's do away with it and get on with
. business.*’ - -

The public hearing was allowed to proceed as scheduled.
. However, .comments continued to focus on California’s
 eriticism. = * 0

f Douglas County resident George Finn said California has
. openly launched “‘ground, air and water warfare” against
{ Nevada and the agency to prohibit construction of casinos
} pear Stateline proposed by Oliver Kahle and Ted Jennings.
{_ “Caleorma wants to confme the use of the Tahoe Basin.

R FERP

Air Pollution

.- 7T cafifornia Nixes Raad WO!%

Bcﬁh Sides Trade sh@&sia% 'E’ah@e

MeedS

The new administration has taken the position of no or slow
growth of this area,” Finn said.

He urged adoptnon of the Douglas County loop road plan
and warned that Nevada may withdraw from the agency i
the political warfare continues.

Agency member Jim Henry, a Placer County supervisor,
reacted. ‘I rarely agree with Mr. Finn, but this is one time
he has finally made sense.”

Agency member John Wypn, South Lake Tahoe city
councilman, labeled California officials’ comments as ‘‘the
cheapest form of criticism” because no alternative solution
has been offered to solve the basin's traffic problems.

i' Trans portation

A prime example of total chaos (in bi-state regional
planning) was the Stateline Traffic Plan. For many
years Douglas County has worked closely with the Cit
of South Lake Tahoe to devise and align a new US 50
"freeway” from Echo Summit through Lake Valley to .
Stateline. The route was agreed, a corsiderable sum
of monies were spent by the Californla State Highway
Department actually acquiring right-of-ways. The
TRPA plan called for a simllar bypass road. Several
years ago TRPA (staff) developed a "subarea" plan fo
‘this area, which was so inaccurate and cpinionated a
to be worthless. Douglas County developed in concer
ith the City of South Lake Tahoe an alternate plan
calling for a Stateline Loop connecting to the long
planned bypass. The current State of California '
attitude has however changed. The bypass has been
abandoned (the right-of-ways were sold!) and Calif-
‘ornia now clearly Iindicates NO desire to cooperate
}Wlth Nevada in solving what 1s becoming a major prob
lem within the basin. The California TRPA (CTRPA)
was then established, which has taken over all trans
portation planning on the California side (only).
This is all documented: the clipping adjoining is bu
an Indication of this _conclusion.

{

Concurrent with the spr:lng 1975 California offensive (again,st Nevada) was the hysterical

California statement on air pollution.

During March and April of that year, California

new hotels will create intolerzble air pollution problems.

calimed:
R 1.
2. smog in the Tahoe Basin was worse than L.A.
k.Y 2

-e

on California.

The reaction from both California and levada Interests was immediate.

there have been very little further accusations along these lines.
the following page tell only part of the story.

levada casinos are creating traffic jams causing adverse air quality impacts

And strangely
The clippings on
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:“‘ -fr..nal‘

outh Lake Tahoem

Smogz -»mMOns in the

Tahoe Basin are worse
respects than those
‘Angeles, the state’s

ap -air quality official said

esterday. -
Tom Qumn, bead of the

California Air Resources
Board. also said that if unre-
gulzted growih continues,
the lzke basin eould become
the most poliuted non-urban
area in the country.

Quinn issued a statement
in Sacramento on Lake Ta-
hoe’ s air quahty problems

‘An aide presented a sum-
mary versiom at a South quality in the South Shav~
Lake Tahoe
on the Calift

gional .Pla

proposed plal.

restrictions
within the
the basin.

N

California Gfficial
fSayE}‘ahan Casing

Shothe Sto

o SACRAMENTO (AP) — Califor-
mxa s .top -environmental official
: suggested Tuesday that construction
v.of new casinos around Lake Tahoe be
t halted until a complete air quality
b study can be done.

!  Tom Quinn, Gov. Edmund Brown
Jr.’s~top aide on environmental

+ matters, said the air study- done by - -

+those pushmg for constructnon of a
inew -casino.. was -“‘‘seriously
«~1nadeauate A

b - *Lake Tahoe is one of our nation’s
' prize possessions and we must not
i-allow out-of-control development 1o
ruin the area,’’ said Quinn, who is also
man .of the Cahforma Air
rces Board.

believe it would be a sernous
;mxstake toproceed with construction
pprior to completion of those necessary
tstudies,” .Quinn told the Nevada

)‘n

¢ Department of Human Resources i ina -

’let.wr =

rfieTTeneT Was—a response to a
i Nevada request for an evaluation of
» the air quality study made by sup-

-Palace Casino,

planned for the area.

% Quinn -said that study made false
_assumphons about Cailforma state
governmentactxons

f‘ «The report assumed there will be
i significant improvement to U.S. 50
i .and other roadways to provide access
I to the. gaming activities in Nevada,”
'~ Quinn said in a statement. “However,
the California Department of Tran-
sportation does ‘not plan any such

- nmprovements
--~**Conseguently, construction of new
casmos in Nevada will create serious

-poriers of the $40 million Tahoe :
planned for con-

_struction at Stateline. Another casino,” -
~the $45-million Hotel Oliver, is also -

“ traffic jams, causing a high potential _

.for' adverse air qualily impacts in

California.” .
added that the new casmosj
t cause violation of both federal :

. California air quality standards.
" Quinn :said  the Brown ad-
" ministration is concerned about the
““preservatnon of the Lake Tahoe area

“and we are -depending on our sister

“state: to,help»m thxs xmportant en-~

jv‘l.!« w
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Friday, April 18. 1975

"Smeg Chief :Says T%? Ewe fs 3s Bad as L.A.

; 6——_.Nevada State Journal

"An analysis of the air

(e

Saturday, April 12, 1975
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cial to the Journal
SO TH LAKE TAHOE —
An®* El Dorado official

Fnday sharply ecriticized
the-California Air Resources
Board's recent statement
thal "air quality at Lake
Tahoe is as bad — or worse
— than Los Angeles’.
Tahoe World 'Sulted,”
*ranklin
‘emarks

El ﬁar@a’a 50 65‘?@:@& Blzef-

Sfafe ST, &ir @azﬁfy Report

" El Dorado County air quality officials sharply objected this week to
a recent report from the state of California that describes South Lake
Tahoe's air quality as “bad, or worse, than that of Los Angeles.”
" In a letter widely publicized two. weeks ago, California Air
Resources Board chairman Tom Quinn had siad that a three-month {
monitoring of air pollution in South Tahoe showed levels of carbon 'ntatmn on the
monoxide and total hydrocarbon production’ had climbed higher ihan — thus tipping the
levels known in San Francisco, Sacramento or Los Angeles.

John Kinosian, an_zide under.Quinn, elaborated on the state air sin officials.
resources board findings at a stormy meeting of the California Tahoe 2 Quinn’s remarks
Regional Planning Agencytwo week ago. Kinosian explained that the 3de him “damned
° monitoring station was set up at Stateline, in the parking lot
Sahara Tahoe Hotel, and that readmgs were taken throughout three 12 Air Resources
" . seperate one-month periods. ~ .
“. " But seme members of the Bl Dorado County Air Pollut.xon
. -committee have said that the figures are misleading.
L “..“I'm damned mad about this,™ said Franklin' “Bud” Lene, an El
Dorado County supervisor and chairman of the county air quality ie in the parking lot
i s

board.

Lane charged that the ﬁgures were pubhcxzed by the state in order
toforce a stronger environmental voice m the present restructurmg of
- the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: -

e o __‘V

T T ememve o
-y ;.,‘ft»"j"‘::.' T

_‘Highly Insulting’
'E'ahae Potiutiomn

C@mmen% Blasted

air qualily studies at the 3

lake's south shore indicate

more pollution there than in |
Los Angeles, Sacramento or °
the San Francisco Bay ]

Area.

Planning Agency

in an effort to
an the current move
d expanding
tation- on the bi-
Fahoe planning
to include officials
Itside the Tahoe

Nevada Senate
y passed a bill in
of expanding

of power away from

of the Lane accused the

f using two-year-old
n its comparison.

1id the board had
wllution figure of 6.4
:r million of carbon

ahara Tahoe Hotel,
e average figure in
a was actuoally 2.7
r million.

. Lane objected to the state report usmg'the parking lot figures of 6.4 3, comments came

“parts per million of carbon monoxide .as representative of the south
shore as # whole. The county supervisor said the average ﬁgure in

the area was actually 2.7 parts _per: million. .

"Lane also objected to comparing “average” fi gures taken from Los

- Angeles and the bay area with “peak problem figures”™ representing
“It’s like comparing oranges.and apples,” Lane remarked..
. Kinosian admitted during his presentation at the CTRPA hearing
that basin average figures would be signigicantly lower pollution
figures than those taken at Stateline but added that they would still be
posmoned near to the bay area and Sacramento figures.

- - - Lane’s comments came during a joint session of the South Lake

the lake.

Tahoe City Council and El Dorado supervisors

+The county board members decided not to adopt Lane's comments
--:as their own, but voted instead to have the county air pollution contrel
. office conduct 2 feasxbﬂnty studymto momt.ormg the Lake Tahoe sasin

year-around

A Ve

-,

joint board meeting
aith Lake Tahoe City
and E! Dorado
sors.
r than adopt Lane's
S5- as  their own
n, other board
*s voled instead to
2 county air pollution
office conduct a
ity study aimed at
ing year- -round
ing of air guality in
oe Basin.
nembers also voted
ly the chances of
: with Nevada a bi-
'quahl) board.

T ‘ :..u -csumun-g-uncwp- /@ ,_—ﬁ (‘;’7

Lane Friday called that }
statement a ‘‘concoction to |
give an untrue and false !
impression of the pollution }
in the Tahoe Basin.”
"~ Lane also charged the |
were released at
lifornia Tahoe :
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Hay 29, 1975

* Wednesday served nobce that Nevada will
- - not tolerate efforts by the California Tahoe
: - Regional_ Planmng Agency to take over
k«, trAnSpottation. plannmg at Lake Tahoe.

z‘*\uwr > ey v:h ;
273 Speaking ito over 600 delegates of the
v"Wstern ‘Association -of State -Highway

TOfficers at the Sahara Tahoe Hotel, List -

' called upon“the “State of California,
wthrough its--elected and appointed
repmentahvs,‘to re-examine its present
‘‘course” He.said should the represen-
,:tatms persist dn their “efforts to put the

T LCTRPA in & larger role than the bi-state
..agency {TRPA) in transportation plan-

->ning, their wfforts will undoubtedly be -

-zcounter. proéncuve -

#3Tist noted that in April the CTRPA
. terminated_its participation in a Tahoe
*Basin.transportation plan entered into in
+:1973 by the TRPA, the California Business
*-and Transportation Agency, the Nevada
nghway Department and the CTRPA. -

LS

wn,.;pmdnee 4 total general tran-
',sportauon-phnty mid-July, Ltstrsmd
!~ R Sl L%

the’CTRPA announced it would, on

Carson City, Hevudu, Tk

“Thls would make Nevada responsnble
to California law and give California final
authority over planning results,” List
added. i .

“Nevada,” List explained, “is stead-
fastly committed to the concept that
planning, control, protection and
development of Lake Tahoe must be ac-
complished under the bi-state agency
(TRPA) with fair and- equitable con-
sideration to all facets of environment,

comrunity valves, financial resources -

and the économy of the basin.”
List said a serious struggle had been

maturing recently and that it bas “turned

for the worse in recent weeks.” -

He said that South Shore Lake Tahoe has
serious transportation problems and that
if a disaster ever took place, “we wauld be

“powerless to help.”

If the transportation woes are to be
overcome, List said, ‘‘the two states must
work together.”

. List outlined the litigation centering
around development of casinos at the lake

f‘fist wqm’& &@Eeraée 'Fah@@j

and said he was alarmed at “polmcal
rhetoric” charging that the only way to
save Lake Tahoe is to do away with
gambling.

“‘Certain Cahforma spokesmen would
have us believe that it is a question of
gambling vs. the environment,” List said.
“But legally, there is no choice to be made.
Gaming is a business licensed by the state
of Nevada, and the compact specifically
provides 'that such a business may be
constructed on land suitably zoned. The

- California Legislature agreed to that,” he
said.

List said rather it is .a question of
whether a hotel-casino‘project conforms to
the environmental criteria of TRPA land
use ordinances.

List said lobbymg efforts of the League
to Save Lake Tahoe had borne fruit with
the California administration. List said
Jeague spokesman Robert Burco *‘opposes
any plan presented for the Tahoe region
recommending road construction.”

-
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4, CALIFORNIA IS MEEDLING IN NEVADA AFFAIRS.

* California is definitely trying to force gaming out of Nevada at Lake Tahoe
end eventually will work on other areas 1f successful. The attached newspaper
articles attest to this fact. Rabert Van Allen, California Governor appolintee
to the TRPA was ousted because he was too independent. The following are
cuotations from Van Allen: "I said I would not act at the direction of the
Governor." "I was told several times by Sierra Club members that I was out of
line.” "I think the administration would love dearly to do away with gaming in

the Tahoe Basin.”

- wa [ Tornia wamts

_r By SUE MORROW .

., Appeal City Editor

! CRYSTAL BAY — Members
of the Tahoe Regional Planning

- Agency were told last week they-

must “hang tough on a further
expansion of gambling at Lake
Tahoe. .

{-°" “This would be a signal to all
~and sundry that the TRPA has

! Orinda, Calif., a member of the
board of the League to Save

Lake. Tahoe. :
Appearing before the board at

B kL Y T

: Heiner said that the owners of
{ casinos ‘“should take some
*. leadership on behalf of the
" environmental consideration.
g “They should be innovative.
 They should be imaginative,”
; 'said . Heiner.
should flow from them to the

Hejper then -suggested that
*Lake Tahoe, at the expense of

b the taxpayers, o
= ‘I .-just simply underwrite

| expense,” he urged, adding
[““let’s be fair to the casinos.

“The thing to remember is,
- casinos can be removed. Lake

reborn,.- Lake Tahoe ney
can,” Heiner postulated,

* *Casinos live with velumes of
“people,” said Heiner, “and 1
know that the other part of that
 proposition is that Lake Tahoe
dies with volumes of people. So

A8

PPeARL A T ek -

its regular monthly meeting,

" ‘got teeth and the TRPA means
business,” said Al Heiner of.

“Leadership .

- the casinos .be removed from:

Tahoe  can't.” Casinos can be -
. should happen but that's alot of

,” Heiner said. -

Responding to Heiner’s
comments, TRPA .board
member Jim Henry of Placer
County said ‘“You're giving this
ten-member board the blame
for something — some magical
control ‘we have over the
casinos, . .

“Now we don’t have control

over the casinos,” he -pointed

out. '
SIt's nice to put us in
the position all the time that
we're the dirty guys that are
allowing these things to happen,
but we don't have contro}l and
neither does the California
TRPA,” Henry told Heiner.
He said that if the rules (for
approving casinos) were going
to be changed *‘we must con-
vince the Nevada Legislature,
must convince the California

Legislature, to do something

suggestion to move the casinos
is “a nice thing to say, but if

you're going to take the casinos -

away then you have to buy out
all those motels on the

be realistic,” said Henry, ad-

- ding **To me you're not going to

remove what’s there,
“l would agree with you
(Heiner) 100 per cent that

bucks™ to remove this kind of
land off the market, said Henry.

. Gov. Mike O’Callaghan’s
representative on the agency,”

Reno attorney Thomas Cooke,

-said the agency has the

hang tough'.on any . further . legis
‘expansion of gambi‘;yé;*a_t Lake;; Nevada, (California already

WS e i X T S wvar a4l PR

Jeague, -anc- we hope you will =~ Cooke expressed the hope that

islation would be passed by

has passed a bill) which would
remove the dual majority
method under which the
majority of members of both
states in the agency must agree
on a preject or it is

automatically approved within'

60 -days from the date of the
-application. S

The legislation “would 'then

have to be -approved by

Congress.- -+ - )

“[ think the casinos have been
maligned in a few cases,” said
John Meder, who represents the'
Nevada Department of Con-
servation  and
Resources on the TRPA.

*They (the casinos).meet the k

same standards as any other
project, and in many cases are
asked to do more.

““The .casinos have received
no special treatment,” said

end of fighting for the values at- about this .and -work out their Meder, “‘ahd we ought {o realize
.'Lake Tahoe.” - " . problems or the two governors that.” - | sl T
[ . Casino owners, Heiner said, work out their problems, But, 1 o T
' “should be part of the actionin  don't see this happening right . TRPA Chairman Dick Scott of
-seeing ' that Lake Tahoe is away. . BN - Reno locked horns with the
‘preserved.” - - Henry said that Heiner’s LeaBue to Save Lake Tahoe on

‘the subject of casinos at the
very onset of Wednesday's
meeting. SRR

the expense of taking this threat ~ California side because they're ) ,
away from Lake Tahoe,” s2id dependent on the casinos. ;eg;&r(t.? t;bte‘ ??spm‘sml;pt?;nl?;
Heiner. “’Let all of us pay this “We can’t just sit here and not

meeting of parking lot ex-
pansion at Harvey's Inn on the
South Shore of the lake.
,“Washoe County -re

" tative Dick Scott held the

deciding vote on the Nevada
side, and even though Scott has
recently .announced that he
would never again vote for
casino expansion, cast his ballot
-on behalf of the parking lot,”
said the newsletter, -

- “I'd appreciate it if ‘ when
someone quotes me, they'll get
it right,” he added.

Natural -

He ‘referred to the :_léagﬁe’s'
October newsletter  which -

JAO ~

» how do you reconcile those two - responsibility for the casinos Said Scott: “I said I would
} almost  unreconcilable .-dif- being where they are because it never again vote for a new
Tferences?" be asked. -~ . * .- approved-them under the dual ~hotel-casino on the south end of
- ~*This is the position of the - majority (voting procedure). Lake Tahoe. e

A
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Special . fo the Journal
LSOUTH LAKE TAHOE -
sambling is the source of Lake
‘ahoe’s growth problems, but
ature development of the Car-
pn and Martis valleys may
rovide the outlet for them. At
past that’s the way Jim Henry,
Ylacer County supervisor and
pember of the Taboe Regional
fiannmg Agency (TRPA), sees

Interviewed on a South Ta-
radio station program, “Ta-
pe - Today,” this week, Henry
&id, ““There is no doubt in my
_mnd that casinos are the source
E Tahoe's trouble.” -
i Henry, who admitted he would
lrobablv be “the first one to
valk up to-a (gambling) ta-
ile,” felt gaming was “not in
“he best interests -of the lake.”
K‘“We -have to recognize it's
re, vand . the eco-
nomies<of “it,” - he saxd. “But
to allow.it to expand is wrong

members-who voted against the
proposei .Joop road system for
the. Stateline “area -which would
have:allowed construction-of the
proposed m;:;w Park-Tahoe hﬁt:rL
feasino . ~expansion : of
vey’s Tésorthotel - v =
j “Neévadans are” touchy -about
their gambling. They.don’t want
California *involved,” 'said . the
snpervx;lor from Colfax, "But
to. wherevxt hurts the lake, ﬁxen
Cahforma ‘should get involv
-Henry felt the casinos- should|

thout.a good, strong trans-
!I-Iem'y 3s-one of the TRPA|who

Tahoe s Growth Problems
5La:d al Gamh!m s Daor

TR I NN

/J /Oa v 73
Carson City or Reno, claiming,
“The gamblers will go where
the casinos are.”

Henry foresees present de-
;:mp% pressurh es .on Lake

relieved by areas
outﬁde theglake basmy

“It's going to be nsive
to live at the lake ”eﬁgesaxd.
*People providing services are
sees|not going to be able to afford
it. So they're going to look 1o
the Martis and Carson va]leys
for reasonable cost housing.”-
Placer Comnty is now in 1he
process of developing a general
plan for the Martis Valley ared;
located between Lake Tahoe .and
Truckee, which Henry claims
will be “the best plan Placer
County has ever done.” - -~
He was quick to explain.the
Martis Valley should not bes
Sicome a “ghetto” area for Lake
Tahoe as some area res:dents
hav% feared. R0
“We’re not looking at (FHA)
235 -housing in the Martis Vak
ley,” said Henry. “But people
provide services want 1o
live'in & nice, decent home.
I don’t think all of these peéo-
ple want to live in a condomin-
ium. A developer might have
tfo build: quite a number of
homes to afford a more rea-
sonable cost, but we do -want
them to be decent homes.
That's why we're going to be
bolding public meetings on ‘the

itithe people.”

One such public meetmg is
”1scheduled for tonight at 7:30
in the Tahoe - Truckee ngh

be situated  instead in Minden,

School in Truckee.

il

I e

Not all of California’'s antagonism is
related to gaming.
abjected to a very high quality (and

exclusive) estates residential develop-

ment at Glenbrock. Thilis one also went

Callfornia even

to District Court.

' dismissed the. suit.

 division will s2ll at prices ranging from 3

plan, {o get some direction from .

Py 1 . . - - 1.‘_ :
Uppaways suit ¢
' . A.!" , Y_\_'
dismissed 0y Court
”'§ ,' --""';"n’ ““_';‘l‘_.:'u - :

.».notr»r 'aﬂsu't airned at Nevada’s
Tanoe has been dismis:
over ihe coasituction of a propused ultcaluxury
to b= called Upocaways.

In August, District Court Juidge Bruce ”‘-cm:..'m would !
gust, i)
not evan look at the Tahwos ftegicnal Planning Azency’s case, .

saying that first ha wantsd to see some evideace ot it w.a» a
maiter for faderal jurisdiction. Don ¥las Couaty Dist. Alty.
Howard McRioben had arguzd that the only law concernzd

. was a TRPA erdinrance, rot a xeue-a‘ re'-*u’.:unn.

On Det. 24, Juige Thnmpson tonked at THPA S ¢
federal jurisiictien angd fsund them | “spuricus.”  Iie
Williain Cody Kzlly, who wants to build Uapawa ¥S, "xd..
said the 39 homes he pl.ms to construct in the 43-acre sub-
200,000 tn $230,600.
_Thnissuit, lik2 mauy othersduring t."::. past sevsral years,
arose after Douglas County "mrovnd a proj iect which dﬁn
ﬂot TRPA approval througa tha agency's “dual majority™
ule. What was upusual wpont the U pbaways cas2 was that
mc TR2PA staif was suing to nverburn an a"hon of ‘tre 'I‘P\. A
governiag bedy. .. :

Siiits to omc‘\ constructicn of two new c2sina-hotels at
Taho=, also arnproved ia accordance with TRPA's -dual
rmajority ruie, nave risen through every jevei to the U. S,
buore'nr C ourt which racently s disiss=d the suk hbrougat by
California’s attorney genezral. -

Asa backlash to thatla wsuit, one of ths hotel devalopers
(Giiver Kahiz) has tareaten=d to sue the State of Caliiornin
und its aitnrney general to recover Josses Kahlz says he
incumred because of the court actions. .

Casinos aml subdivizians ar e not rhe on}) tarygets in suity
over land use al Taho=. .

. Douglas County, over the past two or Lh-'ea }ea..» has
dev-*lo,md a transportation pian to cure traffic jams in the
Basin. Earlier this y=ar, TRPA endorsed the Douzlas pkm
@s did its counterpurt, the Califernia TRPA. Howeve
CTRPA later backed out of its agr»emem on ine Do'.'glas
plan and issued one of its own. :

The CTRPAplancallsfora peuk.rw lot outside the Rasin |

and mass tracsit buses, insiead of automobxles to ta<e
motorists into the Taroe area.

The City of South Lake Tahoe announced *ﬂ:x.a to Dignt

the CTRPA plan in court, a fight which waa tnc support of
South Lake Takez's Chamber of Cominerce. Thz chamber's
directors vnted for a campaiyga to raise $75,00y in matching
funds to help the city’s efforts. .

Douzlas County unsucceszu“y urged the TRPA to take
the matter to court also, lovking for a decision o8 to which

vency—-;.!PA or C1 RPA—-ha. the authority to vlan tran-
spoptation in the Tahoe Basin,

Although TRPA did not agree to a lezal hatila with
CTEPA, it did agree to se&k a soluliva 1o the jurisdictional
cuestion by other ineans. Drouiins County Commissioners
hive said the county should su2 CTRPA over the traa-
spariatien issue, if nobaly clss will

In aother case still pending, TRPA warnls the distict
court to issuz an injunction against the Heave: u_,' ‘« e ski
cperation to prevent the use of busa facilities ou he Nevada
side. Taat suit is not aimed at the ski lifts and s%i rens in
Iievada, bat to (oree Heavenly Valley owner Hng,n Kiliehraw
to un lo TRAPA for a perrait to operats lodge and restroem
faciliti~s, Heavenly Valley reprasentatives said plans for
those facilitiex 2o hack to 1957 '\nd had TRPA bisssings.

/Z& - 1\}{}

actions at Lake !
sed in V. 5. distriet court, U6l time
:\'.'}h“r.bn’)‘ i

aims of .
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Two new proposed luxury resort hotels %
approved by Douglas County and the :

X
l
l
1

State of Nevada really triggered the
California reaction.
battle (still going on) has cost the
developers over $1 million in
successfully defeating 14 successive
lawsuits brought by the State of
California, the League to Save Lake
Tahoe, the Slerra Club, etc., — as
a means of delay and harrassment.

’lof'-" 2

B\ BOB MARTIN :

. -fOu_r suit against lugh—nse
sino development in Nevada
Estmade people mad here, but
xeres nothing we can do about .

v«:said ~California’s Auy
elle Younger today. -. -

¥ "‘We.Sx"é distressed that we've-

ade: people anbappy. It's a

ighly +* emotional - “thing;”’
Younger said ‘during -2 brief
oress: con!erence.at South Lake

<.'

" Hotel Oliver .and Tahoe

ere.-approved . ‘through -the
dual majontyvote

agency voted against the
jects as well as two Nevada
embers “‘We don't feel it's

ishes of the- other seven
embers,” Younger said.

-The -.agency was formed,
ounger -said, because Lake.

{Tahoe — desperately - needed
anmng ‘help to protect its
vxmnment.

“*We got into this suxt because
-California m¥mbers of the
RPA expressly asked for our

R‘_ . Younger said. -

e e

This two year

AINvInibE PBKS U

. To Block 2 New

! " The state of California has asked the U.S. Supreme Court to bl

i the construction of two south Tahoe casinos. :
. California Atty. Gen. Evelle J. Younger filed the 2ppeal with th
!Supreme Court last Friday, requesting that the ruling made last Ma
by the 9th U.S. Court of Appeals be overturned.

“This is not a move to stop gaming in Nevada,” Dep Atty. Gen.
‘Henson said following the announcement. “We are t.akmg the actia
because of the impact the casinos would have on the air, water
traffic on the California side of Lake Tahoe,” he said.

- Last May, California had based its case on the alledged illegality
the “dual-majority rule” under which the two projects receive
approval from the bi-state Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

The two casinos were denied by a2 popular vote of the agency, 7-

eme' WU

Shore

.7r
inos

but the three approvmg votes served to make the Nevada half of t

TRPA favor the projects, 3-2.
i With the two states deadlocked (Californiz had voted the casin 5
idown, 5-0), the dual-majority rule allowed “approval by default" aft ‘

iYewnger_ firm,
n hofel suif

‘Youngers ‘office bas ‘Tiled an’
{o prevent construction of -

Palace: near .Stateline which'

s-All ﬁve Califomia members of

_ ‘no consensus could be reached in 60 days.

- _ i But the unique voting arrangement was upheld by the 9th U.S
‘Court of Appeals ‘earlier this year, with the federal judg
‘reemphasizing the soverelg'nty of each of the two states in the TRP
jcompact.

f , The two casinos...Ted Jennings' $50 million Tahoe Palace and QOlive

i 'Kahle's $60 million Hotel Oliver...are both presently in the grading an

i jexcavation stage at their sites near Highway 50 and Kingsbury Grad

“This is just a case of harassment as far as I'm concerned,” Keah

'said, in reaction to the legal action by California. :

! John McManus, business manager—for "Ted Jennings' projec

iconcurred.  “I think this is more (GovesEdmund G.) Brown th

Younger...He just doesnt hke the xdea he ca:n‘t ‘Tun us up he:e

l mggf@m

, By JEFF COHEN -
" 4The California attorney
-general’s office said today it wiil

| of two Nevada hotel-casinos at
Lake Tahoe._ .

The unusual action will
probably start before Aug. 12,
when land clearing is planned to
‘begin at the sites of the $60-room
Hotel Oliver and 560-room Tahoe
Palace at Stateline..

A suit may be filed in federal
courl in Reno but a location has
not been confirmed, said Deputy
Atty. Gen. Bob Wright.

- *An -action will be filed to
illegal construction,”” Wright
said.

The suit was requested bv the
California Tahoe Regnonal
Planning Agency (CTRPA),
rwhich claims construction of the
jprojects will -cause en-
tvironmental damage to the
j California side of the lake.
it The CTRPA said the casinos
[wou!d attracl enough -cars to

 cause-air, pollution .and -further

SPOW. b ——
file a suit to prevent construction

prevent what we believe is-

fo't
CTOTH O

sem‘ Ggw ST

congesl hea\'xl) iraveled ngh
way 50 along Stale‘hnes casmo

2

be named until the suit is filed, a

- spokesman :in-the--altorney-unanimous resolution passed

general'soffice said. Developers

_are Oliver Kahle and Ted .Jen-
nings, "Who -received automatic
approval for: the* projects last:

week from -thebistate Tahoe

"Regional Planning Agency after

California and Nevada members
failed lo~reach a decxs:on

Wright -said the suit will seek
federal clarification of a bistate
agency regulation avhich allows
projects to~ be automatically
approved if-no action is reached

within 60 days of application. - -

Although only a minority of
three Nevada members, all local
government representatives,
voled for the projects, voling
rules require affirmative action
by both state delegations to pass
or deny an -application.

- The CTRPA -aiso challenged

the seven.and 10-story heights of

...~ fool height limit for commercial
Defendan[s m the case won % .bulldmgs was justified. . :

" Tuesday for grading by Dist

- met before foundations could be

- deadline runs out.

?@feﬁg

lhehotels claxmmgno proof was |
given that an exemption to a 40-

‘The California agency, in a |

last Friday, also asked Nevada
Ally. Gen. Robert List to take
action to stop building. g
List said Wednesday his office
was still discussing the request
and would have a decision soon.

The casinos were cleared

Court' Judge John Sexton, whe
ruled that air quality standards
set by the state would have 1o be :

laid at the sites on Highway 50
near Kingsbury Grade.
Developers said grading |
would start Aug. 12, one day
after the bistate agency’s 60-day

It could not be xmmedxazel) ;
confirmed if the suit would be
the first filed by California
against construction of a
building in another slate. .. ..
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On March 3, 1972 Ray Knisley (then a Nevada Agency member) raged at a TRPA

meeting "This is getting disgusting.

We have people out of work in Nevada,

while you Californians go merrily on with your construction.”

Some times Californian's paranoia on the subject became ludicrous.

witness

the irresponsible attitude of Z'berg (now deceased) as indicated below:

By ROBERTA McCONl\ELL
- Appeal Staff Wnter

= ‘MU\DEN - Douglas County officials
F "today lashed out at legislation being in-
- troduced by California state Sen. Edward

- Placer Counties, “to discourage gaming
~-on-the Nevada side-of Lake Tahoe.”

The Z'Berg legislation which would
require a California constitutional
“amendment if passed, is -variously
»';ﬂacnbed by Douglas officials as, “‘utter
‘3"hog ‘wash,-sour grapes and completely
% refuting all ‘the principals behind the
*:J'ormatxon of TRPA.” Commissioner
'wrf.'harles Meneley told the Appeal today he
E-did ‘not know “What was the matter
-with the guy's head (Z'Berg),” and likened
szheZ’Berg proposal to a child who says if
E:no-one will play the game his way, he
»would take his marbles and go home.

P{TRPA) is not working,”” and added he
-does not believe such legislation has a
¥ chance of getting through. In the first
[ place he said, California has no strings on
rcontrollmg gaming and it stands to reason

.that long established casinos will be the
-ones to continue drawing the business and

~even il casinos are built outside the basin
-on the California side they would probably
- go broke because at this point they do not
F have the operational knowhow.

”"“Il is pure sour grapes,” he repeated
f‘]’he Z'Berg bill proposes that gambling be
E;a.llowet'l in Placer and El Dorado counties
outside” of -the Lake. Tahoe . Basin to
t4ixscourage canstruct.wn of casinos on the

E}E-’Z'Berg to permit gaming in El Dorado and

Z'Berg saxd he wxll introduce a con-
stitutional amendment allowing gambling
in the counties in an effort to save Lake
Tahoe from environmental destruction.

But Z'Berg said the proposal would be
triggered by Nevada action. He said that

for every new casino Nevada allows at the -

lake, his measure would permit one to be
built in California but only outside the
Tahoe Basin. ’
" *“We hope that threat would be enough to -
keep Nevada from aproving more casinos
at Tahoe,” said Z'Berg, who stressed that
his proposal is not a gambling measure"
“but a ‘Save Lake Tahoe’ measure. »

He predicted that if casinos were built

‘ C a&f&rma gammﬂffereé

}t@ cm'b L ake éeveﬁapers

Srmth saxd at that time everything
essentially might come under that heading
whether it is high rise buildings or a trail
through the woods. Smith said this mor-
ning Z'Berg’s praposal was, “A typical
California action. He said, “California has
a lot of psychosis about this thing."”” He
--gaid his .own investigation bas shown

Californians have been completely brain

“~ washed into believing the lake is being

destroyed, the.air is more polluted than
that of Los Angeles and thaL Nevada is
_ the-culprit. ¢

Smith took strong issue with the Z'Berg
“-slatement that Nevada zoning would allow
.another 25 casinos at the lake, saying, “I'd

in El Dorado and Placer counties, most jike to know where the Sam Hill they are

northern Californians who want to gamble

would - go there rather than l\evada

because it is closér. :
Z'Berg said Nevada zoning would allow

o ~for at Jeast 25 more casinos at the lake.
‘Meneley said, **This shows the process

_ As early as 1969 prior to ratification of
the Bi-state agency, Douglas officials -
declared in a news release that without to
much stretch of the imagination, the .

going to be.” Smith stressed also that the
proposal could cause extreme friction in
. El Dorado and Placer Counties if gaming
wererestricied to the West portion and not
the east. “For that matter,” he said, It
ould cause friction all over California from
counties not included.” .

.As far as Nevada being a culprit at Lake
Tahoe, Meneley said “Take a look. It

agency might be able to shut down gaming doesn’t take much to see because it is plain
in the guise of protecting the lake walers and evident driving across the state line
from pollution based on heavy traffic. This where the probiem is and it is definitely
essentially officials said is the line not on the Nevada side.”
California and TRPA has been following in The two other Douglas cominissioners
their battles to halt construction of thetwo ‘were not -available for comment, but
new Tahoe casinos Tahoe Palace and general court house observation indicates
Hotel Oliver. the present California action will either
In 1969 also, then Douglas County. -become a laughing stock ar resull in an
planner Ray Smith took issue with the -evengreater route than that anticipated in
proposed compact wording, “Which would  1969. The Bi-state agency under the Z'Berg
be -enforced only if they effect the water bill of that year was described as, “a grab
clarity or punty or natural beauty of the for economic control ef the lake under of
i " the guxse of polluuon comrol SO

/RO —
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And California is not content with Lake Tahoe alone. The clipping below
indicates another egually dangerous precedent which is still being contested

by the Attorney General:

Courf' Nevada Liable in Car Wreck

:‘The jury verdict issued Wednesda afterathree—week'
tnaifavoredJoanan g, ofSacrimento who as .an
mfantaﬁfaedbramdamageasarcsﬂtoftbeMaylm

EOAKLAND (AP) - An Alameda County Superior | ers reépresenting’ Nevadahadarguedunsuc—.
‘Court jury has decided the state of Nevada is liable for §m¥3 Caxl?maeomtsandymshmﬂdhomrai
311 onmdamagamvolvingaNevadaemployewm 3 Nevada law which limits state liability in such cases to
rammedmsstatecarmtoanother 7 $25,000t0 Caﬁxdanyin&vxdual :

i But the ornia Sup remeOom‘theldintbeeasethat'

the Nevada law chdn't y in California.

Nevada U.S. Supreme Court but that

‘aceiden uhurn. - court hearmed!sputeon gmmdsno udgment
' ear A had been issued sothe a was premafure ]
The Nevada employe HelmutBohmwbo taughtatthe Bohm was rehirning m the San Francisco Bay Area
{UmversxtvoiNevada-Reno was killed in the wreck. - - to Reno when his auto cmssed into westbound lanes on
The jury said the youth should get §1 million in  Interstate80andhit the Hall's auto.
damageswhﬂehismotber Patricia, alsohm‘tmtheA The Halls were returning to their home in Sacramento

crash.shmldget

‘ afteranouﬁngatlakeTahoe.

L‘Off the Record’ R -
California grab’ GhVIQEIS

i jByBOBERTA McCONNELL

v Appeal Stalf Writer

- Senator John Tunney of
- Califarniz has made what may

~sgtatement to date concermng

’J.ake*rahoe. ,
“While.the Ca]xfo:ma sxde of
| the Lake at the south shore

proliferates with -motels,
hamburger joints, con-
--dominiums, concessions,
.. restaurants and a Hilton Hotel,
- Sen.. ‘Tunney announced.at the

. -opening of the Hyatt House last
~ month (formerly King's Castle)

‘ bottom -dollar there wxll be -
* casinos right on the lake front

because who, on a vacation
gambhngmpcouldbeexpected
_to stop at Emigrant Gap or
Pollock Pines when for another

- be - the. most remarkable few mimites driving time he -

could get to the Lake and have
the whole works.

Z’berg makes the pubhc
staternent that his gambling
legislation measure was made
necessary by the mablhty of the
Bi-state . Tahoe  Regional
Planning "Agency to halt the-
proliferation of casino-hotels at .
Lake Tahoe “which will mllify .
-whatever progress

Granted, the pubhc “has little
access to the lake front except
at the public beaches, but one
has only to drive along the
bright blue waters of _the
Nevada side around to Tahoe
Keys on the California side to
prove a point. There, where the
. water of the public ‘beach and
the  condominiums resembles -
the muddy Mississippi we -are -
assured that Mr. Tunney was_
absolutely correct--and that -

California is doing a fantastic -

job of saving Lake Tahoe
(for itself perhaps")

ratification referred to-it as a
California “‘grab for power at
-the Lake”. The “‘grab” is evea
more obvious when the two
California Jegislators attempt to
pick the political plum through
such devious -factics as in-
Aroducing gaming legislation
for the two Califarnia Lake
.counties at the same time one
legislator . is> celebrating .the
“opening of a Nevada botel by
~gaying *“California is doing a

" fantastic job-of saving Lake

“Taho”...(from the proliferation

-; -ncf hotel-casinos in Nevada!)

- ‘Thereis a strangely hollow

has been . DouglasCoxmtyopposed*the rmgtoitallandonewonders'

in the - bx-state -agency from the very ‘just who did crack the Liberty

> that “The growth of casinos at - made to save the lake
begmmngandevenpnortoxts Belll . I'} Getqay”

" Lake Tahoe is appalling. I think - t ten years.”
{ - Califarnia is doing.a. fantastic . paémﬁmee the Bi-sta™ -~
.gob of saving the lake” 7+ Agency became effective only
oi-Somehow, it’s like: “what - :five years ago there is cause to
,“paper -do ya read?”- because .- wonder what Mr. Z'berg thinks -
+while"Tunney is disclaiming the - . his state was doing to save Lake

. growth of casinos.at Lake - Tahoein the previous five years

.- Tahoe, his fellow lswmaker. — while-all the hotels, motels, -
,,Assemblyman Edwin Z'berg is . hamburger joints, -eic. were

- legislation for .a : being approved and constructed

Cahforma ~constitutional .. from Stateline west.
{.amendment Jegalizing gam- . - At the same time, Nevada
'bling in ;’Iaoer and El Dorado --was holding .its: casmhatel
counties™. — the. only - two .. zoning to a single mile at the
; California - 'counhs, bordmng . south shore, with the balance of
“the Taker2 102 i .., - :ewthe:lake : front ;largely. com-
: contends 7-prising. the~Whittell property,

’“Q

—hewantrtbecahfamammm ~the -old Cave Rock area; two

A, 7;3
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|- Control Over Private
10e, Lands Called Inadequate

HEL - ¢ L
*.~-Federal -control "in the Tahoe basin over private lands is not
adequate,-an Envirormental Protection Agency (EPA) official told
imembers-of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency last week.

%.And he said changes in the Bi-State Compact, including authority to
conirol Nevada's right to license casinos, might be necessary to better

protectthe basin's ecology.- -~ . ~ - -

;i ohn Wise,;an EPA official who has been working on a study of
-basin‘management mandated by Congress, said the study is now in
L draft form and will be available around Christmas. The EPA is asking
“for reactions to the draft statement and will then finalize the report and
£ ‘make recommendations to Congress. - -

2 . Outlining the report in general terms for TRPA governing board
“rmembers, Wise said the EPA had defined six problems on the federal
~and state™level in the basin. - - - :
>»+:"Themajor problem, he said, is that “there is no federal policy
} toward Tahoe.” An assessment of the federal governments “oversight
.+ and control” in the basin found the federal government had more than
-adequale -control of public lands through the United States Forest
t Service, but control was not adequate over private lands, he said.
i~ - ~Erosion and sedimentation control is a big problem with private
 flands”- Wise:explained.. ~And there are serious legal authority
EoY uesAﬁa.ns'_;&_.i LT . B g ey I

*Other state and federal government level problems include sewers
specidlly.at the north shore), erosion and sedimentation controls, air
llution>standards, water:supply regulation and transportation, said

>~

’

e bi-state -compact provisions .which regulate -TRPA

-t

il planning agency and not a general purpose
il agency, i Wise .said. - “It:-has -police-power, but no
o assess property tax-or hold and .acquire land.” -
r "inherent problem™ in the compact is the.exemptions given
{acilities-so they don't-come under TRPA review, Wise
Palite e TTRIe o T 0T e . o
hanges the EPA might recommend for the compact
hose . facilities-including Nevada's - legalized gaming
is state-controlled-‘under the supervision of the TRPA.

LR R :

ould.thén be eliminated¥s- : ~ .- . -
zhange_-in “the ~compact would have to -come from the
f both California and Nevada, which Wise admitted would
P T A O A S
rial. and local problems defined by EPA involve the legal
*egional plan which have resulted in numerous court

“Wwhithiprevent sggressive -planning .and enforcement, the_economic
srepercussions - 6] sewering and bonding, and :a: fack -of public
understanding:of :the TRPA's -authority, said Wise. . . .- -~ = .
< While the issue of local or non-local TRPA representatives has long
been>blamed by. conservationists as one-of the stumbling blocks to
savitg “Tahoe~Wise ~said "the EPA_ had found the balance of
wut-ol-basin :representatives ‘was “notreally an issue.” =
me.of-the alternatives recommended by the EPA are: a request
-agencies to study their -duties in the Tahoe Basin and to
{uture guidelines for ‘controls;- development of a-system of
ind acquisition: -possible establishment of bi-state agencies to
ol-dir-and water pollution standards; and formation of a federal, -
ate2and TRPA task-orce to assess the ecological effect of maximum-
ing at-Tahoe and determine if increased federal intervention or a”
Taws i$ required to.forestall that.. . 5 % . gimin e’
ntralissves,™~however, according-to Wise, as .well 23 the:
of~exemptions : for 'state-licensed -businesses,” include
Bi-State Compact to eliminate the dual majority rule,
deral TRPA:representative . vote; initidting a more.
cing struggtige, allowing the TRPA toassess property, aiid

presentation ‘of the’TREA g g_body.
';;:'}WE*&V?":;S_SW e AR G L S

Feal 8lectd

~cases ol zlleged¥inver e-condemnition,- TRPA budget -inadequacies

And it is not only the State of
California who wishes to "control
Tahoe." The Feds, (through EPA)
also think everything should Stop
at Tahoe. Adjoining is a clipping
relating to an EPA study (which has
since been conveniently pigeonholed)
calling for greater controls over
PRIVATE property.

EPA is still in the Act, however, and
has recently funded environmentalist
attempts to influence State legisla-
tion regarding amending the present
Nevada Legislature to conform to the
new. Gualco Bill recently passed in
Callfornia. At this meeting, the
author of this bill threatened Nevada
thatigal_ifomia would "seriously
consider"” withdrawing frem

if Nevada failed to gass histhg.i;g?ncg
See clipping on following page.

The Gualco Bill is yet another attempt

by California to gain control; it
would:

1. eliminate Nevada's protection
over land uses through the repeal
of the dual majority vote.

2. Jdncrease nonbasin representation
;n th;aAgency by expanding membershi § o3
rom to 14 members (all non-local

participants).
3. d1ncorporate the ordinances

of th
California TRPA into the Act. ©

4. eliminate the gaming "grandfather"
clause,

5. Jdncrease State bud
get support
over the local $150,000 funding.

i
/A0 —% 3¢
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Kevada Opposes

» aC!ARS()‘sl CITY — There's no way
Nevaza will accep! a bill signed by
mungd Brown Jr. in E
efforts to revamp the Tahoe Regi
Plann.ng Agency, iNevada Gov. M;ke

" . Califoraia Gov.

@

o Ca.laghan said Thursds

The biil as it stands could eliminate
construction ¢f high-rise casings at
Lake Tzhoe by changing membership
rocegures of the g

said the new California

law, whicn mus! pass the Nevada
' legxs.at.ure and Congress to tzke ef-
. fect, marks at best 2 “'siarting po

for discussion of a possible com-

and votmg
O'Calia

promise.

“/> X | v

The bill drew sharp criticism and
warm support from Tahwe basin
governments ang T+ :?u officials,

South Lake Tahwe Maver Roger
Ca ri said he was te'ﬂb.y disap-

ted by Brown's action.
Capri complainsd that © bilt
would shift the majority of z.hn TRPA
board pointed rather (han
locall -eledgmra.nwdv&s ‘

“We are askmﬂ for at lezst equal
representation of leceliy elected of-
ficials on the boxrd that makes
de%sxons affecting uur area,” Capri
sa

Capri objected to the incorporation

Celifarnia's Plan

into the bill of the ordinances of the
California Tahoe Regional Piann:xexﬁ
Agency, an environmentally-orien

rival to the TRPA. The city is
presently erg:fzed in court action
ggainst the fornia agency, con-
tencind that its ordinances azre un-
consmutxonal because they interfere

anagepropert yri

eregomgtoﬂghtg‘xsbmaume '

wav," Capri said.

Gordon Hooper, chalrman of the
California Tahioe Region2l Planning
Agency and a local realtor, sald he
wzs pieased by the bill's suecess in
Celifornia.

‘”“Nevadé Eegzsiatu,re threatened over TRF

. —o' LAEES

ln a not-so—subtle threat to the 1977
>vada Legislature, ~ California Assem-
yman Eugene Gualco tald a gathering
turday that his state would seriously
asider withdrawing from the Tahoe
oional Planning Agency if the Nevada
gislature . failed to pass the bill -he
thored which-was signed into law by
lifornia Gov. Jerry Brown -earlier th:s

.xua]co s bill pm\ndes for d:anges in the

state Tahoe Regional Planning Com- -

~~"  eliminate the dual majority voting
. add more appointed members
the cv 's board of governors.

'he, ﬁbﬁajnnty voting method
yides thatif=a propoesed pro]ect in the
ke-Tahoe:Basin does not receive ap-
wal.or rejection from-a majority of
ird membersfrom each state within 60
s':e;he pro}ect -is autmnahca.ﬂy ap-

[‘be prsentmanbashxpnf the hoard is
mposed of three elected-type members
d #two- appmntem -from.-each state
aldo’s -bill .adds. two more &ppointed
mmbers-to the-California side. -
yualéo, D-Sacramento, was a speaker at
yrum in Washee Valley sponsored by the
ague of Women"Yoters of California and

vada,-held&o detenmne what gmm-n»-

P CAVRSERRL Y T

mental entities were necessary to
preserve the quality of air, land and water
in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The League,
financed by a donation from the Federal
Environmental Protection Agency, at-
tracted about 100 persons who heard from
and asked questions of a panel of govern-
mental officials. .

«Among the speakers in addition to
Gualeo were City of South Lake Tahoe
(Calif.) Mayor Roger Capri, Nevada State_
Sen. Thomas “Spike’” Wilson, and William
A. Morgan, acting administrator of the
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Umt. uU.s.
Forest Service.

‘No changes may be made in the bi-state”
compact which created the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency unless both
states pass legislation to do so and then
that leglslatsm must beratified by the U.S.
Congress. -

Abmsxmﬂarto Gualeosfailedtopass
the 1975 Nevada Legislature. -

In ap obvious attempt to soften the
impact of Gualco's threat that his state
might withdraw from the TRPA, Wilson
reminded the audience’ that Nevada
legislators are “very independent” and-
would not .consider the position of

When a member of the audience pointed
out that the dual majority voting
procedure was put into the Compact to
protect Nevada's sovereignty and gaming
industry against California’s domination,
Gualeo’s response was *‘Nevada is going to

bave to surrender some of its sovereignty -

‘to make the TRPA work.”

Gualco's bill came under fire by South -~ -

Lake Tahoe Mayor Capri who has
frequently challenged the TRPA’s

authority over that of local elécted .

government.

“Our (the city's) goals,” said Capri,
“gre to protect the rights of our citizens as

guaranteed under the constitution, provide -

for -the general: welfare, protect and "~

preserve local control .and, when ap-
plicable, to maintain the sovereignty of the
states involved and to assure local con;
ml.l'

Capri told the gathermg that Gua]cos
bill “was not supported by any locally-
elected body on the California side of the
Basin. SRS AU
" “The three California Jocal governments’
in the Basin — the City of South Lake
Tahoe, El Dorado .County .and - Placer
County, were imanimous-in their op-.

California in withdrawing from the TRPA position {o the Gualco bill, Capri said.

when they voted onits. naghbonng state s

‘bx]l. 4L

|

“At the state ‘level, three of the four
representatives of the Basin elected in the
senate and assembly voted agamst the
bill,” he said. 7" =~ *

“We (the city) opposed the bill because
it places four appointees .and only three
locally elected officials on: the governing
board (of the TRPA), furtheremdxng Jocal
control," said Capri. :

. He said -the city also opposes ‘tbn;\

measure because “we believe it provi” £
for taking or changing the property rights
without just compensation. It lacks
provisions for -reimbursing local control
costs, and lastly, it does not provide for the

" dissolution of the CTRPA (California

Tahoe Regiona! Planning Agency), the
rescinding of its plan or end regulations
which we -believe -are duplicated, un-

predictable, - derisive, .costly, .and we .

believe unconstitutional.” ..

P
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THE RISE & FALL OF TAHOE...

Emum ﬁémsneeﬁezésm
'Eakes “Eée fowth” Stand

Pt * By George Bryson

-

By the conclusion oi‘ Easter Week, California Govenor Edmund G.
| Brown, Jr. had left little doubt that he plans to take an active role in
the. future of Lake Tahoe. In a week-long series of surprise
announcements concerning the lake, the Brown administration has;

—Declared flatly that there is to be no more “growth inducing”
L highway construction on the California side of the Tahoe basin (notably
the proposed widening of Highway 50 that joins Sacramento with
South Lake Tahoe).
L+~ —Released research on the air quality of Lake Tahoe that shows
k how air pollution levels on the south shore exceed the levels existing in
- Sacramento and the bay area. “In fact,” said Tom Quinn, Gov. Brown’s
t new head of the California Resources Control Board, “the situation is
L now so_bad that Ta.hoes air in some respects is worse than what we;
pfind in Los Angeles.”.- ...: .
. -—Has given notice that severa) large casino developments in the”
psouth -shore may never get .off the ground. The approval of two
phigh-rise casinos at Stateline had come with the expectation of .2 “joop
thighway” - project - through - South Lake Tahoe to handle - traffic
peongestion...part of -2 CTRPA”I‘ransportatnon Plan “that. _has™ been
Fwigorously mt.nczzed ‘by. - the Brown- admm:st.rat:on as’ “,‘growthA

CIET o it L TN Gaietee sl T

s -—strmssed two -of the three Reagan appomtments to the two

Tahoe-Regional Planning Agencies {see related story).and announced-
“the appointment-of two - ‘womer:. both self-dwm'bed as’ mdependent-
‘thinking environmentalists, - * D

»; -.—~Supported through a number of eabmet officials the pendmg “land :
use plan”-of the ‘California-Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. = =
;o= Thts plan...the subject of 2 controversial, sometimes angry, public

' g in South Tahoe last 'Friday;.proposed to comprehensively -
Kdown-zone “California’s side-of Liake Tahoe in an eﬁort to. hold hack '
“development<of :forested lands. © .. ., ‘
At the conclusion of the CTRPA hea.rmg. governmg board member
~Jim Henry asked that the CTRPA board arrange an m person meeting
with Gov=Brown. -3 ° .
-+l light”of his -actions over tlns past week. Henry said, “it
“behooves this board to meet with the governor and find out what he
-has in mind..He said his door was open to local government at the
Mayors Conference, and I want to put that to the test.”. .

.+~ The CTRPA boardagreed to meet with the governor if it cold be
m-ranged by Henry. ~

? * - Otherwise;the South Tahoe pubbc hering offered somethmg of a
-sounding board for both those disturbed over Brown's actions {largely
“Nevadans) and testimony from the scientific community that generally
-:supports Brown's no—growth philosophy for Lake Tahoe. = .

NEED ANYTHING MORE BE SAID!




5. ARBITRARY ACTIONS:

The staff and some Agency members have, over the years, evidenced some rather strong
and arbitrary attitudes in thelr statements and behavior. Several examples will

suffice:

* Mr. Knisley, once the Nevada At Large Appointee, has consistently pushed for "slow

O downs" of development until some future and vague "studies” are completed. In August
1973 he attempted to have a Resolution to this effect adopted. It failed, however,
Mr. Knisley state, "I proposed to vote exactly as the Resolution is drawn up anyway.”
(NSJ, 30 August 1973).

* The staff (especially) exhiblts a continulng arrogant position; frequently fails
to respond to both written and verbal requests, unduly "hassles" applicants (in cer-
‘tain cases) and tends towards "eremles' llStS, especially those who cross them or
fall to submit dociley to their demands.

* Mr. Fenry of Placer County, at his first meeting, clearly set forth his position
relative to gaming when he stated, "the pub. public (can) go to Reno-Sparks, Carson City
or Minden to gamble." In April 1974 he stated, "I vote against them (gaming facil-
ities) many times and I'm told I can't vote against them because they look bad, T
must have some other reason. Well, I wote against them because they look bad any-
way; it's a good thing they can't read my mind when I'm voting."”

* Statements of certain staff have not accurately or fairly stated the facts,
positions or analyses of jtems under consideration. Reports are purposely mis-
represented to be self serving.
* Many of the staff decisions reflect arbitrary and capricious attitudes. There
are examples of favortism; emphasls has been made on California development (the
total staff are Callfornians).

. * The operation has become excessively bureaucrztic with interminable paper work,
detailed EIR's, red tape, arbitrary "fees" (for processing items) and delays. :

* Actions are often inflexible, intractable and unreasonable. There is a slavish
acherence to imprecise and vague regulations, a refusal to recognize certain allow-
ances in thelr own regulations, and a blind devotion to envirommental concern with
little if any recognition of equity, economics or esthetics.

* Many actions are blatant attempts to clrcumvent court decisiors, to hide or play
down certain activities, to centralize authority, to develop a full fledged policy
function, and to disseminate false information masquerading as techpical facts.

TRPAmembnrs carmof Interpret the documents of the General Plan and must, or
.xsuauyrreiym staft. For example: Tom Stewart, El Dorado County.representative, in a
swornr statement, on Mar. 4, 1975, said he could not-fell from TRPA documents,: maps;.
seneral plan and ordinances how many residential units could be constructed on a speclfic
»arcel of property in Douglas County. Further, fhaf in® such a sl’maﬂon, he "wou!d rely
nore on the input from Stzff than from applicant.” 4
Les Nagy. representative frem South Lake Tahoe, on Mar. 4, 1974, in a sworn sfatemenf,
zhﬁha? he could not tell from the Land Use Map and;Land Capability Map how many
,esndenhawn!ts could be placed on the same parcel of. property and stated that “*he would
aly c;fson Staﬁ's recom mendahon" inthe evenf ofa dispufe between Staff and the owner’s
X pe! .s
Wiltiam Brmer. former Placer County represenfaﬂve aud-aaw.awgnad—to—tMR.PA,,
stated that 4 +if | had enough time and did
nou studymg l could come fairly clocﬁ, but it would be foolish for me to aﬂempf'that “
P *-T heway the General Plan end Ordinances are drawn, in order toﬂevelop any pro]ect in
- the Tehoe Basip which involves more than already subdlvided iots. 1he devemper;
Should have a teamn of 6 or 7 people consisting of::- - )
A Marketing Man, An Architect, A Soit Expert, An Atiorney, An Eng?neer. A Foresfry :
r Exper-t -A Land Ptenner (Statementof Richard Henkka, Feb 26, 3974) L -,.. 3 ! ,
Eat— T T T TRPA. Statt disagrees with the experts, staff recorr?mendaﬂons are almosfalwaya /R0 —3 57
o fol(owed by the TRPA members. As a result, TRPA staff, has become the “criteria and -




CONCLUSION:

Douglas County has no desire to endanger or d&stroy the environment at Lake Tahoe
or our county's portion of it, as we fully realize that it is one of our most val-
vable assets. However, Douglas County, for reasons itemized, feels strongly that
the present TRPA represents an Insidious, anti-constitutional and extremely dang-
erous influence in the area and the State. Douglas County takes the firm position
that while some form of cooperative regional planning is desirable, an autocratic
Agency is totally unacceptable. E1 Dorado County and the City of South Lake Tahoe
in the Tahoe Basin feel the same way (see clippings below). Previous legal
attempts have falled. The only way (it seems) to combat this evil is in the
Leglslature. We ask your help.

- .:'l e LY

wrence Ja R— ;ﬁ >d amendment would request

3 Mmden Wedn&sday mtroducedameasure California to -conform to the Nevada
»-calhng for the abolishment of the Tahoe legislation should the secretary of state

. Regional Planning Agency which controls- and lieutenant governor or senator and
development in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  assemblyman be added to the asency: s

~ The bill, AB 781, would put the respon- . .. .. N

-xxbxlxty for controlling development on the

-.o-n.,.

. Nevada side of the Jake in the hands of the “Page8 .- Tahoe‘lVorld B Fnday. January 81, 1975
-} Nevada Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. B I l
Jacobsen, who has been critical of the bi- E I D Or CId;Q .;SI.LPEF VIS Oi" S CCI

't state agency, said he doesn't believe his
i measure has a chance of passing but that b ’ h
. bewanis ioalow the peoplof LakeTaos For Abolishment Of TRPA
{ a chance to speak. . The supervisors of El Dorado County released their own special -.
He said that a pumber of Tahoe' ‘death sentence for the Tahoe Regiona) Planning Agency last week.
“residents feél they have.not had an op- 1n a 3% -page resolution that has been forwarded to the legislatures
- portunity to be heard as individuals about of both California and. Nevada, the supervisors have asked for the
- their attitudes about the TRPA. : abolishment. of 1he,2sb1-state,agen ?...The statement cha.rges. among :
|:CA public hearing on the bill is set for 5 other things,. mgxgsx.;i_g M LS
pm-Tuesday. . ~ «The eTRPA" :‘nﬂ'enswe ‘to- the pnnapils-—rof the U S.
7 The Douglas County assemblyman was Constitution, '?f s ;
' expected to introduce three amendments .*. —The TRPA i lmposes a?ﬁmml hurden on property owners under
Ftoday to a Senate bill which is now before . : its jurisdiction without allowing them “true” voting repmenhtnon in
F the lower house and which adds -the the agencv.. Lol iR ,..;,_,.%m»zs’* Tl tiiwe
{ Yeutenant governor and the secretary of Theagencyhasbrought “sévere economic hardshxp 1o some .
sstate to the bi-state agency. [ properly owners because of its-decisions on land use restriction. -
| +The amendments to SB 254 would sub-- } ~The TRPA has usurped the power ofland use planning away irom
F'stitute one Nevada senator and .one _the “iraditional local control ™= .
mmblym..n for the - two state cffncxals —The powers of the TRPA.exceed those of t.be El Dorado County
-named in the bill. . - board of supervisors: A s it o e
- -_Another amendment would du'ect the. - The resolution mirrored & previous’ opxmon pohcy stabement. by the °
>-_~ra_pp. to work on land exchanges for - El Dorado bozrd and passed with a-4-0 approval. Sole dissenter in
persons whose Jand use is restricted by the " the matler was supervisor Thoxnas Stewart, the El Dorado‘County
agency. : . representative to the TRPA .as ‘well as chau-man of the TRPA
B S SR I S R e g mand i T governmg board - .L e g-d-"‘m-“? E——

Stewart ag'reed to make the Tesolution unanimous if his own
‘statement that suggested positive reforms to the TRPA could be sent’
along at the same time as the “minority opinion™. When the board
turned down his request, Stewart decided to abstain from the vote.

During the supervisor's discussion, a telephone message from the
‘South Lake Tahoe City Council was read to the board which listed the
<ouncil's unammousnpposmonso'the board s xttempt«to abolxsh the
TRPA -~ . :MNN«E!‘NBWQ‘. N i ...,.,,__‘_, 3 L R

**The city of South Lake Tahoe. through the c:ty councd s adopuon
of a formal resolution, has indicated its preference for a revision and
reformation of the TRPA,” the statement read.

At the same time; several state legislators in both California and
‘Nevada are moving ahead in the opposite.direction to bring 2 number
of positive, life-saving reforms to the TRPA.

.One proposal which has drawn.the united support of Nevada's Gov.
Mike 0" Callaghan and California Assemblyman Edwin Z‘Berg {one of
/ Z D- / \3’8 the strongest voices in Sacramento concerning Lake Tahoe) is an effort-,

to terminate the agency's troublesome “dual majority voting s stem.¥3
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C NERAL ELECTION — NOVEMBER 2, 1976
County of Douglas — State of Nevada
d ‘ REFERENDUM

GUESTION — Referendum

SHall - - - Nevada Revised Statute No. 277.200 entitled Tahoe Regional Planning Compacl as it affects
or vtherwise pertains to douglas County be approved.
Ymmmgm“[]

UNDECIDED..

e

(Explanation of Question.) -

A majority vote of "YES™ vould validate the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact as it now exists,’
and would continue control over all the land, air, and water both public and private, in the Tahoe
Basin by a non-elected Board of Governors of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. The Agency
board is empowered to pass ordinances which are superior to those passed by the elected Douglas
County Commissioners. [t would also require Douglas County taxpayers to fund the Tahoe Rem
ional Planning Agency.

A majority vote of “NO" would void the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact asit affectsor R
otherwise pertains to Douglas County, and would return control of the Douglas County Portion o
of the Lake Tahoe Basin to the elected representatives of the people, the Douglas County Com-
missioriers, and would make t+ : Douglas County Ordinances superior to those of the Tahoe Reg-
ional Planning Agency. It-wouid eliminate payment of Douglas County taxpayers monies to support
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

(Explanation of Procedure.)

The Nevada Constitution expressly provides that the right of refereadum is “'self executing®.
This means no one, no county clerk, no county commissioner, no court, no legislature, nor any
public official is empowered to deny, limit, or inhibit this right reserved to the people. The legis-
lature however may facilitate this right as set forth in Section 5, of Article XIX of the Nevada
Constitution to wit: (Article XIX guarantees the right of referendum).

“The provisions of this article are self-executing but
the legislature may provide by law for procedures
to facilitate the operation thereof.”

N “Whether the majority votes “YES™ “NO” or “UNDECIDEP”, on the ques th ocedure
will' serve to protect and preserve the people’s inherent right tdwdferendum, CD
] tenyf
Box 1506, Zephyr Cove, Nev /
1:432:
Mﬂ e /f/’vW ) Rt
GEDRGEZ/ FINN -VOTER  BOUK [OMy, BAGE|3Yy,
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. YOU WILL VOTE THIS BALLOT AT
YOUR DESIGNATED VOTING PLACE

NEVER WITH PENCIL, ONLY WITH PEN

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS:
Mark this-baliot by making an “X™ in one of the three ° o=
.- boxes on the reverse side of this page. . BOXHOLDER

Dazposit your marked ballot at your polling place in the
124, white, and blue s2aled recepticle marked
“DEPOSIT TRPA BALLOTS HERE."

VOTE ALL PAGES
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{
STATE OF NEVADA,
8.
County of .....!
o .
oA a/ -7 / 77é ............................... personally cppeared before me,
DATE :
. . : a Notary Public (or judge or other officer, as the case may be}, ...oveenn .- teesenen .
. : . 9&4‘/ /cry g 2 2 U UOUPRU PP :
who acknowl: that he executed the above instrument. . 1
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunio ?
set my hend and affivsdnmy officral mxmp at my aoffice 3.
in the Counsy of Lokt ... g
the day cnd year in this certffifete first above written, \{
& !
¥

.m/qu ....... . Aretheres

ure oj Notary
CARLISLE'S FORM HO. 38 N (ACKNOWLEDGMENT GENZRAL) ~A-63137

AL co\,c‘

]
: [2760CT 29 PH 2: 98
A

4322
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. . —
. PRINGLE & POLLARD
*  DONALD A. PRINGLE, C.P.A. CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS MEMBERS
W. POLLARD, C.P.A. A :
@'C“AEL OLLARD, C.P.A 502 EAST JOHN STREET o SUITE H o P.O. BOX 765 CERTIZIZD PUBLIC Aee TS
. ° KEVADA SOC
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 CERTIFIED PUBLIC ‘:ctgogrcums

TELEPHONE 882-3615

Decemb=r 1, 1976

. George C. Finn
P. 0. Box 1505
Zephyr Cove, Nevada

Dear Mr. Finn: .

At your request | went to the Douglas County Courthouse on the evening
of November 2, 1976 to count the ballots collected on the referendum question
regarding the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact as it affects Douglas County.
As you know when | met with you to count the ballots in the Courthouse '
we were told by the County Clerk that we could not coﬁnt the ballots there.

. o We then went -to the Minden Inn to count the ballots. '
On the evening of Hovember 2, 1976 and the early morning of Hovember 3,

! counted 7 recepticles, coﬁtaining ballots, presented to me by you.

These recepticles were labeled Box #1 Whittell High School, Box #2 Roundhill
Firestation, Box #3 Firehouse on Pineridge, Box #5 Genoa, Box #6 Cvic Hall,

Box #8 Gardnervifle Fire Dept. and Box #2 Topaz.

"~ On the m&rning of November 5, 1976 l'counted, in my Carson City office,
the ballots from Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Firestation which had been delivered’
the previous day by you. , Each recepticle was welded with two wires
which | broke to open and get the ballots. In addition | counted the names
contained in the registry that contained the signatures of those casting
ballots. These registries were also presented to me by you. There is
still one recepticle missing Box #7 Middle School, Gardnerville. The
registry for this balloting place has 120 signatures. Enclosed are the
tabulation of the ballots | counted the totals were 119 yes, 1,078 no,

13 undecided and 4 blank. _

I f you have any further questiéns please give me a call.

Yours truly
N R A1)

Michael W, Pollard
Certified Public Accountant

/RO~ 162




Box #1 Whittcl] High School
Box #2 Roundhill Firestation
Box #3 Firehouse on Pineridge

Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Firestation

BOX #5 Genoa

Box #6 Cvic Hall

Box #7 Middle School Gardnerville
Box #8 Gardnerville Fire Dept,
Box #9 Topaz

RESULTS OF TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT ~
« REFERENDUM BALLOT 0
BALLOTS COLLECTED NOVEMBER 2, 1976 ™
| Q
, ) oS
YES . UNDECIDED BLANK ~
% OF 1o OF % OF
NUMBER BALLOTS NUMBER  BALLOTS NUMBER BALLOTS NUMBER  BALLOTS  TOTAL
28 1077% 229 88.08% 2 7% 1 386 - 250
20 8.58 212 90.99 | .43 233
12 7.79 141 91.56 1 .65 154
13 7.56 157 81,28 ] .58 ] .58 172
17 16,35 85 81.73 2 1,92 104
22 12.50 149 84,66 3 1,70 2 1.14 176
6 7,06 77 90.59 2 2,35 85
1 3.33 28 93,33 1 3,34 30
119 9,80% 1078 88.80% 13 1.07% 4 .33, 1214

Accompanying letter is an integral part of this statement.




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT REFERENDUM BALLOT
BALLOTS IN COLLECTIOM RECEPTICLES AND SIGNATURES IN REGISTRY

BALLOTS COLLECTED NOVEMBER 2, 1976

Box #1 Whittell High School

Box #2 Roundhill Firestation

Box #3 Firehouse on Pineridgs

Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Firestation
" Box #5 Genoa

Box #6 Cvic Hall

Box #7 Middle School Gardnerville
Box #8 Gardnerville Fire Dept.

Box #9 Topaz

Less Box #f Middel School Gardneérville not counted

BALLOTS

IN
COLLECTION
RECEPTICLES

260
233
154
172
104
176

85 -

30
1214

1214

SIGNATURES

IN ‘
REGISTRY

- 231

221

153

172

104

171

120

77

Accompanying letter is an integral part of this statement.

/A0- 164
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2“)5.125 INITIATEVE AND REFERENDUM

- [P
. .

’mm" of sucl. request the petition shall have no further force or effect

aad l procecdings thereon shall be terminated.
(Added to NRS by 1967, 381; A 1969, 896)

295.125 Resulls of clection.
1. If a majority of tic registered voters votmg onn a proposcd
initiative ordinance vote in its favor, it shall be considcred adopted upon i
cert:fication of the election results and shall be treated in all respeets _ -
in the samc manncer as ordinances of the same kind adopted by the coun-
cil. I conllicting ordinances arc approved at the same clection, the one
ecciving the greatest number of aflimative votes shall prcvul to_the
extent of such conflict. Ve
2. Jfa mm;_liy_o; the x cmgturcd voters voting on '1’rcfcrrcd ordi-
nance vote azainst it, it shall_ bc considered 1 n.pcalcd upon certification e S

.

_of the clection rcsults. e

(Added to NRS by 1967, 382) - -

o
.

COUNTY REFERENDUM CONCERNING SPECIFIC
LEGISLATIVE ACTS OR RESOLUTIONS , . -

295140  Referendum petition concerning special county legislation:
Required signafures; filing.  Whenever 10 percent or more of the regis-
tered voters of any county of this state, as shown by the number of
registered voters who voted at the Jast preceding gencral clection, shall
express their wish that any act or resolution cnacted by the legislature,
and pertaining to such county only, be submitied to the vote of the
people, ticy shall file with the county cleck, not less than 4 months . _
befers the time sct for the next succeeding general clection, a petition, 4 g S

l--J [ SR SO )

hich shall contain the names and residence addresses of at least 10 . ’ g
creent of the registered voters of such county, demanding that a . .
referendum vote be had by the people of the county at the next general — :
clection or at any clection called for such purpose, upon the act or HEN
resolution oin which the referendum is demaaded. :
(Aaded to NRS by 1960, 280) | SR (R
285,150 Repistered volers' names may be contained in more fhan
one th:hun' verification of petitions.
I. The names of the registered voters pcmmnm" need not be all TR ———
upon e petition, but may be contained on one or more petitions; but e
cach jotition shall be verificd by at Icast onc of the voters wio has oLy §
signed such petition. i} ol
2, The voter making the verification shall swear, on information and
belicf. that the persons signing the petition arc registered voters of the
countv and state, and that such signatures arc genuine and were cxecuted m Y S rERRE
in his j.ocsenee. N et
(Added to NRS by 1960, 280) : : L A -
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lition afforded by that custere document to the aforementioned source of political power:

EHLE P

LEGAL OPINION ON REFERENDUM RIGHT IN NEVADA

i CUESTION: CAN THE QUESTION OF APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF THE TAHCE
REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT (NRS 277.200 et seq.) OR ANY PART
THEREOQOF BE SUBMITTED TO THE REGISTERED VOTERS OF DOUGLAS
COUNTY AS A REFERENDUM QUESTION ON THE NOVEMBER 1976
GENEZRAL ELECTION BALLOT OR ON A SPECIAL ELECTION BALLOT?

ANSWER: YES, ON EITHER THE NOVEMBER 1976 GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT OR
ON A SPECIAL ELECTION BALLOT,

OPINION

All political power and authority must be derived from one or more sources, and,
1

i within the political jurisdictions existing in the United States, such source may be singularly

| .

i

:tated, viz., The People. Starting with the apex of the hierarchy of law, the Constitution

of the United States, one immediately notes therein, in the Tenth Amendment, the recogni-

“The powers not delegated to the United States by the

Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are

reserved to the Stctes respectively, or to the people . ®

That amendment accurately reflects that the powers of the United States are

sowers that were delegated, that some powers are prohibited to the States, and thot all pow-
ers not falling within either of the foregoing two categories are reserved to the States respec~
tively, or to the people. Note that although the recitation of reservation designates the
States as onz of the reserving parties, and properly so in that the States did the octual dele-
sating of power to the United States, the closing disjunctive pHrc:se, "or to the people , "
sroperly discloses and recognizes the people as the ultimate repository of il undelegated
cnd reserved political power, i.e., the States could delegate such political powers, in whole
3t in part, as they possessed, and no other political powers, ond therefore politicel powers
not possessed by .‘h’e States and consequantly not delegable to the United Stotes must, per-
forez, fell into a separate and distinct category, the residuum of political power — the

seople. Similarly, those poli.‘icgl powers thay may have been delegated by the people to

[\
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the states, and then prohibited to the states by the U.S. Constitution although not therein
delegated to the United States, must return to the people, as recognized by the reservation
louse of the 10th Amendment. Perhaps the residuum, delegation, and reservation of polit-

ical powers may be more tlearly demonstrated graphically, as follows:

[ PEQP]

Totality of Political Powers Delegated by People Powers Delegated by the
Powers to the States States to the United States

Powers Prohibited to the States Returned to the People
by the U.S. Constitution, but By Virtue of the Reservation
Not Delegated to the United Clause of the 10th Amendment

States.

As a fundamental premise, o referendum is, of course, o political power of direct
veto action that is one of the inherent powers belonging to the pecple. As recently as June

21, 1976, the United Siates Supreme Court, in reversing the Ohio Supreme Court, stated:

"A referendum cannot, however, be characterized
as a delegation of power. Under our constitutional
assumptions, all power derives from the people, who
can delegate it fo representative instruments which
they create. See, e.g., Federalist Popers, No. 39.
i In establishing legislative bodies, the people con

reserve to themsslves power to deal directly with

i . -2 -
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1 matters which might otherwise be ossigned to the
2 l L ] H H
egislature." Eastlake v Forest City Enterprises, Inc., Supreme Court
3
Advance Sheets, B 3501, June 21, 1976.
4
( 5 In the same opinion, the United States Supreme Court also stated:
6 "The referendum, similarly, is a means for direct
q political participation, allowing the people the
8 final decision, amounting to o veto power, over
9 enaciments of representative bodies. The practice
10 is designed to 'give citizens a voice on questions
11 . X
I of public policy.' James v Valtierra, 402 U.S.
1 '
18 at 141." Eastlake v Forest City Enterprises, Inc., Supreme Courl
‘Advance Sheets, B 3501, June 21, 1976.
% 5 i4
=
f_; S 15 From the sphere of general political powers, we next focus our attention on those
w R
—_-'j = S 16 {eithin the State of Nevada, and, specifizally, vpon the Nevada Constitution, which, in
i8¢ ' ‘
2 o . . . . .
L?' X _;;,3-7 |Article 1, Section 2, provides, inter alic:
A 24
5o N =18 "All political power is innerent in the people.
ga0 2 19 ~
g Government is instituted for the protection,
2 Y o2
< security and penefit of the people; and they
21
29 have the right to alter or reform the some
o3 whenever the public good may require it."
24 Unequivocally, the power of political action through referendum is o political
25 cower, and, pursuant to the Nevada Constitution, it is @ power inherent in the caople,
23
“Y lunless the people have delegated such power to some political entity that exists under our
republican form of government. At this point, we should note that in the event the people
23
o of the State of Nevada have not delegated the referendum power, such right still belongs to
o =
i 30 she people, irrespective of which of two theories is applied, i.e., {1) an inherent power not
3'1 pelegated remains in the possessor, or (2) the enumeration of rights in Sections 1 through 19

23 pf Article 1 of the Nevada Constitution does not affect the unenumerated referendum power,

® o

J26-/68
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and this conclusion is patently clear by virtue of Section 20 of Article 1 of the Nevads Con-

stitution:

"This enumeration of rights shall not be construed
to impair or deny others retained by the people.™

The foregoing demonstrates inferentially through legal analysis that the referen-
dum power within Nevada is still possessed by the people. Such conclusion is irrefutably
buttressed by the explicit language of Article XIX of the Nevada Constitution. The referen-~
dum power and its exercise are first discussed within the frame of reference of statewide ex~
ercise of such power, e.g.,

"Whenever a number of registered voters . . .shall

express their wish by filing a petition . . ., that any

statute or resolution or any part thereof enacted by

the legislature be submitted to a vote of the people,

the officers charged with the duties of announcing

and proclaiming elections and of certifying nomin-

ations or questions to be voted upon shall submit

the question of approval or disapproval of such

statute or resolution or any part thereof to a vote

of the voters at the next succeeding election at

which such question may be voted upon by the reg-

istered voters of the entire state.” Article XIX, Section 1 Nevoda

1Constitution.
| Secondly, the consequences of the exercise of the referendum power are dis-
cussed therein:

"If o majority of the voters voting upon the proposal

submitted . . . votes approval of such statute. ..

such statute . . . shall stand os the low of the state

and shall not be amended, annulled, repealed, set

-4 -
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aside, suspended or in any way mode inoperative
except by the direct vote of the people. Ifg
majority of such voters votes disapproval of such

statute. . . such statute . . . shall be void and

Then, Section 4 of Article X1X of the Nevada Constitution provides:
"The initiative and referendum powers provided
for in this article are further reserved to the reg-
istered voters of each county and each municipal-
ity as to all local, special and municipal legisla-
tion of every kind in or for such county or munici-
pality. . . .Referendum petitions may be institu~

ted by 10 percent or more of such voters."

ity.

ne entry "local law™" the following:
"A law which is special os to place . (Citing cases.) One
applicable exclusively to special or particular places, or
special and particuler persons. (Citing cases.) Ona ap-

plicable only to a porticuler part of the legislative jur-

isdiction. Handy v Johnson, D.C., Texas, 51 F.2d 809,812.

-5-

of no effect.” Article XIX, Section 2, Nevada Constitution.

Note perticularly that the foregoing constitutional recognition of the reszrvation
— to the people — of the referendum power does not limit or restrict the scope of the refer-
isndum power to ordinances; it includes legislation for, os well as !egislcﬁon.i_n, countias,
Snd it proceeds to describe a scope that includes:
(1) All local legislation of every kind in or for such county or municipality;

(2) All specicl legislation of every kind in or for such county or municipality;

(3) All municipal legislction of every'kind in or for such county or municipal-

What do such words mean? Turning to Black's Law Dictionary, one finds under

R0~ 70
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following:

"One |im.ifed in its operation to certain districts
of the territorial jurisdiction of the law-making
power or to certain individual persons or corp-
orations, one which pertains to a particular place
or to g definite region or portion of space or is
restricted to one place. (Citing cases.)(Emphasis supplied.)
"One operating only in @ part of domain of state.
(Citing cases.) One whose operation is ";:onfined
within territorial limits, other than those of the
whole state or any properly constituted class or
Iocolibty therein. (Citing cases.) Exemption of

one or more counties from law makes [aw 'locel . "

(Citing cases.) (Emphasis supplied.)

Then, the same law dictionary, under the entry, "special law", contains the

"One relating to particular persons or things; one
made for individual cases or for particular places

or districts; one operating upon a selected class,
rather than upon the public generally. (Citing cases.)
“A law is 'special’ when it is different from others

of the same general kind or designed for a particular
purpose, or limitad in range or confined to a pre~

scribed field of action or operstion.{Citing cases.)

The terms "local legislotion” and "special legislation” must be considerad in the

tight of the Nevada Constitution, e.g., ‘Articie 4, Section 20, states:

"The legislature shall not pass local or special lows
in any of the following enumerated cases— that is

to soy:

207/
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Regulating county and township business;

For the assessment and collection of taxes for

state, county, and township purposes. "(Emphasis supplied.)
Qf the same Article 4, Section 2] states:

“In all cases enumerated in the preceding section,

and in all other cases where a general law can be

made applicable, all laws shall be general and of

uniform operation throughout the State "
There can be no validity, logically or legally, to on attempted assertion that the
Tohoe Regional Planning Compact is not special or local legislation. It may well be Loth,
it impos.es financial burdens “for the assessment and collection of taxes for state purposas”
upon 3 counties and excludes 14 of the state’s 17 counties therefrom. It bisects Dougics
Cbounfy jurisdictionally and thereby emasculates the political power the people of Douglas
(County heve delegated to their elected county representatives in that county land use and
other ordinences are purportedly velid and enforcecble only in that portion of the county
that is not geographically within the Tahoe Basin.
At this point, attention must be directed to Section 5 of Article XIX of the Nev-
cda Constitution:

"The provisions of this article are self-executing

but the legislature may provide by law for procedures

to facilitate the operation thereof .
Notz thet the sole authority grented to the legislature is the optioa of providing

[or not providing) procedures to facilitate, not to limit, restrict, or inhibit, the operction of

the self-executing provisions of the referendum power pursuant to Article XIX. let us there-
fare excmine the legislation passed by the Nevada Legislature on the subject of the refererzud
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lto "ordinances" in contradistinction to the broader term “legislation.

Nevada Révised Statutes 293.481 , Section 1, provides certain time limits witain
which o governing body of @ polificél subdivision may submit a question to ke placed upor
the ballot. However, the introductory prepositional phrase of said Section 1 states:
"Except os provided in subsection 2, . . ."

Subsection 2 of NRS 293.48] states:

"The requirements of subsection 1 do not apply to

any guestion expressly privileged or required under

Article 19 of the constitution of .the State of Nev-

ada or under chapter 295 of NRS or any other

statute to be submitted if proposed after the dates

specified."
The poor syntax of the said subsection 2 tends to obfusccte the meaning therecf
in that the drafter did not comprehend the basic rules of grammar as to puncvmaﬁon ond ane-
cedents in English usage. For example, the proper antecedent of the fin<\:§ phr&se, "submif-
ted if proposed after the dates specified”, is "question" in the first line of the statute, i.¢ .,
the statutory lonéuage should be: "The requirements of subsection 1 do not apply to any
question . . . submitted if proposed after the dates specified." However, we need not cca-
cern ourselves with that particular aspect of the said Subsection 2. The portion to which
our attention should be directed is:
"The requirements of subsection 1 do not apply ta
any question expressly privileged or required under
article 19 of the constitution of the State of Nevada
or under Chagtar 295 of NRS or any other statute. . "
Thus, it is apparent that the time limitations of subsection 1 of the said NRS
293.481 do not apply to referendum questions under Article 19 of the Nevada Constitutio.

The next legislation, numerically, to be examined is NRS 295,085 through

295.125, which, although entitled "County Initiative and Referendum,” is expressly timit:d

" This becomes cleaiar

-8-
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when NRS 295.120 et seq. are analyzed. That group of statutes is entitled "County Refere 1~
dum Concerning Specific Legislative Acts or Resolutions."”

The first of said statutes, NRS 295.140, the authority for which must be found,
if at all, in Article XIX of the Nevada Constitution, initially recites the provisions of Cac -
tion 4 and a part of Section 1 of the said Article XIX:

"Whenever 10 percent or more of the registered
voters of any cou;lfy of this state, as shown by
the numbér of registered voters wl;:o voted at the
last preceding general election, shall express
their wish that ony act or resolution enacted by
the legislature, . . ."
However, the legislature failed to include the constitutional phrase “or uny

part thereof," i.e., the phrase should read, "express their wish that any statute or resolution

or any part theresf.”  Note also that the word “act” was substituted for the constitution’s

term “statute, " without any authority. It must constantly be borne in mind that the legisle-

ture was given no other authority as to the referendum pcwer than to "provide by fow for pio-
9 Y P Y P19

cedures to facilitate the operation” of the self-executing provisions in the constitution.

Next, the legislature gratuitously, and with no authorization, cdded a restricr-
tion and limitation on the referendum power, viz., the phrase, “and pertaining to such
counfyfilz.i" The constitution contains no such limitation that the legislation pertain io
“such county only," and such a construction is neither logically nor legelly possible in thet

such a construction would enable the legislcture to enact faws completely exsmpt from the

i . i . .
f:eople s inherent referendum power . For example, the legislature could pass laws in three
|

categories, viz., (1) Luws appliceble to all 17 counties, which laws would te subject to
ihe statewide referendum power, (2) Laws aopplicable to one county only, which lows would
te subject to the county referendum power, and (3) Laws applicable to more than one, but

fewer than all 17 counties, which laws, according to the legislature's theory in NRS 295.140

would not be subject to the referendum power at all, a manifest absurdity.

-9
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The next part of NRS 295.140 that requires discussion is the time element inje ;-
ted by the legislature, i.e., that the petition for exercise of the referendum power be filec
with the county clerk "not less than 4 months before the time set for the next succeeding gen-
eral election.” Such language must properly be construed os directory rather than mondatry
upon either of two bases: (1) The legislature is authorized to enéct only such legislative pro-
cedures as will "facilitate™ the operation of the self-executing provisions of Article XI1X of
the Nevada Constitution, and if an arbitrary time limitotion, without rational and justifiatle
Lasis, impedes, limits, or inhibits the exercise of the referendum power, such time limitation
is a legislative act beyond the authority of the legislcl’ure; or (2) ordinary rules of s.*cruforf

construction require that such language be construed as directory rather than mandatory, e g.

the outstanding authority, since 1802, on statutory construction, Sutherland, Stetutary Cor-
struction, Volume 2A, Section 57.19 - "Time Provisions™ ~ states: |
"A great maony cases involve the determination of

whether time provisions shall have mandatory or

directory effects, as where a statute limits things

to be done within a certain time or prescribes the

date on which a thing is to be done. In this da-

termination there is seen an outstanding excmple

of statutory construction not on the basis alone of

ascertaining the actual intent of the legislature,

but on grounds of policy and equity to avoid harsh,

unfair or absurd consequences. . . .

“ft is difficult to conczive of anything more
abselute than a time limitation. And yet, for

obvious reasons founded in fairness and justice,

time provisions are often found to be directory

merely, where a mendatory construction might

do great injury to persons not at fault, asina

-10 -
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case where slight delay on the part of a public officer

might prejudice private rights or the public interest.

It has been aptly stated that 'when there is no substan-

tial reason why the thing by statute required to be done

might not as well be done ofter the time prescribed as

before; no presumption that, by allowing it to be so

done, it may work an injury or wrong; nothing in the
act itself, or in other acts relating to the same subject
matter, indicating that the legislature did not intend

that it should rather be done after the time prescribed

than not done at all— the courts will deem the statute

directory merely.'" (See Diamond Match Company v United States,

181 F.Supp.952 (1960}, citing this portion of Sutherland.)

"for the reason that individuals or the public should
not be made to suffer for the dereliction of public officers,

provisions regulating the duties of public officers and

specifying the time for their performance are in that

regerd generally directory. A statute specifyihg a

time within which a public officer is to perform an

official act regarding the rightsvcmd duties of others

is directory unless the nature of the act to be performed,

or the phraseology of the statute, is such thot the designction
f time must be considered a limitation of thg povser of

the officer. ™ (Emphasis supplied.)

As already noted, the Nevada Legislature was without authority undar the Newadd
Constitution to impose any limitations, of time or otherwise, upon the exercise of the refeizn-
dum power.. Therefore, o proper construction of NRS 295.140, and granting the legislatur:

the benefit of the doubt that it was intending to provide procedures to "facilitate " the

-1 -

/20176




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

 Culdtips”

RESOLLTION

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the State of Hevada provides for
referendum as follows:

ARTICLE XIX Sec. 5,

Provisions of Article; Self-executing;

Legislative Procedures; The provisions of

this article (Initiative and Referendum)

are self-executing but the Tegislature

may provide by law for procedures to

facilitate the operation théreof; and

WHEREAS, Sectinn 4 of Article XIX states:-

"The initiative and referendum powers provided

for in this article are further reserved to

the registered voters of each county."; and

WHEREAS, six hundred and fifty nine (659) registered voters of
Douglas County signed and filed with the County Clerk, a petition pursuant
to Article XIX Section 1, of the Nevada Consitution, to place the question of
voter approval or disapproval of the Tahoe Regional Pilanning Compact M.R.S.
277,200 on the November 2, 1976 general election ballot and,

WHEREAS, the Douglas County Clerk alleged the said petition was
filed too late, claiming the filing should have been made four months prior
to the November 2, 1976 election instead of three months as was done and,

WHEREAS, a legal brief filed by Attorney Gerald Lane on behalf of
the petitioners established to the satisfaction of a majority of the County
Commissioners that the word "shall" in the statute which established the
four month time limit is "directory” and not "mandatory”, and because there
was sufficient time for the Cierk to print the guestion on the ballot, it should
have been done; and

WHEKEAS, the majority of the County Commissioners accept Attorney
Gerald Lane's interpretation that "shall" in the statute is merely
"directory” and that the mandntﬁry interpretation by the County Clerk
viould deny Douglas County registered voters the right of referendum; and

WHERZAS, the County Commissioners on July 30, 13976 exercising their
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authority to place questions on the ballot pursuant to N.R.S. 293.481(a)
timely filed the same question; and

WHEREAS, the County Clerk on July 30, 1976 accepted and filed
the said document signed by Harold Dayton, Chairman of the Board of County
Commissioners; and o

) WHEREAS, at the County Commissioner's meetihg on September 2, 1976,

the County Clerk refused to acknowledge the va]idfty of the petition submi:ted
by the citizens of Douglas County, or the timely filing of the ballot ques .ion

submitted by the County Commissioners, and publicly stated the question wo.id

-not be placed on the ballot "even if the Commissioners order me to do so"; and

WHEREAS, at the same meeting the Commissioners voted to place thz
question on the ballot, having the power to do so; and

WHEREAS, the County Clerk thereafter failed and refused to place
the question on the ballot; and

WHELREAS, Harold Dayton and Henry J. Martin, Douglas County registered
voters, on September 20, 1976 filed a mandamus action in District Court,
Case No. 7725, to compell the County Clerk to place the question on the
ballot; and .

WHEREAS, a trial on the matter was held within twenty-four (24)
hours and visiting Judge Llewlyn Young from Pershing County verbally
denied the petition for writ of mandamus, but failed to render an opinion
or enter judgement in the matter prior Lo the general election, and thus
prevented an appeal to the Nevada Supreme Court; and

WHEREAS, the November 2, 1976 general election ballots were printed
and circulated by the County Clerk without the question appearing thereon; and

HHERE}S, on October 29, 1976 a Douglas County citizen filed the
question w th the County Clerk and recorded it that same day as document
Ho. 04321 in Book 1075 Page 1376; and

" EREAS, pursuant to the “self-executing" clause of the Hevada
Constitutica, Article XIX the citizens themselves conducted an elaction
whereby the registered voters of Douglas County were granted the right to

vote o a ~2parate ballot containing the question: "Shall...Mevada Revised
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-to the nine polling places set up by the county and they were open betwean

‘at the close of the polls the container seal was bioken and the ballots were

Statute No. 227,200, entitled Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, as it affects
or otherwise pertains to Douglas County, be approved." Vote "Yes", "No" or
"Undecided”; and

WHEREAS, the citizens set up and manned polling places adjacent

the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm on Movember 2, 1976; and
WHEREAS, the voters cast separate ballots containing the said cuestio;
and deposited them in sealed containers; and a register was kept and signed

by the registered voters of Douglas County who voted the separate ballot, and

counted by a Certified Public Accountant, and the ballots so counted were then
put in envelopes and sealed and placed in a vault for safe keeping, and the
published results were:

No - 1078 Yes - 119 Undecided - 13

WHEREAS, the count established that 24.47 of the registered voters
who voted in Douglas County on November 2, 1976 voted the separate ballot,
and that 80.8% of these rejected the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and
voided it as it pertains to Douglas County; and

WHEREAS, unconstitutional regional government patterned after the
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, and granting appointed officials power to
make laws is being instituted in other areas of these United States
and beeause the Douglas County Commissicners deem it necessary to
abide by and preserve the right of referendum for all those citizens
of thé United States to abolish unconstitutiona]‘forms of government.

MNOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Douglas County Cormissioners
do hereby deciare the citizens election held on Hovember 2, 1976 in Douglas
County, under the authority of the self-executing clause of Artié]e XIX
of the flevada Constitution, be and is an official election, and the
ballots canvassed by the Certified Public Lccountant, and the resq]ts

reported are hereby certified.
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Dated this 5/ day of Movember, 1976,

ER /
)LL,JJ—“,/C/ "/ /J?@ 7:»-\_

Harold P. Dayton ~
Chairman, Board of Douglas County
Conmissioners '

A copy of the citizens election report, by the Certified Public Accountant is

attached hereto and made a part hereof as though fully set forth herain.

o fd P Doyl

Harold P. Dayton
Chairman, Board of Douglas Courty
Commissioners
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