
• 

SENATE 

ENVIRONMENT, PUBLIC RESOURCES and AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 

MINUTES OF MEETING 
.'-1onday, 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_ 

COMHITTEE 
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, also ,~hni r 0::an 

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 North Shore Pro~,erty. Owners Assoc. 
John Jennings, representinq Ted Jennings 
Connie Joe Picking, StateJ.ine 
Harold Dayton 1 Douqlas Countv Co7"L':1issioner 
Nat Sinclait, 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·· 

Bills heard were: 

SB 265 

SB 266 

SB 207' 

SB 265 

SB 266, 

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

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

Restricts gaming to certain areas under control of Tc;thoe 
Regional Plc,mning ·Agency. (SEN. SHEERIN' S BILL) 

Chair.man Sheerin gave an overview of each of the l>ills 
being heard: 

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 mal,(e-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 o.n 
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 Gi;Uning 11Grandfather" Clause. All puh:lic works · 
p~<:>j~ots .~04ld·•l>e :r:eyie~q, :by t?!RPA. Instead of having a 
viol.afd.;tm,a', . .misd.em~nor ,· i£ .. ~wou.rd change· it: so that a person 
violating it be su.bject to a civil fine up tq $10 1 000, as 
:0ppo$ed toa crimlnal penalty; and t~e finances of the agency 
h'~s 'iVar'i~us ~f:tan.<Je't:~'.. · , "'\, .. ·.. i . · • ~ ·" . · · . .. .. ... ... . . . ..... 

introduced by the Senate Environment, Public Resour~es and 
Agriculture Committee, originates with the executive 
branch of government in Nevada. It does not change the 
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 plannin~-ty~e people. It 
does create a red line to control gaming in Nevdada. 
Maps prenared and displayed by the TRPA staff, roughly 
~ndicate~ what is happening. Area "A", yellow area only, 
hard core of Douglas County, where there are presently 
five existing casinos----Harrahs, Harvey's, _sah~ra Tahoe, 
Barney's, Park Tower. This bill limits gaming ~n t~at 
particular area. Area "B" takes ~n ~reposed Olivers , 
and proposed Jenning's hotels, exis~in~ Nugget, Harveys 
Inn and Gary's. Area "C" is the existing Hyatt House, 

and across the street zoned enough area for one more 
·11 A "D" is gaming unit to be built at Incline Vi age. rea 
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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 bill 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 is 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 SB266, 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 thr-.1st of 
pB267 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 CRAPPY, Third Assembly Dietrict, 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 ~irtually been 
eliminated from deliberations on the California side anci 
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. Ch.:ippy 
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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 SB265 will not he acceptable to Nevada; SB267 will 
not be acceptable to California, but SB266, 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 
quantity. 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 SB266, 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 "Bl", 
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 SB267, 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. SB266 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 misdeineanor 
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 b~ 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. 

GARRY STONE, Chairman of ~ouglas 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 SB265. A policy statement 
issued by the City of South Lake Tahoe, Placer and El 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 reversaJ, 
or it best to consideration of a simple majority for 
approval. In 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 
regulations 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 t11e current CTRPA set of ordinances, etc ...... . 
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 
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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 . 

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". In 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 Tahne, 
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 "Dl". 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 "Fl", 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 would do 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 sovereignty 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. O'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 jurisdiction. 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 a~ective 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. ~bbott·agrees 
with SB2§7 with scbme 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, 
" ..... 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 µi-tsthe 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 
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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 emotional 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 SB26} 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 feel~casinos 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 in 
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, Executive Director, 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 ex8ess 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 continued 
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 being 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 ..... ! 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 
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manipulate and discuss the rights of states and the rights 
of Fed~ral 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 la±d. 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 its 
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 corning 
into the Basin---their housing, transportation, etc. 
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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. If, 
in fact, there is a limit of how many people can recreate 
or exist in the Basin at any one time, then by adding 
permanent resident population you are taking away from 
all ~he 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 
problerns,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 
unique 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 
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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 lose. 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 T.ahoe Basin, Mr. Martin said. TRPA was also 
given po~er 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 compact declares 
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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 "Kl". 

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 ofthe 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 thos~ lands 
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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 j_f 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. 

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

TOM JACOB, 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 a£fect 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 delinq
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 "Nl". 

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 furnish to the 
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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 onA-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 I 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 "01". (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. In 
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 daiger problem previously mentioned 
pursuant to the by-pass road. There are tremendous 
traf.f ic 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". 
•
11 TRPA Referendum Ballot," entered into record, attached, 
EXHIBIT Pl". 
"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. In 
putting the compact into effect the lawmakers failed to 
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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 mat 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. 

Respectfully submitted, 

T~:)J:."L~,_/ 
Committee Secretary 
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STATEMENT BY DICK SCOTT 14 MARCH 1977 

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

I, LIKE MANY OTHER NEVADANS WITH A STRONG COMMITMENT TO •, 

LOCAL CONTROL, WAS APPREHENSIVE ABOUT WHAT HAD BEEN CREATED. 

IN MY TENURE AS A COUNTY co~~1ISSIONER I HAVE HAD MANY OCCASIONS 

IN WHICH I, FROM MY OFFICE IN RENO, WONDERED WHAT WAS GOING ON 

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 TRPA 

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 VERY SHORT 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 

l~--33 
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ACTIVITIES AS THE BISTATE AGENCY, DEVELOPING THE SAME REGULATIONS 

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'$ 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 CONCERNS · ·. 

WHICH HAVE PROMPTED THAT CALIFORNIA POSITION CAN BE RESOLVED. 

THE CONTROVERSY SURROUNDING TAHOE ISSUES CAN BE REMOVED. CALIFORNIA: 

HAS OFFERED TO US LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD CHANGE THE COMPACT. 

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, IS EVIDENCE THAT THEY ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE . . r- FUTURE OF LAKE TAHOE. I BELIEVE A COOPERATIVE BISTATE PROGRAM IS 
~ 
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NECESSARY TO PRESERVE NEVADA'S INTERESTS IN THE TAHOE BASIN. , 

TO RESTORE THAT WE MUST ASSUME GQOD 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 ~1IICH MUST BE RESOLVED. 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 NEVADA 

AND THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS OF THE LAKE TAHOE REGION, AND STILL 

ADDRESSES THE MAJOR ISSUES OF CONCERN TO CALIFORNIA IS SENATE 

BILL 266. ____ _,,, 

,• 

. . . 

IN TERMS OF PUBLIC CONTROVERSY, GAMING SEEMS TO BE THE MOST 

IMPORTANT OF THESE ISSUES. AS A NEVADAN, AND A COUNTY co~~fISSIONE~, 

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 1960'5. 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 
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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 LlMITS. 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 

,l_~E!=!L~I_....EV.Y....E~l ...... T__.__,W-0.l,LU..._LDW-.....:!AuL:.!;L~O:.:.!W_i~fO:::..:R~E~G~A~M'.::.I.:.:N~G _.:.D~E:::...:V:.::E~L~O~Pt-~tE::'.N~T~T~HA~N_.!..;TH~E~T:.!:A~H~O~E_ 

BASIN CAN IOIFRATE, 

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 FRON 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 
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SYSTEM OF THE NORTH TAHOE AREA WAS AT ITS CAPACITY, AND HAD 
, t 

AGTUALLY OVERFLOWED INTO THE TRUCKEE RIVER, THREE MAJOR 

CALIFORNIA PROJECTS TOTALLING 240 UNITS WERE ALLOWED TO PROCEED" 

WHEN THE CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S APPOINTEE LED A CALIFORNIA VOTE. 

OF APPROVAL OVER THE VIGOROUS OBJECTIONS OF NEVADA REPRESENTATIVFS, 

FORCING A DUAL MAJORITY SPLIT AND APPLICATION OF THE 6.0 DAY RULE. 

WITH SEVERE LIMITATIONS ON SEWAGE CAPACITY EVEN IN THE NEW- SYSTEM 

CURRENTLY BEING CONSTRUCTED FOR THE NORTH SHORE, AND WITH DEG.-
1 

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 
. . 

FRO~ THE INTENSELY DEVELOPED CALIFORNIA SIDE OF THE TAHOE BASIN,: 

I BELIEVE THAT THIS IS ,FAR MORE SIGNIFICANT THAN THE CONCERNS 

OVER THE ROLE OF CALIFORNIA IN NEVADA PROJECTS. 
. ' .. 

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 

GAMING 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 IMPLEMENTATION 

OF TRPA POLICY ON 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.OF 

CTRPA POLICIES. THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE RESPONSIBLE REPRE.SEN

TATIVES AND SHOULD RETA.IN THEIR CURRENT VOICE IN POLICY FORMULATION. 

THE ENDORSEMENT OF THE 1971 TRPA GENERAL PLAN WITH ITS 63% REDUCTION 

IN DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IS EVIDENCE OF RESPONSIBLE ACTIONS BY THE 

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, I 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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IN SUMMARY, I BELIEVE YOU HAVE BEFORE YOU IN SENATE BILL 266 •• 

THE LEGISLATION NECESSARY TO RESTORE SOME SEMBLANCE OF SANITY ·_. 

TO THE PLANNING AND DECISION MAKING PROCESS AT LAKE TAHOE. 

I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO PASS IT, SO WE CAN INITIATE A SPIRIT 

OF COMPROMISE AND GET BACK ON THE ROAD TO THE GOAL OF PRESERVING 

NEVADA'S INTEREST IN THAT BASIN. 

t 

.. 

.•. 

. . . 

. ' 
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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 gaming use 

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

or regulation of the agency. 11 

' ' 

/~"'- •"'A ,r,,u ·-1:u 
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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·g use 

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

or regulation of the agency." 

", 
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.. 
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WHEREAS, WE, AS THE ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CITIZE 

O,C DOUGLAS COUNTY ARE AS I~TERESTED IN THE PRESERVATION OF THE 

QUALITY OF THE WATERS OF LAKE TAHOE A.."rn THE SURROUNDnlG EllVIRO: 

OF LAKE TAHOE AS ANY GROUP OR INDIVIDUAL IS. AND, 

. WHEREAS, WE HAVE CONSISTENTLY ACTED IN GOOD FAITH TO FOST: 

5 h'lD PRESERVE THOSE QUALITIES WE FEEL SO IMPORTANT TO THE TAHOE 
NA7VR. 

6 BASIN Ai.'1D FULLY REALIZE THAT THE EXQUISITE BEAUTY OF THE~ 

7 TREASURE IS THE REASON WHY WE ARE HERE, AND 

8 WHEREAS, WE FEEL THAT THE ORIGINAL INTEN'l' OF THE COMPACT 

9 HAS BEEN STRANGU:D BY BLATAl.'lT OBSTRUCTION BY CERTAIN GOVERNMEN~ 

10 ' AGENCIES OF THE STATE OF CALIFOroiIA - NAMELY THE CTRPA - TIIAT 

11 ARE DETERMINED TO DESTROY THE PRINCIPAL INDUSTRY IN THE BASIN. 

12 AND, WHEREAS, WE STAND IN TOTAL OPPOSITION TO THE BLATANT 

13 ATTE.~T TO DESTROY GA."1ING IN 'IHE · TAHOE BASIN, DEPLORE THE ATTE." 

14 TO DESTROY THE SOVEREIGNI"!Y OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, AND INDEED THE 

15 SOVEREIGNITY OF. THE STATE OF NEVADA, BUT DO WHOLEHEARTEDLY 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

SUPPORT SENSIBLE CONTROLS THAT BLEND THE LAUDABLE PURPOSES OF 

PRESERVATION OF THE BASIN WITH THE LEGITIMATE A..'lD CONSTITUTIOl~A 

RIGHTS OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE BASIN TOWARD THE END OF 

SOLVING THE PROBLE."15 THAT EXIST WITHOUT THE ELD1INATION OF A.'f 

INDUSTRY THAT IS OUR LIFE BLOOD. 

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

MUST ACTIVELY OPPOSE THE GUALCO BILL AND, WITH ALL DUE RESPECT, 

TliE GOVERNOR'S BILL. WE FIND NOTHING WHATSOEVER TO COMMEND THE 

GUALCO BILL BECAUSE WE SEE IT AS AN UNVARNISHED ATTEfil'T ON THE I 

OF CALIFORNIA TO RE-WRITE THE COMPACT ON TER.~ THAT GIVE TO 

1 CALIFORNIA LIFE-AND-DEATH CONTROL OVER THIS STATE'S LEGITIMATE 

INTERESTS IN THE TAHOE BASIN. UNFOI?.TUNATELY, BOTH THE GUALCO 

BILL AND THE GOVERNOR'S BILL WOULD, IN OUR OPINION, LEAD TO 

THAT I~EVITA?LE RESULT BY STRIKING OUT THE BASIC AGREEMENT OF 

1 THE COMPACT: rRESEP.VATI0:'1 ~ EACH STATE'S SOVEREIGNITY BY THE 
I 
I 

I 

I 
THOSE PROVISIONS ARE THE DUAL !1.;JORITY ~ !,H~ 60-DAY RULE. 

HEART OF THE GOOD-FAITH RESJ:'ECT OF STATE FOR STATE, AND !·IE U~GE 

THEIR RETE!ITION. 
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AS SENATOR Pi\UL LAXALT STATED TO A JCINT SESSION OF THIS 

LEGISLATURE JUST A COUPLD OF WEEKS AGO: "WE INSISTED AT THAT TIME 

IN ORDER TO INSURE OUR SOVEREIGNITY THAT WE HAVE A DUAL MAJORITY 

RULE ••• WE I:~SISTED UPON IT AS A MATTER OF NEVADA POLITICAL 

SURVIVAL ••• ! WOULD HOPE IN YOUR DELIBERATIONS HERE THAT YOU 

NOT SACRIFICE THAT CONCEPT. " 

THUS, t-iE REPEAT OUR OPPOSITION TO ANY FO:?.M OF LEGISLATION 

I 

THAT DEPRIVES OUR STATE Ai.~D THE STATE OF CLAIFORNIA OF EQUAL SOVEtI 

PROTECTIONS. 

WE DO FIND MERIT IN THE GOVERNOR'S BILL IN THE GA..'llNG EXCLUS ·ON 

CONCEPT. HCWEVER, WE FIND IT BEST EXPRESSED A.."ID EACH STATE'S , 

SOVEREIGNITY BEST PROTECTED IN SENATOR SHEERIN'S BILL---WHICH 

I WOULD NOW LIKE TO DISCUSS. 

!-!'OW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE DOULGAS COUNTY 

COMMISSIONERS INDICATE THEIR SUPPORT FOR SENATE BILL 267 WITH 

CERTAIN MOD!:FICATIONS AND OPPOSITIONS TO SENATE BILLS 265 and 

266. THE COM."1.ISSIONERS SUPPORT THE CONCEPT OF THE LIMITATION 

OF GAMING I~1 THE TAHOE BASIN AS COMPATIBLE WITH THE PRESERVATION 

OF LAKE TAHOE. THIS CONCEPT IS EMBODIED IN SE!1ATE BILL 267 UNDER 

ARTICLE VI A.~D DESIGNATED AS AREAS A, A-1, A-2 (EXTENDED NORTHERL 

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

.LEGISLATURE, HOWEVER TO AMEND ARTICLE VI TO PROVIDE THAT THOSE 

AREAS SO DESIGNATED BE REMOVED FROM THE JURISDICTION OF THE 

TAHOE REGIO.,AL PLANNING AGENCY A..~D BE SUBJECT TO THE CONTROL OF 

THE STATE OF NEVADA AND THE NEVADA COUNTIES SITUATED IN THE BASIN. 

THF- CC'.·l:HSSIONERS WOULD FURTHER URGE THAT SB 267, ARTICLE VI l(K) 

BE AHENDED 70 PROVIDE THAT THE 3 YEAR TI:-tE LE1IT FOR CONST~UCTION 

BE TOLLED D~RING A:iY PERIODS IN WHICH THE PROJECT rs STOPPED 

THROUGH LEG~L ACTION. 

FURTHE'?., THE COM.'1ISSICNERS WOULD URGE THAT SB 267 BE l,.:-lENDED 
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THERE 
TO PROVIDE THAT THE BILL WOULD PROVIDE THAT IS rt LEGAL AND 

BINDING OBLIGATION ON THE STATE OF CALIFORi."HA k'1D NEVADA TO 

FUND A..'1D CONSTRUCT THE LOOP AND THE BY-PASS ROADS. : 

FINALLY, THE COMMISSIONERS WOULD URGE AN A.'1ENDMENT OF SB j67 i 
PROVIDE UNDER ARTICLE III THAT THE RESIDENTS OF THE STATE OF 

RESIDENTS OF THE TAHOE BASUl. i 
i 
I 

WITH THE ABOVE MODIFICATIONS, THE DOULGAS COUNTY C0i.'1MISSIONE~S 

BELIEVE THAT THE ADOPTION OF SB 267 WOULD STRENGTHE~ THE ORIGINALli 

CONCEPT OF T.HE TR.PA tfflICH WAS AND SHOULD BE TO PRESERVE !\ND 
NAT'IIIIA'- . 

ENHA."ICE THE Ni'\rJrGiJill;, BEAUTY OF THE TAHOE BASIN AND MAINTAIN i 

THAT BEAUTY FOR GENERATIONS TO COME AND YET RECOGNIZING THE 

NEED FOR PRESERVING THE INTEGRITY OF OUR LOCAL GOVERNI~G BODIES. 
I 
I 
I 

IN CONCLUSION, LET ME RESPECTFULLY REMIND EACH 

COM,.'-!ITT:::E ME!-!BERS THAT WHILE THESE BILLS MAY APPEAR 

OF THE 
1 

SUPERFICIALLY l 
TO ONLY INVOLVE AN ISOLATED LOCAL MATTER, YOUR DELIBERATIONS 

SHOULD ~EEP A CONSTANT FOCUS ON~ OVERVIEW THAT WHAT IS DONE 

HERE MAY VEFY WELL BE THE PRECEDENT FOR THE ENACTMENT OF SIMILAR 

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

I 
I 
I 
! 
I 

I 
VERY WELL COULD BE NEVADA - ARIZONA, NEVADA - UTAH, NEVADA - IDAHd, 

I 
NEVADA - OREGON. HOW YOU H1u'1DLE TODAY"S PROBLEH MAY WELL DETERMim; 

HOW SOMEONE ELSE'S GOVER"IMENT THAT GIVES YOU EVERYTHING CA..'1 ALSO 

TAKE IT AWAY. 
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The matter before you is not complex, it is not entering into 

a new 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, California 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 a-s a new Compact, 

but it does not fit present needs. By incorporating some of the 

language of SB-265 into SB-266, and adding a few other pertinent 

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. 



--

I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
'7 
8 

( 9 
,,- 10 
1 11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17· 
18 
19 
20 
~ 

• l 
-

''D 1 '< . ..-.-

_ S. B. 266 

SENATE BILL NO. 266-COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT, 
PUBLIC RESOURCES AND AGRICULTIJRE 

FEBRUARY 24, 1977 -Referred to Committee on Environment, Public Resources 
- and Agriculture 

SUMMARY-Restricts gaming to certain areas under control of Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency. (BDR 22-1002) 

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

Exl'I.ANATTOK-Matter in ltallu Is new; matter in brackets [ J ls materfal 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; 
providing certain civil penalties; and providing other matters properly relating 
thereto. 

The People of the State of Nevada, represented· in Senate and Assembly, 
do enact as follows: 

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

Tahoe Regional Planning Compact 

ARTICLE I. 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 
degeneration, which may endanger the natural beauty and economic_ 
productivity of the region. -

(b) It is further declared that by virtue of the special .conditions and 
circumstances of the natural ecology, developmental pattern, population 
distribution and human needs in the Lake Tahoe region,_ the region is 
experiencing problems of resource use and deficiencies of environmental 
control. 

( c) It is further found and declared that there is a need to maintain 
an equilibrium between the region's natural endowment and its manmade 
environment, to preserve tl;le scenic beauty and recreational opportunities 
of the region, and it is recognized that for the purpose of enhancing the 

,~; ,, - . 
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! 

J I 
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1 efficiency and governmental effectiveness of the region, it is imperative · 
2 that there be established an areawide planning agency 'with power to 
3 adopt and enforce a regional plan of resource conservation and orderly 
4 development, to exercise effective environmental controls and to perform 
5 other essential functions, as enumerated in this title. 
6 
7 ARTICLE II. Definitions 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29. 
30 
31 

, 32. 
33 
34 
35 
36 

:. 37 

H 
1:t · 41 
~ 42 

43 

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 C:ounty of Placer outside of the Tahoe ijasin 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 Se.ction 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-[,] North, Range 16 East, M.D.B. 
& M. The region defined anq described herein shall be as precisely 
delineated on official maps of the agency. . · ' 

(b) "Agency" means the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 
( c) "Governing body" means the governing board of the Tahoe 

Regional Planning Agency. . · · 
(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. · 
(f)] "Planning commission''· means the advisory planning commis

sion appointed pursuant to paragraph (h) of Article III. 
(f) "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 1vafue, 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 

~

~44 
45 1 
46 · (a) There is created the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency as a sep-
47 arate legal entity. 
48 The governing body of the agency shall be constituted as follows: i 49 . One member af pointed by each of the County Boards of Supervisors 

l
~ or th~ Co~nties ~ El Dorado ~ ~lacer an; one member appointed ~ 

] r , r 1 ) 
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1 the City Council of the City of South Lake Tahoe.· [Each member shall 
2 . be a member. of the city council or county board of supervisors which 
3 he represents and, in the case of a supervisor, shall be a resident of a 
4 county supervisorial district lying wholly or partly within the region.] 
5 Any member may be a member of the city council or county board of 
6 supervisors and shall reside in the territorial jurisdiction of the govern-
1 mental body making the appointment. 
8 One member appointed by each of the boards of county commissioners 
9 of Douglas [, Ormsby] and Washoe counties [.] and one member 

10 appointed by the board qf supervisors of Carson (:ity. Any member so 
11 appointed shall be a resident of the county or city from which he is 
12 appointed and may be, but is not required to be: . 
13 , ( 1) A metnber of the board which appoints him; and 
14 (2) A resident of or the owner' of real .Property in the region, 
15 as each board [of county commissioners] may in its own discretj.on 
t 6 determine. The· manner of selecting the person so to be appointed may 
17 be further prescribed by [county] ordinance. · 
18 · A person so appointed shall before taking his seat on the governing 
19 body disclose all his economic interests in the region, and shall there-
20 · after disclose any further economic interest which he acquires, as soon 
21 as feasible after he acquires ~t. If any board [of. county commissioners] 
22 fails to make an appointment required by. this paragraph within 30 days 
23 · after the effective date of this act or the occurrence of a vacancy on the 
24 governing body, the goverµor shall make such appointment. The position· 
25 of a member appointed by a board [of county commissioners] shall be 
26 deemed vacant if such member is absent from·three consecutive meetings 
27 of the governing body in any calendar year. 
25 1 One member, appointed by the Governor of California and one mem-
29 ber appointed by the Governor of Nevada. The appointment of the Cali-, 
30 fornia member is subject to Senate confirmation, he· shall not be a 
31 . resident of the region and shall represent the public at large. The. mem-
32 ber appointed by the Governor of Nevada shall not be a resident of 
33 .the region and shall rcyresent the public at large. 
34 The Administrator o .the California Resources Agency or his designee 
85 and the Director of, the Nevada Department of Conservation and 
36 Natural Resources or his designee. · 
37 ! (b) The memb~rs of· the agency shall serve without compensation, 
38 but the expenses of e~ch member shall be met by the body which he 
39 represents in accordance with the law of that body. All other expenses 
40 incurred by the governing body in the course of exercising the powers 
41 . conferred upon it by this com~act unless met in some other manner spe-
42 cifically provided, shall be paid by the agency out of its own funds. 
43 ,( c) The term of office of the members of the governing body shall be 
44 at the pleasure of the appointing·authority in .each case, but each appoint-
45 ment shall be reviewed no less often than every 4 years. 
46 (d) The governing body of the agency shall meet at least monthly. All 
47 meetings shall be open to the public to the extent required· by the law 
48 of the State of California or the State of Nevada, whichever imposes the 
49 greater requirement, applicable to local governments at the time such 
50 meeting is held. The governing body shall fix a date for its regular 
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monthly meeting 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 v' 
shall be required to take action with respect to any .matter. The vote ~ 

~ 19 
' -✓20 
~ 21 ~- of each member of the governing body shall be individually recorded. The 

22 governing body shall adopt its own rules, regulations and procedures. 
23 (h) [An advisory planning commission shall be appointed by the 
24 . agency, which shall consist of an equal number of members from each 
25 state. The commission · shall include but shall not be limited to: the 
26 chief planning officers of Placer County, El Dorado County, and the 
27 City of South Lake Tahoe in California and of the Counties of Douglas, 
28 . Ormsby, and Washoe in Nevada, the Placer County Director of Sanita-
29 tion, the El Dorado County Director of Sanitation, · the county health 
30 officer of . Douglas County or his desi~ee, the county health officer of 
31 Washoe County or his designee, the Chief of the Bureau of Environmental 
32 Health of the Health Division of the. Department of Health, Welfare and 
33 Rehabilitation of the State of Nevada or his designe·e, ,the executive officer 
34 of the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board or .his designee, , 
35 the executive officer of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency who shall 
.36 act as chairman, and at least four lay members each of whom shall be a 

~ t 37 resident of the region.] An advisory planning commission to the agency 
t · .· 38 is created. A majority of the members of. the advisory planning commis-
" 39 sion constitute a quorum for the tran~action of the business of the com-

. 40 mission. A majority vote of the quorum present is required to take action 
~ 41 with respect to any matter. The commission shall elect from its own 
~ \ 42 members a chairman and a vice chairman, whose . terms of office are 2 
~ \ . · 43 years and who may be reelected. If a vacancy occurs. in either office, the 
"- '0 44 advisory planning commission .shall fill such vacancy for the unexpired 
\. ·~ 45 term. The advisory planning commission consists of: · . . 
~ N 46 (1) The chief planning officers of Placer County, El Dorado County 
~ 47 and the City of South Lake Tahoe in California and Douglqs County, ' ¾ 48 - Washoe County and Carson City in Nevada, or a designee may represent f 1i • any of the~.p/anning officers~ : / i • , . ' , , 
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1 (2) The nonvoting representative of the United States appointed to 
2 the governing body, or his designee. · 
3 . (3 )Five residents of the State of Nevada, each of whom shall be 
4 appointed by the governing body. . 
5 (4) Five residents· of the State of .California, each of whom shall be 

.. ·'6' 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 . 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

. 21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

appointed by the governing body. F"~ ,e r If Is Pu£ P" SC 
(i) The agency shall establish and maintain an Qffice within the regio9, 

fb_e 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 oopying 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 

29 (a) The governing body shall determine the qualification of, and it 
30 shall appoint and fix the salary of, the executive officer of the agency, 
31 and shall employ such other staff and legal counsel as may be necessary 
32 to execute the powers and functions provided for under this· act or in 
33 accordance with any intergovernmental , contracts or agreements the 
34 agency may be responsible for administering. . · 
35 (b) Agency personnel standards and regulations shall conform insofar 
36 • as possible to the regulations · and procedures of tlie civil service of the 
87 State of California or the . State of Nevada, as may be determined by 
38 the governing body. of the agency; and shall be regional and bistate in 
39 application and effect; provided that the , governing body may, for 

, · 40 administrative convenience and at its discretion, assign the administra-
41 tion of designated personnel arrangements to an agency of either state, 
42 and provided that administratively convenient adjustments be made in 

, 43 the standards ~nd regulations governing personnel assigned under inter-
44 governmental agreements. ' 

· 45 · ( c) The agency may establish and maintain or participate in such 
,,. ~ 46 additional programs of employee benefits as may be appropriate to 

47 afford employees of the agency terms ~d conditions of employment 
48 , similar to those enjoyed by employees of California and Nevada gen-

49 ,: er~) ~;t~t. ·· ~-uc. W) ~ ~p-6 
15.f}\tfj{~ :;&-31-Jt) 
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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 , · 
(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. 

Tahoe Regional Plan 

(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,] cind 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. 

,, 36 
. 37 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

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, 

43 including but not limited to, an indication or allocation of maximum pop-

' 

44 ulation densities. · 
45. (2) A transportation plan for the integrated development of a 
46 regional system of transportation, includin~ but not limited to, freeways, 
47 parkways, highways, transportation facilities, transit routes, waterways, 
48 navi~ation and aviation aids and facilities, and appurtenant terminals and 
49 facihties for the movement of people a°-d goods within the region. 

\ ' 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
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(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 routes, 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 s}Jall 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 nece~sary 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 seek 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
nizations, whether public or private, and of civic groups and private indi-
vi~~. ' . 

( c) All provisions of the Tahoe r!;lgional general plan shall be enforced 
by the agency and by the states, counties and cities in th~ region.~ - . 

[Tahoe Regional Interim Plan 

34 ( d) Within 60 days after the formation of the agency,' the planning 
35 commission shall recommend a regional interim plan. Within 90 days 

. 36 after the formation of the agency, the governing body shall adopt a 
37 regional interim plan. The interim plan shall consist of statements of 
38 development policies, criteria and standards for ,planning and develop- . 

1 39 · ment, of plans or portions of plans, and projects and planning decisions, 
40 which the agency finds it necessary to adopt and administer on an interim 
41 basis in accordance . with · the substantive powers granted to it in this 

' 42 agreement. · . · · 
43 ( e) The agency shall. ma)ntain the data, maps and other 'information 
44 developed in the. course of formulating and administering the regional 
45 plan and interim' plan, in a form suitable to assure a consistent view of 
46 , developmental , trends and other relevant information, for the availa-
47, .bility of ·and use by other agencies of government and by private organi-

. 48 , zations and individuals concerned. · · . ·. . . 
.· ' 49 (f) All provisions of the interim plan shall be enforoed by the agency' 

50 and by the state~,· the cou~ties, and cities.] . • 
. ' 
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1 ARTICLE VI. Agency's Powers 
2 
3 · {a) The governing body shall adopt all · necessary_ ordinances? rul~s, 
4 regulations and policies to effectuate the adopted re~onal [and m~enm 
5 plans.] plan. Every such ordinance, rule or regulation shall establ~s!J a 
6 minimum standard applicable throughout the [basin, and any po_htical 
7 subdivision may adopt and enforce an equal or higher stand3!d appl1c~ble 
8 to the same subject of regulation in its territory. The regulations] re?wn. 
9 Any political subdivision may adopt and enfor~e . an. eq_11af or h~gher 

10 standard applicable to the same subjec_t of ~egulatwn within its_ territory, 
11 if that higher standard does not conflict with the adopted regwnal _plan 
12 of the agency: The agency regulations shall co~tain general, r_eg10nal 
13 . standards including but not limited to the foµowmg: w~ter punty and 
14 clarity; subdivision; zoning, tree removal; sol~d wa~te disposal; sewage 
15 disposal; · 1and fills, excavations, cuts. and gradmg; piers; harbo~s, brea~-
16 waters· or channels and other shorelme developments; waste disposal m 
17 shoreli~e areas; waste di~p?sal from bo_ats; mob~e-hom_e parks; pouse 
18 relocation; outdoor advcrt1smg; flood plam protecti~:m; soil and sedime~-
19 tation control; air pollution; and watershed protect!on. _Whenever possi-
20 ble without diminishing the effectiveness _of the [mte~~ plan or the] 
21 general plan, the ordinances, rules, regulat~ons ~nd pol!c1e~ shall b~ con-
22 fined to matters which are general and regional m application, leavmg to 

·· ../ 23 the jurisdiction of the respective-~, counties and_ cities the e~a7t- ✓ 
24 ment of specific and local ordinances, . rules, regulations and policies 
25 which conform to the [interim or] general plan. 
26 Every ordinance adopted by the ~ge~cy shall be published at ~east 
27 once by title in a newspaper or coD?bmation of newsp~pers whose _crrcu-
28 lation is general throughout the region. Ex~ept an ordmance ~doptmg or 
29 amending the [interim plan or the]_ reg1ona~ plan, no ?rdmace sh~ll 
30 become effective until 60 days after 1ts adoption. Immediately after its 
31 · adoption, a copy of each ordinance shall be transmitted to the go:-erning 
32 body of each political subdivision having territory within the region. 
33 · [Interim' regulations shall be ad?pted ~i~in 90 days from . the forma-
34 tion of the agency and final regulations w1thm 18 months after the forma-

.· 35 tion of the agency. . . . : 
36 ·· Every plan, ·ordinance, rule, . regulation or pobcy adopted by the 
37 agency shall recognize as a permitted and conforming use any business or 
38 recreational establishment which is required by law of the state in which 
39 · it is located to be individually licensed by the state, if such business or ' 
40 establishment: . 
41 (1) Was so licensed on February 5, 1968, or was licensed for a 
42 limited season during any part of the calendar year immediately preced-
43 ing February 5, 1968. . . . . · 
44 (2) Is to be constructed on land which was so zoned or designated · 
45 in a finally adopted master plan on February 5, 196~, .as to permit the 
46 ' construction of such a business or establishment] Any plan, ordinance, 
47 , rule, regulation or policy adopted by the agency shall recognize gaming 

'

48 as a permitted or conforming µse within the region in the following 
49 described areas and no others: 

l . 1 ,,'; 

' \ - i, • }'· , .. . r ,-, -~: ;'·. • , . ' 
' . ,. 
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1 AREA A. Commencing at a point ·which is the state' line monu-
2 ment at the intersection of the western right-of-way line of U.S. High-
3 way 50 and the California-Nevada boundary, being in section 27, T. 
4 13 N., R. 18 E., M.D.B. & M. and the true point of beginning; thence 
5 south 48°43'03" east, 82.19 feet,· thence south 48°43'00" east, 862 
6 feet, more or less, to a point which is the intersection of the California-

' 1 Nevada boundary and the 1/ 16 section line of section 27, T. 13 N., 
8 R. 18 E., M.D.B. & M.; thence south 89°42'40" east, a distance of 
9 500 feet, more or less, to a point 685.44 teet westerly of the 1 / 16 corner 

10 of section 27,· thence north 0°25'42" west, 600 feet; thence north 
11. 28°02'00" east, 1550 feet; thence north 61 ° 58'00" west, 480 feet; 
12' thence south 28°02'00" west, 510 feet,· thence ,north 61°58'00" west, 
13 500 feet, more or less, to a point on the easterly right-of-way line of 
14 U.S. Highway 50,· thence in a northwesterly direction, 80 feet, more 
15 or less, to a point which bears north 28°02'00" east, 1633.33 feet from 
16 'the true point' of beginning; thence north 62°03'50" west, 1105.84 
17 feet;, thence south 28°02'00" west, 787.82 feet,· thence north 62°03'50" 
18 west, 253.26 feet; thence south 15°08'51" west, 61.68 feet; thence 
19 ·south 19° 11'58" west, 69.66 feet,· thence south 23° 36'05" west, 67.21 
20 feet; thence south 28°22'23" west, 68.43 fe'et,· thence south 42°46' 11" 
21 west, 111 .93 feet; thence south 48° 34'46" west, 34.30 feet,· thence 
22 south 31°41'47" west, 15.19 feet to a point on the California-Nevada 
23 . boundary; thence south 48°43'00" east, 1412.11 feet to the true point . 

· 24 of beginning.· The described area contains approximately 85 acres. 
25 · AREA B. Commencing at a point from which the common section 
26 · corner of sections 22, 23, 26 and 27, T. 13 N.; R. 18 E., M.D.». & M. 
27 bears north 60° 13'00" east, 127.20 feet,· thence along the westerly 
28 right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 50 a distance of 194.96 feet to the 
29 true point of beginning,· thence north 61°00'33" west, ·199.72 feet; 
30 thence south 24°26'47" west, 75 feet,· thence south 61°00'00" east, 
31 12.36 feet,· thence south 18°24'08" west, 121.97 feet,· thence north 
32 61°00'00" west, 180 feet,· thence north 18°23'35" east a distance of 
33 20 feet, more or less to a point which is the southeast corner o/ Lot 12, 
34 Block 1 of the Oliver Park subdivision,· thence north 60° 56' 54" west, 
35 112.24 feet,· ihence north 29°03'06" east, ·15.58 feet,· thence along the 
36 arc of a tangent curve to the left with a radius of 430 feet, a central 
87 angle of 10° 39'31" and an arc length of 79.99 · feet,· thence north 
38 18°23'35" east, 180 feet, more or less,· thence in a northwe'sterly direc-
39 tion, 60 feet, more or less, to a point. which is the southeast corner of 
·40 Lot 12, Block 2, of the Oliver Part subdivision,· thence along the 
41 southerly boundary of that lot, 100 feet,· thence along the westerly 
42 boundary of Lots 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, 7, 6 and 5, Block 2, of the Oliver . 
43 ·. Park-subdivision, 503.63 feet, to a point on the southerly right-of-way 
44 .. line of Kahl~ Drive/thence south 61° 11'11" east, 250 feet, more or less, 
45 J io the northe~iern ,corner of Lot 1, mock 1, of , the· Oliver Park . sub-
46 r-, division/ thence north 18°23'33" east, 50 feet, to a point on the northerly 
47 ;.: :·right-of-way line of Kahle Drive; thence. north 61°09'47" west along the 

. 48 < .right-of-way line, 743 feet, more or less, to a point which bears north 
49 61°09'47" west, 1092.94 feet from the intersection of the northerly 
50 right-of-way line of Kahle Drive and the westerly right-of-way line of . . . 
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l US Highway 50· thence north 28°50'13" east, 464.33 feet; thence 
2 sduih 61°09147" ;ast, 635.67 feet; thence north 83°34'41" east, 190.22 
3 feet, to a point on the westerly righ!-of-way line of ~.S .. Highway 50; 
4 thence along that right-of-way lin(! m a southerly directwn, 195 feet, 
5 · more or less,· thence in an easterly direction, 80 fe~t,. more .or less! to ~ 
6 point on the easterly right-of-way line of U.S. Hzgh~ay 50,. which 1s 
7 1445.91 feet, along the right-of-way line, from the mtersectzon of. the 
8 easterly right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 50 and the northerly right-
9 of-way line of Kingsbury Grade,· thence north 89°~4100" east, 702.68 

10 feet· thence north JJ85 feet, more or less, to a pomt on the northerly 
11 right-of-way line of Kingsbury Grade; thence south 89°42

1
00" west, 

12 along that right-of~way line, 252.02 'feet; thence north, 190 teet,· thence 
13 north 33°18132" west, 251.28 feet; thence north 89°42100 west, 100 
14 feet,· thence south, 260 feet, more or less, to,a point t~at bears north,, 
15 J 80.07 feet from the northerly right-of-way line of. Kmgsbury Grade; 
16 thence north 89{>42'00'1 west, 373.26 feet, to a pomt on the eas~erly 
17 right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 50,· thence in a nort~westerly dir~c-
18 tion, 80 feet, more or less, to a point on the westerly right-of-way lme 
19 of u.s~ Highway 50,· thence along that right-of-way l~ne, 135 feet, m~re 
20 or less, to the true point of beginning. The described area contains 
21 approximately 40 acres. -
22 , AREA C-1. All that real property being a portion of Block F, 
23 Commercial subdivision #1, Incline Village, Washoe County, Nevada, 
24 according to the map thereof filed in the office of the county rec01:der of 
25 Washoe County, State of Nevada, on March 2, 1965, more particularly 
21:i described as follows:, . 
27 Commencing at the northeast corner of sectwn 22, T. 16 N., R. 18 
28 E., M.D.B. & M., as that section corner is !ho-:Vn 

11
0n the map of the 

29 Commercial subdivision #I,· thence south 1 33 46 west, 797.10 f~et 
30 to a point on the exterior boundary line _of _said Blo~k F o~ G_ommercwl 
31 subdivision # J and the true, point of begmnmg of this d_escnpt1on; thence 

· 32 along the exterior boundary of said Block F the following 8 courses and 
33 distances: north 50°55'10" east 186.91 feet to a tangent curve to the 
34 left having a radius of 360 feet and a central angle of 45° 35142",· thence 
35 northeasterly along the arc of that curve an arc distance of 286.48 ~eet,·. 
36 thence north 5° 19'28" east, 403.88 feet to a tangent curve to the nght, 
87 having a radius of 1040 feet and a central angle _of ll 0

43'02"; thenc~ 
38 northeasterly along the arc of that curve an arc distance of 212 .68 feet, 
39 thence north ]7°02130 11 east, 9.46 feet to a tangent curve to the left, 
40 having a radius of 40 feet and a central angle of 67° 35132",· thence 
41 northeasterly easterly and northwesterly along the arc of that curve an 
42 arc distance 

1

of 47.19 feet· thence north 50° 33'02" west, 471 .82 feet,· 
43 thence south 39°26'58" 'west, 390 feet; thence leaving th_e exterior 
44 boundary south 39°26'58" west, 432 .53 feet; thence north 50° 33'021/ 
45 west, 694.33 feet,· thence south 21° 36105" west, 345.49 feet,· thence 
46 ·. south 65901'56" east, 624.79 feet,· thence south 58° 19'00" east; 396.02 
47 feet,· thence south 4J941 106" eas~, 453.70 feet ~ore or less to_ the true 
48 point of beginning of this descriptron. The described area contams 20.62 
49 · acres, more or less. • 

. 50 , AREA C-2. · Beginning at . the intersection of the western line of 

\' > 

• ; f;,~:ij~!~~~{[ . .Ci , ,, ,' •..• 

1 Lot 1, Block A, Mill Creek Estates with the northert./1i~e'.~I the)~;~~: 
2 Nevada st~te highway 28,· thence north 69°24'25" west, along the 
3 northerly lzne of the former Nevada state highway 28 592.07 feet to tht 
4 true point of beginning; thence north 69°24'25 11 'west 619.97 feet 
5 thence north 37°48' 1_6" east, 1159.50 feet, to the beginning of a. curve. 
6 . thence south to the right around the curve having a radius of 1030 Jee, 
7 and with a tangent distance of 449.42 feet; thence south 39°04'50" east 
8 along that tangent 85 feet; thence southeasterly, southerly and southwest 
9 erly on the arc of a curve to the rigftt with a radius of 40 feet in • 

10 tangent length of 62.83 feet; thence south 50° 55' 10" west, along th 
11 tangent 888.83 feet,· thence southwesterly, westerly and northwesterl 
12 around .a curve to the line with .a radius of 150 feet, a tangent distanc 
13 of 156.22 feet to the true point of beginning. The described properl 
14 con~ains approximately 20 acres and is located within the east ½ < 
15. section 22, T. 16 N., R.18 E., M.D.B. & M. 
16 ,AREA D. All that real property situated in the County of Washo 
17 State of Nevada, described as follows: 
18 Commencing at the intersection of the easterly line of Wassou Roi 
19 and the south line of section 19, T. 16 N., R. 18 E., M.D.B. & Ji,. 
20 which point bears south 89° 17'50" west, along that south line, 148.: 
21 feet, from the south ¼ section corner of section 19, and being the tr, 
22 point of beginning; thence north 0° 35'38" east, 500 feet,· thence along t 
23 . arc of a tangent curve to the right with a radius of 2352.94 feet, a ce 
24 tral angle of 7° 19'29" and an arc length of 300.80 feet,· thence nor 
25 89° 17'50" east, 196.87 feet, to the. westerly line of Nevada state hig 
26 way 28,· thence along that westerly line from a tangent bearing sou 
27 7°47131" west along the arc of a curve to the left, with a radius 
28 2040 feet, a central angle of 7°47131" and an arc length of 256 .. 
29 feet,· thence south 0° 35' 38" west, 626.36 feet; thence along the weste, 
30 line of Nevada state highway 28, 300 feet, more or less; thence in 
31 southeasterly direction 80 feet, more or less, to a point on the easte1 
32 line of Nevada state highway 28, being the northwesterly corner of I 
33 2, Block F of Nevada Vista subdivision as shown by map of that s1, 
34 division recorded in the office of the county recorder of Washoe Coun 
35 State of Nevada, on August 26, 1926,· thence south 60°02100" ea 
36 273.01 feet,· thence south 43° 15'00" west, 103.12 feet,· to the nor, 
87 easterly corner of Lot 3, Block F, of the Nevada Vista subdivisi< 
38 thence in a southwesterly direction, along the easterly line of that Lot 
39 JOO feet, more or less, to the northeasterly corner of Lot 4, Block F 
40 the Nevada Vista subdivision, th·ence -along the easterly and sou the 
41 lines of that Lot 4, ~30 feet, more or less, tb the northeasterly corner 
42 Lot 5, Block B, of the Nevada Vista subdivision,· thence in, a southe 
43 direction, 45 feet; more or less, to the northeasterly corner of Lot 
44 Block A, o(the addition to Nevadp Vista subdivision, as shown by m 
45 of the subdivision recorded. in the office of the county recorder, 
46 : Washoe County, State of Nevada, on February 15, 1928,· thence in 
47 , ~outherly direction.along the easterly lines of Lots 8 and 9 of the additi 
48 to Nevada Vista subdivision, ]00 feet,· thence in a westerly directi 
49, along the northerly line of Crystal Drive ~ shown on the map of i 

50. addition to,,,Nevada Vista subdivision, 125 feet; thence in a southe 
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1 direction to a point on the southerly line of Crystal Drive, which is 125 
2 feet westerly along the southerly line,of Crystal Drive, from the intersec-
3 tion of that southerly line and the westerly line of Somers Drive, as 
4 shown on the map of the addition to Nevada Vista subdivision,· thence 
5 along a line being parallel to the westerly line of Somers Drive, a distance 
6 of 391.01 feet,· thence- south 35° 52'00" east, 175 feet, more or less, to 
7 the northwesterly corner of Lot 6, Block C of the Nevada Vista subdivi-
8 · ~ion,· thence south 54°08'00" west, along the northwesterly, line of a 
9 parcel of land heretofore conveyed to Brockway Tahoe Vista Corpora-

10 tion, by deed recorded in book 74, page 348, deed records, a distance of 
11 380 feet, more or less, to a point which is that northwesterly line's inter-
12 section with the northerly line of a parcel of land heretofore conveyed 
13 to Frank H. Buck and Wife, by deed recorded in book 62, page. 8, deed 
14 records,· thence north 59° 11'00" west along the northerly line of the 
15 Buck land, a distance of 135 feet, more or less, to a point which is that 
16 northerly line's intersection with the California-Nevada state line,· thence 
17 north 0° 30'00" east, along that state line, 591 .55 feet, to a point on the 
18 southerly line of State Line Road, as shown ori the map of the addition 
19 to Nevada Vista subdivision,· thence in an easterly direction along that 
20 southerly line a distance of 20 feet,· thence north 0° 30'00" east, JOO 
21 feet; thence in a northerly direction, 40 feet; more or less, to the south-
22 westerly corner of Lot 16A, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista 
23 subdivision; thence in a northerly direction, along the westerly lines of 
24 Lots 16A, 16, 15, and 1, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista sub-
25 division, a distance of 300 feet,· thence in an easterly direction along the 
26 northerly lines of Lots 1 and 2, Block A, of the addition to Nevada Vista 
27 subdivision, a distance of 134.14 feet; thence in a northerly direction 
28 a distance of 45 feet, more or less, to the southwesterly corner of Lot JO, 
29 Block B, of the Nevada Vista subdivision; thence in a northerly direction 
30 along the westerly line of that Lot 10, a distance of 170.98 feet, to a 
31 point on the southerly line of Nevada state highway 28,· thence north 
32 31°01'30" west, 80 feet, to a point on the northerly line of state high-
33 way 28; thence south 57° 59' 30" west, along that northerly line, 80 feet, 
84 more or less,· to the southwesterly corner of Lot 1, Block C, of said 
35 Nevada Vista subdivision,· thence in a northerly direction, along the 
36 easterly line of State Line Road, a distance of 500 feet, more or less, 
37 to the intersection of that easterly line and the northerly line of Lake 
38 Vista Drive, as shown on the. map of the Nevada Vista subdivision; 
39 thence in a westerly direction, along the northerly line of Lake Vista 
40 Drive, 40 feet,· thence in a northerly direction, along the westerly line of 
41 Lot 7, Block D, of the Nevada Vista subdivisiori, a distance of 150 feet, . 
42 to a point on the south line of said section 19; thence north 89° 17'30" 
43 east, 360.70 feet, to the true point of beginning. 
44 1 'In the areas described, gaming shall be permitted as a conforming 
45 use_ and a gaming use shall be permitted to expand within the areas 
46 without review of such expansion qy ,the agency~ if the expansion does 
47 not violate any plan, ordina,:,.ce, rul~~egulation Br pelic, of the agency. 
.48 . (b) All ordinances, rules, regulations and policies adopted by the 
49 ' agency shall be enforced by the · agency and by the respective states, . 

. 50 ·, counties, and cities. The appropriate courts of the respective states, each ' . ' 
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1 within its limits of territory and subject matter provided by state law, are 
2 vested with jurisdiction over civil actions to which the agency is' a p;irty 
3 and criminal actions for violations of its ordinances. Each such action shall ' 
4 be brought in a court of the state where the violation is committed pr " 
5 where the property ;iflected by a civil action is situated, unless the action- · 
6 is brought in a federal court. For this purpose, the agency shall be 
7 deemed a political subdivision . of both the State of California and the 
8 State of Nevada. · 
9 ( c) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph ( d), all public works 

10 . projects shall be reviewed prior to construction and' approved by the 
l1 agency as to the project's compliance with the adopted regional general 
-~ ~a . . I · 

18 (d) All plans, programs and proposals of the State of California or 
14 Nevada, or of its executive or administrative agencies, which may sub-
15 stantially affect, or may specifically·apply, to the uses of land,. water, air, 
16 space and other natural resources in the region, including but not limited 
17. to public works plans, programs and proposals concerning highway rout-
18 ing, design and construction, shall be referred to the agency for its review, 
19 as to conformity with the regional [plan or interimJ plan, and for report 
20 and recommendations by the agency to the executive head. of the state 
21 agency concerned and to the Governor. A public works project which is 

· 22 initiated and is to be constructed by a department of either state shall be 
23 submitted to the agency for review and recommendation, . but may be 
24 , constructed as proposed. . 
25 ( e) 'the agency shall police the region· to ensure compliance with the 
26 : general plan and adopted ordinances, rules, regulations and policies. If it 
27 · is found that the general plan, or ordinances, rules, regulations and poli-
28 cies are n,;>t being enforced by a -local jurisdiction, the agency may bring 
29 action in a court_ of competent jurisdiction to ensure compliance. 

. 30 ·1 (f) [Violation of any ordinance of the agency is a misdemeanor.] 
31· Any person o,· g0w1mmental en#t31 who violates any provision of this 
32 compact is subject to a civil penalty of not more than $10,000. In addi

\\ 33 tion, any person 0r ~••el'nmen#Bl e1dily who performs any development 
: 34- · in violation of this compact is subject to a civil penalty of not more than 
35 $500 per day for eacli day in which such vi(}lation persists. The amount 
86 of any civil penalty imposed, shall be awarded to the "§~' to be us{!d. 
37 exclusively for enforcement purposes. 4 ~~4t. f:rrr1t..11rr:'S 121,,t·k~ 
38 (g) The agency is hereby empowered to initiate. negotiate and partici~ 
39 pate in contracts and agreements among the local governmental authori-
40 ties of the region, or any other intergovernmental contracts or agreements 
41 authorized by state or federal law. 
· 42 . . (h) Each intergovernmental contract or agreement· shall provide for 
48 • its 6wn funding and staffing, but this shall not preclude financial contri-

, 44 ; bu?ons from the local authorities concerned · or from supplementary 
45 sources. , , , · , , . . . 
46 , (i) Wheneyer a new city is ~ormed within the re~?D1 the membership 
47 . of the go\'.errung body shall be IOCreased by two add1ttonal members, one 
48 appointed by, and who shall be a member of, the legislative body of the 
49 new city, and pne appointed by the Governor of the state in which the 

' ' ,' ·' '1~{:;, 1 t ,\1 ·~ •" ' ; i ' 1 l ,\ \ ' ; 
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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. 

(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 ac'tion [, 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 after 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 th,A~matter before the 
governing body shall be deemed to have been. takenL.Jf a final 90#i0n by 
:vcitfl does ,:wt t9ke pk.ee wilhil'l 90 days, the applicant may bring Bti 
a0ti@n in a Clmrt 0f 66W1p~9-f}9mf}~-his-pre-
vi6ion aees not •limit #le 1·ights ef a11y pcrsett--1e--0!JLain-fttdieial-review · • 
0f &geney aetio~i Hndcr pa;•,9-gr-aph (b) 0-j this (lf'/ieliJA}f}p,,e,al by the ..,, -tt£
agency of any construction project expires 3 years after 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 time1 A/✓ f) :; l(.J 4 e N r L Y /> t/ £ ~i 1.1 e- o rf'./ c ,e e A ,c Tc ,e 

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 
r-egion 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: 

(b) The agency may fix and co11ect 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 

',' 

-. -15- -
1 · agency shall estimate the amount of money· necessary to support its 

activities: ~ 
3 
4 
5 
6. 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15· 
16 
17 
18 
19 

. 20 
21 
22· 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

;: 30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40, 

· ( 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 theq allot such amount amon~ the several counties, 
subject to the restriction and in the manner prov1ded in paragraph (a), 

, and each 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 band 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. . • · 

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 Uni.ted States or the applicability thereof to any government, agency, 
person or circumstance is held 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. . 

(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. 

( 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. 

' 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

(d) No provision of this compact shall have any effect up~m _the allo
cation or distributiqn.of piterstate waters or upon any appropnative water 
right. ·. " . . . . . · . . · 

. SEC. 2. NRS .277,230 .and 278.780 to 278.828, inclusive, are hereby 

46 
47 
48 

, 49 

repealed. :•,.':1 ;•, %\;t'~ trs < . . . , . , ' · 
. SEC, 3:/';Chapte(502, Statutes of J:levada 197~, at page 803, entitled 

, ''An, Act reJating: t~ •· the Tahoe Regional PlanQmg Agency; providing 
, chan~es in the agency's governing body; clarifying certain provisions; 
providing technical corrections; and providing 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 certified 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 . . v 

· 2. The Congress of the United 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 
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.Douglas County, I do not view the TRPA as a threat 

either to my welfare or my Constitutional righ~s. 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--! see one Lake, one 

contiguous ring of Sierras, one Basin. It seems natural and appropri

ate to me that there be one Agency responsible for enforcement of 

common ordinances(pertaining to land use and construction practices) 

- designed to protect the unique qualities of the Basin from the short

sighted or the greedy. 

However, from the public outroar which has a 0:companied Agency 

operations over the past few years, I deduce that whi~e some feel the 

Agency has been lax, many more feel it too ready to usurp individual 

powers granted under the Federal ~onstltution. 

The three Senate Bills under discussion here today all represent 

attempts to modify the existing Compact to meet the majority of ob

jections that have been raised since the Agency became operative. 

Before I offer my few specific suggestions I should like to 

discuss what I consider a most important long range consideration 

that has not been raised by these bills but has been mentioned else

where. Specifically. it has to do with the makeup of the political 

subdivisions at the Lake. I agree completely with the Lake residents 

of Washoe County that due to their physical separation from their 

Jh>-:::? 
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county seat, and because of population differences, their ina b111ty 

(e to get proper political representation leaves them on the short end 

-

• l 

of most decisions. The situation in Douglas County is similar, though 

not as extreme. I suggest the Legislature consider creating one Nevada 

Tahoe County made up of those parts of Washoe, Carson, and Douglas 

Counties that lie within the ·rahoe 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

tical subdivisions in the Basin from six to two, and leads me to my 

specific comments on the bills before this CoI!lID.ittee. 

(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. Fo~estry 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 congestion on U.S. 50 in 

Douglas County. I sug~est transportation improvements be tied tofu

ture hotel/casino approvals as discussed below. 

(III) SB 266 and 267 Article VI (a) (2) "Redline" 

Before com:,1ent ing on the specifics of the Red-line proposal, 

I must say I feel that the existing facilities and environment of the 

South End of the Lake are already overtaxed and that no further hotel/ 

casino construction should be permitted, neither the Harvey's nor ,he 

Park, nor the Jennings nor the Kahle projects. /,£o-/1~ 



Smith, con. 3 

If, however, the Committee feels the political necessity 

- to define an enlarged area within which hotel/casino construction 

may take place, then I offer the following su~gestion: 

-

a. Douglas County has already defined by their zoning maps the 

area within which construction of hotel/casinos shall be allowed. The 

State should either reject all new construction or accept the County's 

zoning rather than~ubstitute its own parbial solution. 
f 

b. The State should insist that no construction of Hotel/Casinos 

should take place until all services required to support the addition 

have been approved and provided. These include normal water, sewer, 

power, gas, postal, housing, parking facilities, but more importantly, 

traffic flow systems. U.S. 50, within Douglas County, will 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

tion of the hotelJCasino projects presently on the bocks. Total build

out of the area as defined in these bills will require doubling the 

siae of U.S. 50 and adding eight to ten lanes of by-pass roads. These 

figures are conservative as discussed in the TRPA Stateline Subregional_ 

~nd Impact Stud~Jand 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 
pre v,· .e.d 

traffic flow ca has been to accomodate said con-

structlon. This can be covered under this section or Article V (b)(2) 

( Iv) SB 266 and 267 Article VI (¼~' Voting 

I believe in positive action. Approval of a project should 

require a positive vote rather than the lack of a negative vote. 
'\ 

(• ( v) SB 266 and 26 7 Artie! e VI t\,;) fro jec t 1'1me L1 mit 

/~-<:.9 



Smith, con. Project Time Limit •••••• 4 

Again, I feel the State should follow "the "'ounty' s practices. 

Both a start and completion time should be defined. More importantly. 

no major 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 sug~est 

that the gaming license and proof of financial capability be final 

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

Keep the clock on the project. Reasonable time limits should be set. but 

once all approvals have been received I should think a project could 

start within three month5and be completed in three years. Should the 

limits not be met, the Gaming License and Building fermit should be 

withdrawn and the builder required to remove all partially completed 

construction and return the land to approximately its original condi

tion. Of course time lost because of court injunctions or similar 

- proceedin8$should not count against the three year construction period. 

I thank the Committee for its attention and 
consideration. 

Edward P • .'.:>mith 
P.O. Box 1281, 
Zephy~ Cove, Nev. 
89448 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SB ... 26.6. 

ARTICLE I. 
---~---~ ----- --------- --

Fm••i•gs a•a Deelaratie• ef Policy -- -·-· --·- . - - . -~-- - - -- -· - --- -- - ----
(a) It is f=u•d that:iitacqer t• preve•t irrepara•le i•jury 
------~---- -------- -- ------- -------------------

t• Lake Tahoe as a u•ique •atural tr~asure of tne people 
>------ -------- ---- ---------- -- --~ 

a11•· e! Nevae.a, Califer•ia a•ti the Ullitei States tut: 

-

P ,2 L-·1- · ·-- .:_ -·-----------------
' •• The waters et Lake Tahee ••• ether reseurees ef the (u:b!x.b.nu) 

thrtt-L.S9 

1 

------ - ------ ----- . --------
whiell ~~~ ead;uger~ the utural 'eeauty a•• 

-· eeo•ene rraductivity •f.the re~io•• 

-·- -_·,·-~~X~-X-liftlU~-The states •f-Nevaaa 

'--··--a:id.-Califerda a:aei the··udterState~ave •-·~ia~Taatial -

,_ -

,_ . 

1. -The Tahee regh• e.xhi 'ti ts· u:aique state ••• •a tii:aa1-·- -

-- e•vire••e•ta·l- aul. ecolegica-1--vaiue:s-wldc.b. ar.--------

-- irreplaeea•le. 

Ii. By virtue e.f-tile special ee1ui.itie•s a•a -eircuaata•ee:3--- . 

---UX~u~::uin:l ef the •atural ecelegy, ttevelepl'teatal------· 

-----pat.ter:a, populatioa cistributioa a•d hU.llaA •eeds.i•-----

. ____ the Lake.Tahoe regii,i:t~. the regiQA is. experienci:a&------

_____ pro'itlem!! ef_ resource_us~J_Ao._ci.~.ficig•c.ie.$_&.f_e.•vir~o•~--

11e•:ta.l co•trel . ._ __________________ _ 

_ -~ ... ~•_cre_a~i•g _u.r.•a:aizat io• a.d t~~_ra pill expa:asb• ef i:1:g}l~ 
________ r:!-s! c;ami:ag _c_~s~as_;s t~reat1:ni•g. the ecelti_gical v~l~~~ __ 

ef the Tahee reii•• a:ad thre~te~i•~ the pu•lic 
IJ------·---·--- ~-~~ -- ~ -- -- -------- ------ ---

eppertUJlities fer use •f the pu•lie la~is. 
------~----------

--------- ---------
scenic, recreatio•al, eiuc~tio•al, scie•tific, •atural 

a•• puslic nealtA vclues proviiei ey the Lake Tahee 

Ba11i•. 
--- ---~----------------~--- ---



l 

2. 

J __ g. That Nevada, C-.lifor•ia .;..11ti the U•ite& States have a.-·-_ - - __ 

1-1--___ su'as_talltial _i•terest_i• _protecti:ag,_preseI"_vi•g._:_a.11t _________ _ 

~- ) __ . --i-1-----e~-=llh=a=•tl•g_th~se values for the resio.e•ts _•f _-.:nil _________ _ 

visiters te etaisrvery special _p_l_a_c_e_._" _______________ _ 

lil. The pri1tary respo•si'dlity for the provisio• ef --------1-+-------..,._ __ __,_ __ ...__ ____ ~-----=------,-------------
reereatiou.l, edueatioul, a•• scie•tific opportu•itie~ -------- -l-./.-----------'-------_;:_ __________ _c_;: _____ ....:... ____ _ 

< l __ _ 

-----

I 

the preservatio:a e! sceAic a:ad :aatural areas, a:aa. the 

safe~ardi:ag of the pu~lic who live, work anti play i• •r 

visit the area rests with the States =f Nevada aad 

Cali!or:aia a:ati the federal goverue•t. 
- ------------·-·----··-------------------------

the federal gover•me:at has a:a i:aterest ia the • a:a.geae:at 

---•---.rthe resources a•• shoul• assist the states ill 

iu-itnli:ag their_ re~!J:nsiiillties. 

~J;-There-1s-ii-111.eet1t•- • aiata i•~equ11T'erfi1•·•·etwee11- the 

regis:a I s·11.atura:i- encl.owme:at-uui-its ·maua111-e-e:avire'11r.eAt, _ 

te pr,serve the scenic ~eauty-•f,-asthetic ameaity-1:a, 

--- --- a.11d recreatio•al epportu,dties- ~f the regie•, te assure----

- - - - -- - the pretectfo:a ef tae pu'alie .ltealth 'ay l're~erviAg the-- --

air quality •f the regio•; a:aci. it is recog.11ize11- that----

(for the .. purpose of e.aha•ciag) i• •ro.er- to euaAce-the----

- _ ef!icie:acy_a:at:-6everlll!e:ata.Leffective•e.s.s.. •f tne reg):0.11-,c;;;-----

- _____ it_is_ imperative __ that __ there 'ae _e:sta'alished. a:a areawide _____ _ 

! 

l. __ _ Xl!Xl!XlqlXD~ use a•• re1tewal t• exercise effecti v_e_ _________ _ 

~Avirolll!ental ceKtrols ana t• perf•r• other esseaticl 

functi~•s a:s eAuEerate« i:a thi:s title, ia coAcert wita 
-------~-1_ 

state an« feeeral p•licy. 
-----~--------'~------------ --~--------------- --- -----

------ -~-~ --- ------------------- ----------·--·- -~ --- ---- ·--



J. 

~. __________ ARTICLE __ !!._ _____ -------------·-- -

__________ D~e~f_i~lli~_h_11,._:!I _______________________ _ 

N~ cha11ge 1• thi:!I Atticle. - ------- +J__:__:__...:=__:__::__ _____ ____c:.__ ___________________ _ 

Sub:!ltitut~ 
fer 

-------------------------------------
ARTICLE III 

________ Qrga•izati••-----------------------

__ !~_c~) ____ Tlq_!._11_~11•er~_ilf'P•i•ted_ •Y the_Gove~nei::__ef_California •••------

L. 2$ o~!!!_ ~ea.~ev· appc,iJtt_~!-..:lty __ ~h~ _Qoverttc.r 0 •f_ Nevada ._-The_ appei•t•e•t._:._,:_c:__ __ 
thru 

__ !:f the Califer11ia aeaeer:!I :!hall ae suaject t• je=•~a_t~e~---------
Ba~e J 

c~nfiraati••~ The Califoraia meEeers shall rep~r_e __ :!l_e_•_t-'--~th----"e ______ _ 
A L. J6- - o· ... C 1 :f 
• pualic at large~ ae :!IUCn a i eraia •emaer may •ea reside•t - _______ _J_i.:_ _______ .::__ ________________ _,c __________ _ 

--
..I.chi the 

ef aay eteu:nty iAelui.1:ag Hl!litiitUisi:if the- regioa, aiui the other 

:!lh~ll ee a resioe:nt o! oAe of the 10 southerU1e:!lt cou:nties 
------ ------------------

ef Cali:fer:nia. The me~eer appoiatea ~y the Gover:n•r of Nevada 
-------------·-- ------ - -~ -- ~··----------------------

(:!hall aet) ~•ea re:!lide:nt ~f the re~io• all.a shall represe•t 
--------------- -- --- - --- - --

the pu'!tlic at large. 
-------- -- ---·----·--------------

-- ~-~nx~x~ Secretary ef the Ca1ifer:aia Res~uraes 
I 

--------- ·--- -
ef Ceaservatioa ••• Natural Res•urce:!I •r hi:!I ie:!lig11ee. 

---TheSeeretary ef State ef the State o:f Neva,a er his ie}'uty:-
- ----- - ---------------------

f--------------------------------------

after __ n_.a1 ern 

Pa~e 4 L. · 0 
_If 

~. --. 

the majority vote ef the .c:e1:1aers .fro• o•e state a.o 11ot .i.gree - --

r 

with the ~ajority ~ete et the Eecgers froa the ether state, a fMal __ 

acti•• e! rejectJe• of 

I 'le deer.ea-te have 'oeea 
-! - - - - - - --

1 - -

the 11atter befere the goveraillg eociy shall~--_ 

take•. 

Jfl,()-6.5 
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ARTICLE III 
-

Substitut ---- -Orga.nizath• --·--
for 

-;:~p:-Jns-av,- 'f?J::>rvM'l'l-,-G>-n M>ss~,j,v --~·--·-
! Pa~e" 5 
--------- ----·· 

L. 3 ( B) The executive •f!"icer of the La.h:,ataa Regioaal W-.ter Quality 

----
thru c~atrel Boara ef the St-.te of Ca.liforaia, or kb iesir;aee; 

-----· 
L. 6 tae executive officer of the Air Reseurces Boari of tl:ie State 

, 

--·-------- -.f-Cali!orllia, or liis ciesigaee; tJ:ie inrerortne----i3ureifiCo.t 

Eaviro1U1eatal7Iealtllerne7teaTe1£7Jrvis.10•-of th e-ne ?iirt1reat. 

--- ~.r Health--,- Wel!"are -aaa· Reha"dlr-e-aTioa-o.C-U1e--St-.te -•f-Nevacia., 

-~----- or his d.esig11.ee, --the .lir-- Pellutioa-Coatrol--Of:ficer of-the 

- State e! Nevaaa-,c- or his- iesigJ1.ee, 

- - ------ ( ) Four reside11ts ~f the· State-of -Nevaaa,--eaca-of- w.b.o• -shall ••~-'-'-"----
·- - &pfei:ateli •y-the-goverJtillg- 'Hd.y. 

--------- ( ) Four resice•ts o.t'-the State of_ Cali!'oraia, each ef whoa_sl\a.11 

---- ~- ,e a PP• i:11.t eli. _ ·•Y-tlte geverai:ng_•otiy. 

-( ___ ., _______ 

----- O•-Page -

--1-.--23 SU stitute "Shall"-for ·tt11aytt----s.- tlu.t ( k) woulci-read.. 
I 

- -- -- -- -- (k) Eaeh state shall- provide 'ey-·law for- the- disclosure or --- -

-------- ----- elil!!i11atio:a o! es:a.fliets of iaterest Oll the part of ceaaers- --- -
I 

of the .;~ver:d•~ 11etiy appoillteti -- froa-titat-state. I ---~--

-- Oa L 25 add: ---· The-Caliiorai-. aez11ers shall 11e c~asidered -,ta. te------- --

-- ------ .._ ____ - •fiicers f•r-purposes oi- Cha.pt e~-( cc,-eacillg-witls. S~ctio~-

------· 1--------- 87100) of. Title_ 9 of_ the __ Goverlllleat_ Cod.e. oLtae State __________ 

---- --~-- of California. -

---·------

-- -- --------- --- -

' ---~-- -- . --- -·, 

----- ---

-- --- --- -- ----- ------- ----. -------

- -- - --. - - ·------- -- ------ - --- ------- - ·------- --------

- --- ---- - - - ------ - ------- -------------------- -------- ,. 

I 
-------- -- - ---- - - --- --------·- - ---~-- - . ---- - - -- --- -- ., --- . -- - -

- --- - - --- - - -- --- -- --· - ------ --

I 
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ARTICLE IV 
-------------- -----

---------4-----------------------:--------------
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IN.TRODUC r-lON 

This report is intended to.por.tray some of the more basic ·imp~cts·of potential ne~ 
hotel/casino development in the Lake Tahoe Basin .. The base.year for ~he study ·is 
1974, with mosl of the data referenced having been generated in 1974 tl:irough the 
Tahoe R,cgional Transpor_tation_ Study (TRTS)·. That study was .a joint undertaking 

· conducted by the Nevada Highway DepartmeJit. California Depai•tment of. Transport,ation, 
. California T9ho·e Regional Planning Ager:1cy, an~ the Tahoe Regional Plannir:ig Agency; . 

.Tt:,e study consis.ted of exteris·ive home inter'."'iews, hotet, mqtel and campgrour:id inter-
views conducted throughout the Tahoe Basin in the winter and ·summer ·of~ 974. ·. . , . . . . . . .. 

·. 

-
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SUMMARY 

The potential for expai,sfon of the Tahoe gaming i~dustry .is at two levels. One is the 
expansion of Soult) Shore gaming by the addition of .four major hotel/casino projects 
which hav~ already receiv~d the approvals .necessary to go to construction. The other 
is the. possibility of new hotel/casino projects proposed on land which must allow gaming 
development under the TRPA Compact. 

The four additions to the.South .Shore gamir1g industry which have already received 
approvals would double the gaming floor area, hotel roori'ls. and employees presently fn 
the South Tahoe gaming area. A tota·1 of !2, 000 ne~ employees woufd be generated through 
the gaming expansion and related service industry expansion, bringing_~ ·total .addi~iori 
to the South Shore population of 24,000 persons .. Th~ t[affic into and out of the gar_wng 
area at South Shore would be expected to double., posing a requirement (or ten traffic 
fanes 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 

·. fheory, se~age restrictions on both sides of the State line are likely to severely curtail 
the number. of new units which can be developed·, forcing.a majority_of the new employees· 
to find housing outside the Tahoe_ Basin.and increasing the compE!tition for the limited 

· housing stock .. 

The addition of ~ther new hotel/casinos would have differing .. impacts depending upon 
the location. Tt:u~.re is a potential for ~..eo s11.ch_new t:ac.iiities at the South Shore (in 
addition inJ_be..fgur with sip,prov..als), one at the-North Shore ·State line and seven in ·the 

•. dine Villa~a...i:ga. E~ch additional facility _would be exp·ected _to add approximately 
1/4 of the gaming area currently in operation· at the South Sho1-e, with-each new _facility 

-

at South Shore increasing the South Tahoe resident population by appro•ximately 1/6. 
Each new facility at the North Shore would incr'ease the North Shore resident population: 
by a factor of 1 /3 o_ver curre_nt ·levels. Each new facility is expected to generate sufficient 
vehicle traffic to require two additional traffic lanes. . . 

IAP -- 65 ... 
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~AMING AT LAl<E TAHOE 

HISTORICAL BAC.l<GROUND 

J • 
/ 

..... . . . . . 

The resort characte"r of the T~hoe ~rea began lo cmerg.e in llie late· l800's; and early 
1900's. It was ·in the- 1930's that roads t.o the Basin were paved and the area became 
accessible -to ·large numbers o(peqple residit1g in the de':'eloping metropolitan areas : 
of Norther·r-1 California. The 1930-'s also.saw. the_advE:rit of legalized ga~ing ir:i Neyada 
and the first clustering of activity around the North and· Soutli Shore Stateline areas· 
began. The scale of resort activity a_round T~hoe rema·ined relatively smaq throug!1 . 

. the 1.9~0's and. early 19SO's; but began a. major ,transi~ion in the late l9SO'.s. At. t!"lat . 
time the larg·er' gaming establishment~ began to appear· at the ~outh Shore.Stateline 
and they began to cater to~ ye~r-rou·nd market.·1 This development was followed in• 
the early 1960!s _by improved highway ·acces·s t.o the· Tahoe ·region and the· blossoming· • 
o·f the s·ierra ski industry .following .the 1960 Winter Olyrppics at Squaw_ '}!alley. ·Tt1e· ." 
gr9wing metropolitan Sacramen!Q a~o San F~andsco Bay areas ·represented a market 
for year-.rourid recr_eation and :the i-:ahoe Basin offereq a unique ~om bi nation of out stand_-=-,· 
_ing natural recreati_on_ opportunit~es ?nd -year-rour:ic;f g~rry)ng_ and ~nte.rtainment. The 
resultant boom ·at Tahoe found the permanent population of-the·Basin increasin by· .. 

· 112%-b~tween .. 1960 and 1970-- 7. 75'6 p~r ear com a red wi't a Caltfornia statewi · e ayerage 
· · Q.!.3Jpproxtm~te y . 5% per. year): Secor:id- ome development was rapid, with an inventory· 

of nearly 12,000 having been developed by 1970,.' sweHing· t.he.Tahoe· Basin .Peak. seasonal 
_population to n_ea~ly 100,0~0' persons.2 . • . . , 

' CHARACT~R OF TAHOE GAMIN~ 
, . . 

•. ith .the "Tahoe Booml• · ca.me the estab_lis~e11t of ga~ih.g a~·a principal indµslry·. . -.~ .. 
of the-Tahoe Basin. ln-.!_974 approximately 113 of the Tahoe Basfu~J.9~p12,lo)(.rrient 
drew income from the area's gaming esi~U.sbro~ts.: 3 As with any ir1dustry of such 
r°etative importance to a r:egion, any sig~ificant expan.sion jn that industry is bound . 
to impact the region in a ·num~er of way?··· To assess,_the probability of impact, tho~gh, 
it is necessary to .analy~e th~-nature of_ t):le ipdu~try_ and establish a base for comparison .. 

. . . - . . ... . . . . . .· . . •. -. 
· ... 

Relativ·e Scale of Ta.hoe Gaming- . . 
Though th~re ·-i~ ~ c~mpar~blt:; numb.er. of gaming_ establishment~ at the North -~~ore ·of 
Lake.Tahoe, the scale of the facHities and level .of acti_vity is considerably greater at 
the South Shore. The 197.5 Nevada Gamin Abstract thts ·the totaf· reve·nue from the 
South Tahoe. ciffling facilities at- 184_3 million, 10%.of the.state 1:gure. ,- 1 e this 
15 far short of the 992 ... 7 million generated by the Las Vegas strip; it is .approac;hing· 
the $234. 3 million g·eneratea by -~he Ren·o/Sparks ~aci lilies. The North Shore area, 
by. cot1t_rast, was not itemized· in the 1975 Abstract as a_ sigl)ificant .. gaming center. q_ 

. . .. . .• . 

Growth. 

; Growth in 'the :ga~it1g industry. at Tahoe was co~~urrent ~ith its po,;,:i,a_ti6n: ~,-owlh-a; 
both ends of.the Lake-through t:nost of the- 19S01s·and 1-9601.s. Major g,:unin_g __ faciliti_es · 
developed j3l both the North and South ~horc Statelin·e area.~. and a m~jor f~cility dev~loped 
fn :Incline Villa9e. With the d~velopment·of the Sahara Tahoe in the mid-1960's and .t~e ·. 
emphasis on big nam.e ·entertatnment _at th_e Saha,:-a Tahoe and Harrah's, however. the 

A South Shore began to .take a~ increasin~ share ~f the Tahoe g~ming-/ent:rtainmen~ market. 
W~tuall all of the D u las Count am1n revenues come fro91 South Shore. Between 

1960 and 1970 those gaming revenues increased rom $2 . mt ton to l> million. This 
represents a 161 % increase over the ten year perio·d •· compa·red to arl4ncr:ease of only 
91 % for the· whole of Washoe Coun_ty during the same p~riod. 4 Through the later:-portion 
of that ten year· period t_he as:tivity at·North Tahoe tapered off. · _ '· . · · _ • . 

Jio-"f:.36. -. 
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.. . . . . 
· . At the South Shore this growth has continued into the 1970's. In Fiscal·,Year 1975 gamii:,g 

r. revenue for South Tahoe totaled approximately $118. 5 million, 'w,ithin 25i of the $15·8. 5 
.illion gc1·m·ing ~evenue figure for Reno/Sparks in Fiscal Ye~fr 1975 (g-arning reyenue · · 

'.!I is a portion of the total revenue referred-to ea.-lier) .. 4 In 1975, three major hotel/casino 
facilities and three minor casinos were in operation ·at the South. Shore (See Table f). 
Estimates developed from·the Summer: 1974 Tahoe Regional Transportation Study ~urveys 

. indicate tha't a total annual ()atronage of ·n. 8 rniHion was generated by the South Tahoe· 
. gamif'!g facilities i_r __ 1974. T.he average_patronage per 1000 squa.re' feet of gamin·g space- · 

( 

is a useful Index ~or comparison of gaming activity. The ·13. 8 m_illior, annual patronage • 
,:-epr~sents an ayerage of 396 patrons _per pea~ season day for each 1000 square feet · 
of gami·ng floor ar_ea in the South Tahoe casinos _(Appendix A). . ·. ·. : 

•. . 
At the North Shore the gam_ing activity jn• the first nalf_of the current dec~de· was consider
ably different. Ownership ·changes, financi.11 difficulties and litigatfon c;losed the two . 
major North ?hore hotel/casinos (Ca-I Neva Lodge. & Kings <=:astle,. now Hyatt Lake Tahoe) 
f9r varying periods of time, and the fa~i Ii ties· remaining open. ·experienced relatively 
poor years (See Table 1). The estimated to.tell patronage at the· North Shore faci lilies . · 
in 1974 was only 1 .'8 million. The marked difference in the intensity of gamin.g activity 
between the North: and South Shores is most apparent ir:Hhe estimate of. only 234 patrons 

·per day per 1000 square feet'of active gaming ar-ea for the·North _Shore_d_ur'ing·the peak·•. 
season, compared with the figure ·or 396.for the South Shore·. (Appendix A). Since 1974, 
however, 'Kings Castle has reopened as the Hyatt lake-Tahoe, arid ·cat. Neva Lodge is. 

· expected to reopen in the near future. The rejuvenation of these two major facilities is 
expected to trigger a marked •incre'.3se in tl1e overaU intensity of gaming· ·activiti.es at . 

• the north end of Lake Tahoe: · · · · 

-Seasonality · .- . 

Seasonality is verv. pronounced in the Tahoe tcurist ·indu~try·, incluqing the g~_ming 
industry_. ·Though tl:)e primary market for the Tahoe Basin is large (.in excess of five 
million ·people within the metropolitan Sacramento and San Francisco Bay aret1s).6, the 
.e._ccess to the region is almost exclusively by a11tori1obile. Wint~r weather conditions 
frequently inhibit travE:I and when cof11bined with the natural influences of 11

, 1 acation· 
seasons", the summer qu·a_rter is the peak :-ea.soo, by a significant factor, with traffic 
volumes, .patron_a.ge, and various othC;r ind~cc1tor-s of tourist activity all maintaining high 
levels from Jl:JIY 4 through the Lcibor ·oay· holidays .. The fluctuati9n between seasons 

.. is dramatic, with estimates of monthly patronage for the So.uth Shore gaming facilities 
in 1974 r.anging from a peak in A9gu·st· of 2>2 ri,i Ilion pe'rsons to a ·row of ·s50 thousand 
persons in November (Appendix A). The other indecies of tour:ist activity ir, th~ region 
exhibit similar trends. · · · · · 

Tourist Generation 

In contrast to Las Vegas <;1nd Reno, tourism· in the Ta~oe regi-on does not nece~·sari ly' 
imply an attracti9n to the gaming or ~1_1tertainment activities of the area. Tahoe presents 
a unique combination of natural_ recreatior:i arnenil!es su~h as spectacula~ scenery. camping 
and hiking opportuniti.es, w~ter and snow. related recrearion,·-and the simple lure of "a 
cabin in the mounfains 11 • ConsideraQle eviacnce gathered in ·the 1974 Tahoe Regional . 
Transportation Study -surveys suggest •. bowever_,· that the ·$,laming industry is definitely 
a major attra~ for most of the Tahoe visitors, parJkularly those at South Shor.~. 
The majorhdtel/casino facilities of South Shore a,-e all clustered within 1 / 4 mile of the . 

A State lin~. O~ t~e Cal if~rnia side_ of th~ South State li':e, t1_1e~e a,·e appr~xim~'tely 3200. 
W motel unrts within 1/4 mile and approximately 45(10 units w1th1n 1/2 mrle. Thrs represents 

nearly 60% of th~ South Lake Tahoe motel rooms. Of significance is tf:le (act that even · • 
though these units ~·re in ~h~ midst of the mos_t· urbanized portion of tlJe TatJoe Bps in, 

• • I • 
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- .. TABLE 1-

EXISTING GAMING RESORT FACILITIES IN THE TAHOE .BASIN 

Lake Tahoe Casinos Gaming Hote13 
. 3 . Su"M~ER 19? 4 

Parcel Size3 1mploye~s 
2 

Show Height 
Floor Area Rooms Room Floors Acres Coverage % Res.. Non. Res . . Total 
(s . ft.) 

North Shore .
4 

· 
Cal Neva 6,000 250 yes ·10 12.5 7.?. . 62 .. · 
Crystal Bay 7,000 · - · .no 2 2.9 2.6 63 
HyattS . •. 10 6007 4638 yes· il 27.4 17,3 .90 , 7 
Nev •. Lo<;lge 11,0007 52 . yes 4 4.7 4.3 90 
No. Shore Clb. 5,500 .32 no 2 , ... 12.6 8.6 69 

·. Tahoe Nugget'. 3, ·0003 - no 1 0. 8- ,6 . 70 

TOTAL: 
.. 

~3,100 797 3 60.9° 4Ll .67 ·720 78 . 798 

South Shore 
10,s607 Barney's no 2 0.2 o·.2 100 

Gary 1s 6 ·. , :2., 0003 
2509 ·, 

no 2 .0.8 0.7 88 
H.arrah's 47,0003 yes .. 18 24.6 1.6. 5. 61 . 
Harvey's Res. 38,0003 ·. 194 ·po 12 18.5 . 16.6 90 .... 
Harvey's Inn 6 ,.ooo~ 125 no 2 4.8 2 .8 · · 5a· 
Sahara Tahoe 

:, ' 542 :'15 · 34.0 25.0 . ·74 · 35 ,7007' . yes 
So. , Tahoe Nug; 4,300 no 2 LB 1.8. ... 100 

TOTA~ 141,500 1,,111 2 83;9 62.9 ·75 6640 49,5 ·. . 7p5 

BASIN. TOT AL 184,600 -i,908 5 ' 144.8 . 109 

1 TRTS Home.Interview Survey, Sumnie;·l974• 
2 TRTS Roadside Surv~y, Summer 1974 · 
1 TRPA Project Files, Parcel Maps, Aerial Photos, Staff, etc.·. 
4° Cal Neva Club·was·closed durihg·the summer of,1974 . . 
S The Hyatt was operating slots only because it was in· recei-vership · 

du.ring the summer of 1974 (esL of 1/_2 of floor.area i.n use). 
6 Gary's Casino was not in operation during·:~he summer.of 197.4. 

72. 7.360 573 7933 

•. 

·~ 

i TRPA field check or phone inquiry . . . . . . . 
~ 8 48 rooms are on a lakeshore parcel (7. 4 a·cre). and 415 rooms are· in the main hotel (20. 0 acre p·arcel) 
• 9 250 rooms .were completed and in use in .1974 out of the· 540 rooms presently in use. · . . . .. 
;-.., ,, 

'Jl/7 /77 

• 
Parking Space.s3· :- . 
Open Struct. Tota 

205 205 
175 175 

600 600 
460 . 460 
115 115 

58 58 

1,438 175 1,613 

50 SC 
:2, 1Q4 446 2, 56C 
1,600 1,60( 

245 - 24~ 
1,215 l.21~ 

235 23~ 

s·. 459. · 446 5, 90~ 

6,897 621 7 ,SU 



.• • F .. 

su~r~u·nded by the· heavi.est traffic ~onges_tion ·.i_,,.~~c B~~in, and_ gc,:1crilJly rnbre expc_n'si~e, 

( 
they also have the highest occupancy rates. Or:Gupancy rates c,f·motcls within 1/4 mile' · · ' 

A>f the Stale line were measured at approxim~lcly 85% in the .Sum.~ 1914 TRTS Hotel/· 
."~otel .Survey, while those between 1 /4 and.1 /1 mile averaged approxiri1ately 72%. Those. • • 
~ motel units in the westerly half o_f the City of S_outh. La.ke Tahoe averaged oniy 62% occu..: . · 

pancy. The 1, 111-units within the three major hotel /casjoos had a 96% occupancy figure. . .. 

~

.nother indication. of the attraction of th~ gaming industry i_s the per.tent~ge _of t_raffic-, 
o·lumes. The higf:lest traffic volumes in the L~ke Tahoe Basin occur between Pioneer · · ~ 

1 ail and Park Aven~e on _Highway so,· a roxi .. mile west of the· State line •. 
·The total number o vehicle t.-ips into and _out of the South Shore casinos identified in 
·the Summer TRTS survey averaged appro>~imately_31, 000 er da for summe se·ason. 
TRTS data indicates that approximately 72%-o l e traffic into the gaming establ'is.hments 
originates on the.California side of the State line. Correcting for the number of v.ehicle.· · ·. ~-

. trips that travel_less t~an· 1/.4 mile to cross.the State line. The data in~icates that approxi- · 
m~:6 of the average ~dail~ t~affic at, that most congested point is eit,~er destined fs:,r. : 
or coming from the St~telme cas,nos . .3 . · · . .· ,_. • • . . . · . . . . . . . .. . . 

: . . . .• . 
POTENTIAL FOR EXPANSION 

.• . . 

. South Shore .. ·• 
. . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . .. . '. . : . . ·. ~ . . -. 

There are two .e!eme_nt-s to t_he potential for garf!tng ·expansion at South Shore:·. Tf:)at . 
resulting from prospective g~n:i!ng development which has already r·ece·ived the necessar.y 
approvals; and th~t fr~m_future g~ming proposa_ls on undevel~ped parc·e1s·exempted· . · 
from full TRPA land ·us~ aul_hority-under Ar:!k!e VI Section (a) of the. TRPA Compact. •. · ·. 
In the former instance, foµr major hotel/casino projects ·have bef!n .submitt.ed fqr review 

aat the 09uglas County. Neyada TRPA ~_np TRPA levels ~nd h<;1v.e ·receiyed the necessary' 
Wapprovals {See Table 2): In all _four instances 'no formal acti~~ "~as taken by TRPA due to 

. the failure of the TRJ:>A Governing Board to reach d_ual maj_ority' agr.eemcnt on either approval 
or denial. With the interaction of ~r[!cle HI Scc.tion {g.) and A_,·ticle VI Se_ction· (k) of the Bi-• 
state Compact, however,. the failure of the TRPA to fake aclion allows _the projects to pro¢_eed. 
~ccording to the earlier_a'pproyals·.by D<>uglas Cotinty and the .. NTRPA. · 

Of the fou·r prc;>jects with-approvals·, • two are wilhi.i, th~--~o-ca.fled 11 casi~o core"· of 
· South shore. Harvey's expa·nsion is proposed _on tt:ie existing Harveys .Yfagon_ Wheel: 

site· and the Park Tahoe is _presently being constructed adjacent -to .Harrah's and Barney•~. 
across Highwa·y· SQ frorT'! the S_a~ara Ta.hoe. The other two _projects .. the Hotel Oliver 
and Tahoe Palace are bey~nd the junction of Highway· 50 and. Kingsbury Grade, anp ·are 
approxirm:~tely 3/q ll)ife f~om the State line. 

hs Table 2 suggests, the con~tructio~ and operation .of those· four a roved rejects .. 
would have a _erofoon~ e_f ect_ on the outh Taho.e gaming picture. W-ith _those approvals - · 

. alone the amount of gaming floor area at. the South Shore gaming facilities would double · 
· as would the· number of holel room?, paclsirig o:1Jaces and employ.ees; and the number""of · 
~w rooms would -triple. In ad~ilion! the two Kingsbury area hotel/casino~ jn com6i~ation 
with the existing minor faciliti•es of Harvey's Inn. Ga_ry's Casino and.the South"Tahoe Nugget 
would e~stablish a secohd hub of gami·ng activity al the-South Shore_ (See ":\ap 11). ~ · 

. "' .. . . .. 

The second elerner'lt of.J?otential g~ni_i"ng expan~i~n ~t South S.ho,·e i.~ th'e ~ssibility of gaming. 
development on the land which do~s not prese11tly J')ave gaming· facilities but ,~h_ich·.was . 

. . zoned to pe.·mit them in 1968. Under Article VI Section (a) of the .Bl_sta.te Compact, any pro- · 
- posed.gaming 9evelopment on ~uch land must be 1·ecog~1ized by TRPA ?s a permitted -and ton

forming use.·. Map #1 identifies the exi.s~ipg gaming faci_lities, \he.three new hotel/casinos 
which have received approvals and .. potential sites on larjd ~x~inp_ted from TRPA control. 
Frontage and parcel size are.the·two most important factors in .evaluc!ting·· the potential 

.. : . ·. . . .... -. . . :: .. . 
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TABLE 2 

APPROVED ADD IT.IONS TO SOUTH TAHOE .GAMING INDUSTRY l 

Gaming Hotel Show Height . Parcel . . E111ployees 2 Parking 
Floor Area Rooms Room (floors) Size · . (Summer) Spaces 

(sq. ft.} (acres) . 

Harvey's . 
546 '22 . Expansion 50,000· yes ---- 2,575 2,900 

Parle Tahoe 40, QOO . · ·. 446 yes 14· 34.3 ·l,.100 1,600 

Rotel. Oliver 33,512· 960 yes 7, ·24 · l, 770 2,464,, 

Ta.ho.e. Palace ·32,350 ?60 res 11. 15 1,650 1,600 

Total Additional 
... 

,155,862 2,512 4 73·.3 - 7,095 . ···a,.s64 

Total Existing 3. · l, 401 4 
.. 

.141,500 2'· 83: 9. 7,957 5,905 

Total After 
Addition. 29,7, ~62 3,9~3 6 --- 157.2. 15,052 14,469 

1 .Basit information for .Har.vey,.s expan~ion, Park. Tah6E:, Hotel Oliv~r and T~h.0°e •Palac~··obtained·fro,m TRPA pr~jec~· 
application files for. the'respective projects.· . · · 

2 
3 
4 . 

• 

;~ 
\ 

-J 
·o 

Average employee figures were expanded .by ·a factor of 1: 1.18 t<;> generate peak season. employment fi•gures. · 
See Table #1 . · . . . 
This differs from the· 1_974 tot~l listed on Table #1 becau~e of the recent addition 6£ 290 hotel rooms to Har;rahs. 

. .... 

. .... 

.. 
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POTENTIA~ GAMING EXPANSION 

MAPS NO. l,· 2 an~ 3 
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" . . .. . . . . . . . . . 

f~r· ~~w hote1/ca~ino sites o~ ~h;•ex~m'pt lands~~ TRPA ~taff ·co;i,sid~red the parcef sJz·e • 1 · : . •; · 
·and frontage of the. three recent hote_l/ci:!slno n1,pro"'.als in. evafµating potential sites~ ,_ .. 

"" ·Th;ough lhat e~aluation,. TR~A staff h~s concl.uded that there are a .maximum of s.even .•) . . . 
._A.1.ential hotel/casi~o sites which have not yet bee~ clcv~loped o~,.approve9 for gami':'g . L. 

Tevelopmenl O(!._lhe South Sho~e .. · • . . . . . . . . . . : . . . :,: .' -! 
. .. .. . : _... . . . . .. : ~ 

The future of the· two approved Kingsbury_~rea hotel/~asi"nos may bc.~n impbrtanl'fa:ctor'i .. ,. . 

1 

in determi.ning ·whether:or not ,:nany of_ the potential _sites ·a.re considered by_ .developers. : . ·: · 
_for gaming faciliti~s, as the .~~t~~lishment ?r that ~eco~d~h~b-of Sol!lh S~ore gaming·.. _- .. ~--.· · 
activities could brmg the g~ming .marke_( flose enough to same of the more ,:narginaf · :.. ·.;;~. · 

. sites to make them ec;_onomjcall,¥ attractive. A rera·ted factor is that wi'th the establi-°sh-" ; · ·::/··, 
1 men·t of th~ second hub, d~velopment or·ne~ ·ga·min9-_s_ites· might well .be .cla~sed as "'infill" • • \,.'.; 

1
oflhe gaming !arid us;e r~·the: t~an.~~xpa.nsion"_ ·o_f !h_e_gaf!ling l~nd:US:f:- ··. ·. · .... · .. ,: ~·: ._ 

~It should be 'note~ that owne~r~hip :~a'tterns· ~ill.pla.y-~n 1mportc1~t role i.n.
0

9e~errilining· .. · .. · :-\}.~ 
whether variQus. potential gaming_ si_tes '!·re ever pro.posed [or ·development. A n·umber of-":. ( 
the potentiai sJ.tes at~ present~y ~':'?:er a con!mori o~n~,:-ship. _and are nqt:!~e,:efore ~xpett~d . : 
to be develop~ as separatf,. c~mpetmg gam_mg pr0Je9::; .. Shoi.1fd economic factors result-·· 
in a. change. iq ownership _or: so.me·of_ the_-pa1°c.els, hoytev~r_, · tf,e .likely.hood of-.new gamiryg• -·. t 

:proposals.w6uld·be increasE:~- ·. ·• · · ... , · .: • 
. . .. . . . . .. 

- • ~ • ~ ; r •. • -.. • • • • • • • . ••:, 
. . .... _ .. 

t,Jorth Shore ·. · .. - ...... ~--. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. · 
There is ~n-Jy o~e,;.ew ·gami'~g r~lat~d facliity .pending. ~t the N~rth Shore. 1t IS a 2-si. 
room h·otel addition .to the ptes~nt .. Crysta! Ray Cluo w_hich wHI not expand the gaming 
floor area :1. .The add'ition was. o~iglnaUy approved by the N~~da TRPA ·prior'to the. 
forma·tion of the Bistate·AgenC:Y· Constrt."!ction ~as begun.at thal tim~. but the project 

Awas soon halted·and only ·recentlv was.work on th~ facili'ty begun ·again .. : There has· : •. 
•been·.an as .yet unresolved le. ar uestion raised_ about' whether or·not ·ti hotel facility ·<· . 

should be require to underg_o? n·ew review. ·.. · •· ·.. . 

·-

T.h;ex~an-~i<:>n of gamin~ f~~ili~i~s-;t 'the·~or.th ~h~fre· is therefore no.t as emine~t a·s )r. .. 
:;5 at south Sf1ore_ .. The expal'.)s1on of ga'"!lmg act1v1ty at North Sl)ore .i~ already occurring, 
;how;yer ~. As· e~rlier inc!ic~te.d; _the two·major facilit!es at North Shore ·were not in full .. 
operation· in ·th~ ear~y 19701s· and _gaming: aclivi ty at -tne f~ciJiti~_:i .which w·ere operational ... 
1«a~~signifi_cantl_y belo.w tha_t o.f'the mor:e pr<?~perous South Ta!"toe gaming i_ndu~try~ ~s · ·. 
reflected in the figure of 234 !'Jorth Sh~re pi!tro(ls· p.er 1000 ~quare· feet of operational. 
gam.ing ·space compare4 with a figu're o,f 396 palrons. per 100.0 sq~are. f~et at. Soutti . .?hore· 
·(Appendix A) .. This ·r:eprese_nts_ a significant increase in•the intensity of gaming activity 
possible within the present fa~ilfties. The ,-eturn to full operation of Hyatt·Lake TAhoe 
has·.atready -begun this expan~ion, with the nu1nb~r of em 10· ees increasin from 70 in • 
197lJ to 785 in 1976. 8 The expected rel~C'? to full operation of·Cal Neva l..&dge w1 .l_rkely 
make the area even more a·ur.ac;tive to Jhos_~ .seeking gaming ·and.entertainmeflt. Jn ~v~J
uati'ng the potential for gr.owl~ of.-th~ Norih Sho_reJacilities, . lhougt.i; one negative. · . · · 

_ factor rnu·st ·be conS.id~r~d ... Thal factor is· that the North Sho(e gaming core does -not·_ ~ 
abut on a major tourist r.esiden.tial ionE: as do.the hotel/casinos al'South Shore. and'are 
therefore not likely to draw ·the amount of. walk-in patronage drawn by the South Shore.· · 
clubs. Wi i.11· that walk-in patronage. amounti_ng to nearJy 50% of the total" at ·South Shore 

. (Appendix A) it is therefo're oot lik~ly that the pa~ronage per. 100.0 squar'e feet ~l North 
Shore wi l'I e~ual that gene,:atep, at South Shore. . . . . · . •; . : . . _- .. : . . . . . . : . . . . - . . . . . . .. 
The re'maining element of pote_f}~ial gaming e-:xpansio·n _at. North Shore is in tho;e l~nds 
falling under P..rticle.VI Section_ (a) of the Bi.state Compact on ~hi<;:h gaming development ·"' 
must be recognized by TRPA a~ a p~rmitted use. TRPA staff has evaluated the p,·operties .. ~ 

· in lhe North- Tahoe ._area ·w~ich .fall under that prov.is ion, considering p~r~el size. front'age 
• • • .. • • • ·s 4 .. ·•, .. • • 

. . .. ..... .,_ ,, ~ _-
: ' . 

---. ~ ... ·-



.. 
and.access, and existing land use, and has cClr,cluddd 'that a m;:iximurn of eight potential 
hotel/casino site's ex!?t on suchJ_ancLaLlhc.. North Shore. Only one of these poss16le • 

r ffies 1_s at the North Shore Stateline area. It is l~cated bet.weci1 the existing C~ystal 
~ - Bay Club arid Cal Neva Lodge (See Map #2). ·• . . · .. · . 
' . . . 

-

The remaining seven potential hotel/casino' sites at North Shore are all in the Incline 
Village core area {See Map #3). The Hyatt Lal<e Tahoe is presently· the only sig(lificant 
gaming facility .in that area~. but with.two sites immediately to the nc>r~h of the Hyatt· 
and five additional sites possible in the_comm~rcial core a/ea of lnc;:line there·is _obviously· 
the potential for creation of a rriajor garping concentration in the center ·or ll')cline on land· 
exempted from TRPA zoriing ju,risdiction by the Compact provision. There is .sonie · 
additional lar:id falling under the Compact provisi_on which was l)Ol judged likety.·for_. 
g 9ming development due to substantial e~isting non-gaming development and small 

.parcel size. • · 

IMPACTS OF POSSIBLE GAMING DEVELOPMENT. 

There are two levels of poten.tial ·g·aming expansion which hav~ be.en ana·lyzed by TRPA 
· staff in eva_luatjng_ possible.impacts: The cumulative impacts of existing gaming approvals.·. 

(See Taple ? for· lisFn.9 of appr~JVed pro_jects) 3no the. impacts of a single "typical" new. . 
hotel/_casino proposal. The scale Qf.'the "typical" new hotel/casino was gene1:ated qy 
averaging the three new hptel/casino proposals which nave been reviewed sinte 1970. 
The three are the Park tahoe~ Hotel Oliver,·and Taho·e Palace, a)I at South Shore. Ba·sed. 
upon these three, the typical facility w~_uld !1ave the following d·imen.sions: · • 

Gaming Area .•....... · ...... : .... . 
Hotel Rooms ...... · ................. : 
Parking Spac~s ..... : .... ·.: ..... . 

·Summer Employees ...... .' .......•.. 

35,000 square fe~.t 
650 

1,900 
1,500 

In both the cu~ulative impacts and the typical_ facility impacts TRPA .staff l1as relied. 
upon ·generation factors extrapolated from data _on pattert)s at ·the. e~isting gaming facil i
ties in the Tahoe Basin, principally those of South Shore. The data from South Shore .. 
faci Ii ties is ·primarily fr~m 197 4, g'athered'by the Tahoe Regional ,Transportation Study, 
and for purposes of generaliz.ing impacts, is assumed to represent optimum peak··season 
operations for Tahoe gan:iing facilities, be they at Sou_th Shore or North Shore. _In COf'1Si
deri'ng impacts, tl~e primary concern is_the peak seaso_n ~su~·mer) in which Tahoe's 
resources are taxed to the grE;?atest extent. . . . . . . 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

T@ffic co~gestio~ is gencr_~y regar_sled as ~he. most critic_al p;·oblem facing the Tahoe 
Basin today. 1 fiough more attention has been focused on the South $1)01·e congestion, 
the problem·s at North Shore are· equally serious. Peak month (August) average daily 
traffic at the most congested point ir:t the Tahoe B.Jsin in 1974 WilS 45, 500 vehicles per: _ 
day. This: oi:~urred on Highway 50 approximately 1 / 4 mtle west of the South Shore . 
State line. 9 The typical tr~_ffic lane_ wit.I function at an acc;eptable level with a volume 
of approxirPately 8000 v~hicles per day. lO Judging by that st~ndard, Highway 50 _at that 
point was operating at approximately 26% over capa~ity-_during that peak month. The · 
volume to the east of the s·tate line in· the vicinity of Kingsbury Grade for .that same 

· month was· appr9ximate1y· 33, 500 vehicles, within 7% of capacity: 11 At the N_orth Shore. 
the situation was similar, Tt,~ 1974 peak month yolume on Highway 28 j_ust west ~f the 

., State Hne was 1?, 400 v~hicles per day, 9 exce~ding cap,acrty by:_s_~: Thi~ is"par.ticula.-ty .. 

-5-
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.. . . 
. . significant when one considers °the very low level of ~·clivity at th'e Nortl~ Shore State 

fine in 1,74, with the major hotel/ca~inQ focility closep and with the m;ijor 1-iotel/casino 
fatilily in Incline YillaQe operating ori a _significantly red.uced scale. 

~ . . ·-d~ Cc~eration Fa~tor~ . .- . 

• ; f 

. . . . . . . . . . 
To estimate the impact of.new· gaming deyelopment upon these existi'ng co(lgestian problems, 
one must rely upon trip generation factors for th~ various gaming operations-. ·For the .... -.. 
gaming operations within tt}e ~casino core" at ~outh Shore, T:RPA has computed a trip· · · 

_gene,:-ation factor by .aggregati:19 _the to~al number of trips to ~he· a_rea's gaming foc{lities, . 
reporteo in the Summer, 19?4 Ta.hoe J3egional Transportation Stuc:'y surveys,· ancJ dividing . 
the total amount of gaming floor space in operation at t_hat time. The result is. a trip . · 
generation •factor of 218 vehicle.trips· 9.eneraled per- aay for every 1 OQ..O square feet of .• 
gamjng area. · This represents a summer season average, a~d when adjusted. to represeht ... 
the peak month of August,· th~ tr~p gerteration factor: becomes 247 vehlcle.-_trips per day ·p~r . .- : 
thousand s.q·uare feet ·of.gami_ng_-area (Appendix ~). · ·· · . . . .. . . .: .. · · . . 

• • - • • • •·. • • • ; • •. • • • - • . •· , f;. • . 

• The trip gen~rati_on factor: of 2~7 vehicle 'trips p~,r .. thou·sand.~quare feet cao be ~~fe-ly applied 
to new gaming·devel-opment '-:'{ithin th~ existing co're area, but-it is not appropriate f9r · 

·-new developmen't- beyond ~he cor.e area oecause of .. one..imP.oflant consideration: : Walk.:.in· · 
patronage: As _-earlier indi_cate<;J,. the Stateline gaming co·r:e area i~ immediately adjacent·. ·:. 
to the heavie•st c_once-ntration:of tou,rist accommodations in"theTahoe Basin, the :soutli. · ·. 

· Lake Tahoe· motel cor.e. All of the f~cilities within the gaming c·ore area are within 1/4.. · 
· .mile wa I king distan_ce 

0

from that motel care and the TRTS figures· indicate that 48%-of th·e · 
total· atrona·ge measured in 1974 was in fact wa1k-in· atrona e (Appendix A). ~ew gaming -
facilities -eyond the.cas1n<;> c;:ore would be ,:onsiderably_les_s likely .to qraw a comparable . 
percentage of walk-in patronage, particularly those-as di~tan.~ from the State line asJhe 
two facilities approved in· the Kingsbury Grade area, :i~ excess of 3/4 mile from the.State 

-ine. If on·e assu~ed a ·patronage eq~al lo that m~a·sured for the. cor~ ar~a fad lilies,, 
but with no watk.,.m patrons, the vehicle gener.at1on factor for. -the peak month would 

· jump to nearly 419 vehicle trips per day (~ssuming the average 9ccupa~ncy of 2 ~ 4 persoi:-is 
· per vehicle into -the gaming areas). Amor~ reasor:iable estimate· is that derived by , . 

the consultants to the two Kingsbury area hotel/casino projects, The. consLJHants, ·, _ . _· 
Sierra Environmental· Monitoring and Raymond Smith_(forrner Douglas County Planning 
consultant'}, utilized a series of fa~tors in computing ~raffic _g·eneration ·for the two faci li
lies .. For-the "(ypical" new hotel casino these factors wou·ld resuft in a combined trip 

· gene..c,ation factorof approx 1mately 3 fJvehicle tries per day per thousand square fe~t 
Qf_gaming area. The,con_clusions of tb~ consultan~s were a_ctepte~ ~y·th~ Nevada E~viron
mental Protection S~rvice, _which reviewed the projec:;:ted ajr quality impacts of'the two . · 
·facilities in 1975. 

. . 

Impact of Approved Hotel/Casi.no P_rojects 
. . . ... 

Utiiizing the __ trip gener<'!,lion fac_tor of 247 vei1i~le t!"ip;· per day:'per thousand square. . ·.: --
feet of gaming area, the .exp~ns1on of Harvey's Resort Ho.tel woufd generate 12,350 addi- ~ ... __ . 
\!Qnal vehicle trips per day ~nd. ~h~ Pa.rk _T;-ihoe Hotel would q:enerate 9 ,.880 ,Y~hicle trips ";:,. 
per day. The estimated v-e!i1cle trips .which woulq be generated by the Tahoe Palace and .. /,f . 
Hotel Olivec:. are 10, 61 O and. 11,'505 per day respectively. 12 • 13 Combining these cstJmates, 
one· an·ives a..1.Jt..l~llci.P.. eneration of 44,345 vehicle trips· er eak morith da for the · ,. 
addil1.onaI ·development. Thi~ repre~ents a O in'5.rEWs~ in the :~olom_e of _traffic; generated 
by the Soutn Tahoegaming area (the 1-974 data indic?tes a peak moi:1th tr~p generation. 
of 34 440 vehicle trips per oay). Assuming a co·ntinuation of the patte,·n of 72% of the 

~ trips• to t~e g_~min§i are_a __ origi~ating on t~e Cali_f~~nia side of Hie SJate _line an~ _28%,_on ' · 
-., the Nevada side, 1dent1f1ed by TRTS, this traffic·mcrea_se wo!,!ld mean a_1__1 add1t10..pal 

31. 928 vehicles per d~y added to the California peak volum~.and··n, 417 added to the 
Nevada peak volume, i'ncreases of 70% and 37% respectively .. ·. · .,, ~ . · · 

• • • • • --==::::- . - • • .. • 
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. . 
lane Requirements for Approved_ Hotel/C~ino_Projccts 

r · The total traffic volume on the Califo,~nia ·side of the State line·during the peak month 
~-wo~ld be approximately 7?, o'oo ve~H:les per c.Jay with .the combined volumes ~f the exist-
~ · ing and proposed gamingdevelopments. Based tipon 8,000 vehicles per· day optimum 

lane capacity, this fig~:e poses a__tg_quir.ement for 10 lanes between the State I ine-gaming 
faci Ii ties and California. The totaJ volurf!e on _the Nevada side would incr~ase to approxi-
mately 4-CTO"O vehicles per day: requiring six_ traffic lanes. . . . . , . . . 

The adopted Tra~sportation Pla_n of t~e T~hoe Regf~nal ~la_nr:iing_Ag~nc{provides f~r-. 
the creation of a Jwo lane loop.road ·to encircle the hotel/casino core area of the South 
Shore and a two lane bypass roaa connecting Pioneer Trai I witi, Round Hi II. 14 These · 
two facilities, c;ombined with existing Highway 50 would theoretically ineet the minimUIJl 
needs of the approved sites. • In this instance, however, .the th~oretical capacity may 
not meetthe projected volumes. The ·problem is trat th~Jaap road was not desjg.[led .. 
to meet that total volume, it was designed to service the three existing ho~el/casinos 
ii, the Stateline ".core" area plus the new Park Tahoe,· also within the core area. Its 

.. primary func.tion was to provide alternate mea1is of circulation around the cdre area 
to relieve the already-overburdened Highway SO and pick up_·_some volume ins:-reas.e · 

· generated by the Park Tahoe. Its critical defect in sup·j:>orting the subst_antially iarger 
.volumes projected for the total build~out of existing approvals. is thal it ]s not designed 
to extend into the City of South lake Tahoe beyond P~rk Aveny~. · -The· point of peak · 
traffic congestion in the City is beyond P·ark Avenue, _though, and consequently.the 
larger traffic volume·s would_~- b·e funn~lea off of the total of eight lanes circulatfng 

·around the casino core back to the four lanes of .Highway 50 at the po·int where the high:.. 
way is already experiencing its most serious congestion. The system, ·consequently,. 
·would sti II be four lanes deficient .at Uiat cri.tic:a·1 poinL 

-The financing of ~-th ·the. loo~ road ~;;-d ~ypass roa~ -~re al~: ·qu~stio~ mark~· i.n proiec.ling_. 
the accommodation of the increasec;:1 traffic. The adopted TRPA Transportation Plan . 
estim.1ted ttie costs of the ~wo facilities at .$'1. 4 million-and -$10. 9 million respectiyely.14 ·. 
Those figures were developed in early"1975, and the cost of the facilit.ies today is pro- · 
bably consider·ably greater.. Faci l!ties on the Nevada· side of thE;! State l'ine account-for. 
approximately 64% of the ~~tirnated cos~~ · · 

Ano·u,er question ma_i_k ·is whether the byp~ss roa_d will ever qe bui It. The· State of · 
California, through b_oth the adm_inistrat.ion·and the California Tahoe .Regional Planning · 
Agency ·ccTRPA)., has ma_intainE:d strong· opposition over the past two ye~rs to any plar~s 
for significant road expansion on the Calif_ornia_ side of the State l_ine .. :The bypass road 
cannot be built on the Califoi:-nia side of the State line wi(hout ·the concurrence of .both 
the State and CTRPA. . . . . · 

Alte·rn.:itives· to the Automobile· . 

. When .1naly~ing_ the large traffic·volumes projected,· a logical questi~ri is wh~ther. any 
of these vehicle trips can ·be diverted to other modes. The answer. is that some may be 
dive1·tcd, but p1:obably not a significant number. One reason for this is lha_t the auto- : 
mobile is ijkely to remain the principal me;:ms• of ac;cess to the Basin, On a typical August 
day ilpproximately 6,900 yel)icles arrive in•the Tahoe Basin on Highway 50 at Echo ~ummit. 9 · 
With .1n 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. A~cording to the present management-of the South Tahoe _Airport. 

A however, the maximum capacity that can be·,·ealist:ically·anticipated for that facility.is 
.. appn,ximately 2,000 persons per C:fciY.. 15 This repre~ents ·only 12% of U1e·persons arriv-

ing in the.Basin by automobile.over Echo su·mmil in 1974. As.vehicular a-.:c·e~s to the · 
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Basin Is expected to continue to increase in the f11ture,. the percentage of visitors who 
could _conceivably arri_ve by air wi II dimini~h. 

.. 

(eciven a continued ~eliance upon the automobile fu.r acc~ss to,·jlie Basi_n, the, proba'bility 
·of enticing people to ride a. transit system once they _arriye in the Basin \S relatively 
low. The CTRPA has _made a strpng commitment. to ~he development of a ri1ajor transit 
system within the City of Soutb Lake Tahoe·. l 6 Even if the transit. system is d~veloped 
and be~ome~ successful in term_s of ridership_, C_TRPA administration still expect_s·a. . 
net increase in vehicle t,raffic· along HigJ:lway SO, even i.f there is not significant' expan-

-

sion of g~_mi '19 faci li_ties. · · 
. . 

Complicating Facfors 

Two factors coniplic.ate· the e·nti~e-di'scussion qf trans~cirtation impacts ~f the. four app~ov~d ~ 
liotel/casino devefopments. The first is the assumption that the proportfon of v'ehicles 
_originating on the-California ·sid~ of~the.State line. ~o those originating.on the Nevacla . 
side will'stay the same.· The 1974 data·showed approximately 72% of the.trips to the· 
South Shore gaming area o_ri_ginated on the_ California side_ ~t is doubtful that"this per
centage wil_l remain const~nt if ther~ is a :;lgnifica_nt increase in the total volume·generated 

. by the gaming ar.ea. The princ1pal _reason for this is that .occupancy figu_res for the Cali
·rornia side.of the _Souih ~hore :~re· already re.latively high; 3. and the land .remaining which 
is ioned to permit transient dwell~ng units is a very sman percentage of that which has
already been.developed. 4 H·ence if is not likely lhi!3t' Sl!fficient transient dwE!I iing ·units 
will be -developed on the·Cal_ifornia side of the' Stnte· line to acc~mmodate the increase· in 
visitors that would pe anticipated. A r~lated consideration is an exp.ecte·d increas·e in . . 
the number of gaming employees expected ·to reside on the Nevada side.of the State lin·e. 1~ 
These two.con·siderat_ions suggest an increase i_n the pr:oportion 9f gaming ar~a traffic • .. 
originating on the N~vada side of the State line. . . . - ,. . . · . . . . 

The second complication is perhaps even m·o1·e b~sic; ·nam.ely'; will there be s-~ff1.cie~t 
increase in the nu·mber (?f -Tahoe B?tsin·vi.sitors to provide the same level of patronage · 
for a doubling of the gaming industry? :The only clue to the answer come~ from .a random. 
survey of Bay Area resid~nt:5 condu~fed i[! 1975 .. The survey results showed. that 80% · . 
of the Bay Ar~a re~_iderits consider themselves to b~ Tahc;>'e sa·sir:i ·visitors. 1_8 If_ this· survey 
is even remotely accurate, it r.epresents an .extremely strong ms3r·ket·penetratfon by. 
anyone's standar:d, and.raises the· question of whether the Bay Area can supp(y sufficient 
new patronage to keep expanded _gaming facilities operatjr1g at a high level. For markets 
more distant than the Bay Area, air transportation is-the only alterna.tive for movement 
of large numbers of visitors to South_Tat,oe, but with limitations on the ca'pacity of the· 
South Shore Airpor.t, it is likely tha't another airport would have to supply the bulk of 
the increased visitor ~rrivals. :rhe togical airpo1·ts· would be _either Reno,· or. the Car.son. 
Valley Airport, should commercial s~r".'ice be introdu_ced there. · 

... . . .· . : . 

Oil prices could affect the pat,·on~-ge .figu.res also. The combin~tion of co;~tinued relia11<;:e 
upon the automobilE: for access· to the B_asin plus incre~sing oi I prices could rende·r. 
Tahoe a less attractive-vacation area. · · · 

. . 

Impact of a. "Typical" New Hotel/Casino .. 
If the traffic generation _factors developed. by Sierra Environmental ~fonitoring and Raymond 
Smith 12, 13 are applied to a "typical" hotel/casino p,~oject (a~er.age of the three new hotel/ 
cas1nos approved for South Shore) the follo\'l.''119 additional traffic volumes would be . 
generated: · · · :·. . · · : ·· . · 

. . -8-
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Gc1ming Trips ...... ~: ....... ·.·... 6, 650 
Show Room Trip_s .... .. .' .... , · .. -. . . . 650 
Employee Trip~ ................ _ .. · 2,700 

... . 
· llolel Roo·m Trips ..... , ........... • 975 . 

Total Vehicle T,:ips. . . . ... . . . . . . . 10~ 975 . . 
- . . 

The traffic impact,s of approximately 11,000. vehicle trips p~r day would vary depending· 
upon the locatron of the new h(?tel/ca~ino'. If that traffic were all ~rriving and departing 
along a single route this vo{ume .w.ould require two additional lanes (11,000 v~~icle trips • 
represents a'pproximately 1. 4 lanes, but in. prilcticar terms would mea·n one additi(?nal : · 
lane jn !?a'ch 'directiori) . . U this faci!ity were .on the South Shore and the factor.of · .. 
72% California "trips/28% N_evada t,:-ips remained ·col"!~tant this would represent approx- .· 
imately 8. 000 C-alifornia trips and approximately 3,000 Ne~ada trips . . The Nevada .trips · . 

. could concelv.ably be accommodated without addi.tional lane requirements. The· California. . . 
trips would req1:1ir~ additional lan'es to accomipodate· the volume without substantially . ·· .· . : . 
in.creasing_ congesti9n; Similar'_' r;,0!'1diti9ns would exist~~ th~ North Shor~ State line, : 
thol..tgh the sHuation .would differ: somewhat in tliat it is i_mpossibl~ lo add:additional 

_ lanes tp HighwaY, ~-s ·around c;ry_stal Bay, .evef?·if traffic .volumes warrant. them~ .. For 
new facilities in the lncli_ne c!re~ th~ Jatte,r:- po.int would apply as well,_ since tha_t wo·uld 

· represent a _ constr·a1nt O!l .. access: frqm California. Dispersion of vehicles within the· 
Incline area is di_f(icult ·to preject. For .a point of comparison, the·.heaviest \l'0lume in 
the Incline area· a_cc-0rding to 1 ~74 traffic data .was -on Highway '28 in the ·vicinity of Village 
Boulevard, ·which averaged 6, ~00 vehicle trips pe~ day_._11 

· A!R QUALITY lMPACTS 

• The .assessment.of-air quality impacts for a h~tel/casino is a compl
0

itated .task- -The . 
W basic consideration, hm,yever ., is the number of vehi.c.le-1.rjps into a_nd out--qf tbe...{acility. 

Deta_i led air qualify analysis· have been conducte9 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 Environm'eptal Protection Service for review. In the cr-itical a1·ea of carbon . . 
·monoxide (generated f?y veh_icular traffic). the -EPS -a_gre.ed with 'the conclusions of the . 
consultants for the two ·hotels. 19 , 20 Those ,c;ondusions were that in both 'projects the maxi- . 
mum eight hour cooc.entration of carbpn· monoxide .wouJd total ni',:le parts -p~r. million. 
At the time the EPS reviewed th·e two ~p,:-ojects (early· 191~) • .-t-he 'Nevada ·statewide stan_da.cd 
for carbon monoxide level was nirie , arts er illion for tn.e. maximum eigt)t hour c;oncen-. 
tration. The Ctmflusion drawn y EPS was therefore-that ·the ·maximum standa_Ld wo,uld • : 
be equalled·, but, not exceeded. In 1976, however, both Nevada· and California changed 

. ffieaii16ient air_ qualify stan~fards .for the .Tahoe Basin (the cpaoge il'.l Nevada applies 
to all areas above 5,000 f~et) . The revised .standard i!i six parts' per million for a max'imum 
eight hour concentr.ation. ~ the revised standard the two hotel/casino projects would . 
be in violation of the car.ban monoxide ·standard by a factor of SO% during poor air quality· 
condrtTons. It strould be noted _that one r=eas•m for the downward revision of the carbon 
·monoxide st~ndard i_s eviden~e·th~t carbon mnnoxide interaction_ with the oxygen carrying 
hemoglobin in the hu~ail blood stream is _gre:,tlY accelerated· ~ith .altitude .. 21 . · 

' . 
· Vehicuiar traffic i.s the principal source .. of carbon monoxide. Traffic movement ·effects- · · 

the total am·ounl of ~arbon monoxide emitted by each vehicle.· The slower ·the vehicle, . 
the gi·cater the carbon mohoxid~ emissi9n·. The analysis performed on tbe two Kingsbury 
area hotel/casino p,:-oje~ts. addresse~ orily th<? air qu~lity implications in the immediate 

a ·vicinity of the facilities. ,:-hey•did not address the air quality .impact:s of increa~.ed. con
W gestiun in the C-ity of South Lake Tatloe and ~n Highw~y SO through tlie existing· gary,ing 

core that would be exP,ected from the increased vehicular tr~ffic generated by the two· 
• • • ,. • II • I •. •• •• ~ • • ., • • • 
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I • • • • . : . ... , ., . 
new. holc'l/casino -faciliqes, nor pid ·they addr9.~s the cumulati\!~ impact of the .casino 
core· facilities, Given the increasing congestion in the core area and 'on. Into the City 
of South ~ake Tahoe which alr_eady exists, ptus an a·dditional increment of vehicle trips: 

.. 
·- -. 

: . 

( 
for the Park Tahoe and the expa·nsion of H_arvcy's that. is even larger than that projected ,9for the h~o Kirgsbury facilities, it is reaso"'?_able ·to- conclupc that similar impacts· may . 
be· expected in t~e co~e.area ·(~evada EPS monitoring ]n _the cor~ a,-ea has alre~dy detccte<_:1 : 
violations of the car~on ,mono?(1de standard22). · • • • •· .:. . . . . '. -

. . . . . . . . . .. . . . 
The. "typical" hoteVcasino fa~ility w_hich ~oul-d be p·r_oposed for th~ p~tcntial ·south Shore . 

• or North Shore -casino sHes_ would genera·te approximately ~he same nymber: of vehi_cle · 
trips c,s either of the two ~ingsbury area h~tel/casinos .. It is. ther·E:fore probab.le· tha·t •. · 
given simi_lar mete(!rological coriditi_ons,. sir~ilar .a~r quality' impact~ would. be expected . . .. 

•. . 
HOPSIN~ IMPACTS 

· lmp~cts of Approved: South. Shore Additio_n·s 
• I • • • ••• 

•. 
-, •.. 
. ...... _ 

In. consideri~g pop~lf1lion .impacts _stimulated by the potential gaming e_xpansion, one 
must look b_eyorid. the gaming employees the1_nselves·. In ~ny ~evelop~d a·rea i,Rccea~ed -
em Io .ment in a basi_c. industr sti'mulates increases in·secondar industries serv.ing· 
the region.. hese employees. in turn. bdng in other· fan:iily members.to add even further .• 
to the reg·i~n!s popu_ation· ... Es~imates der-ived from the TRTS. home· interview survey · · 
indicate ·that the ·1, 100 new gaming employees generated by tfle four hotel/casino additions 
at South Shore woufd. stimula~e an increase in_ ser_vke employment of apprqxi.mately 4; 970· 
employees. -These 12, 010· new employees ·would represent a total of 8,62~ n~w households 

. in the :rahoe Basin, repre·senting a total of 2ll, 1tJ(.l. new residents (Appendix B). For . 
·. compa'rison~ the estimated total per.manent pop':,Jl~tion· a~·the ?ouih Shore in 1.974.was 29~_3·11.1.3 

. - One o~~ious requir~~e.n~ of 8. 6~0 ne~ households i~ h~~si~~ .· s'ased. ~;i· existi.ng ·roarket .. -
. surpluses at various pric;~ lev~ls; T.RPA .staff estir.nates that ~ppro.ximately -1, 070 of th~se .. 

households would find housing on th~ current market. Thi_s would I.eave approximately. · 
7,570 households which would require n~w ho.using. units: Data indicates an e>:<isting •. • ·P..-n, ·· 
shortage of approximatelY..770 ur:iits primarily in the lo~ inc·ome rar:-ige. Thi~ means a . :· :. ~~;· 
tQ!_al housing reguirement of .8, 3LI0 new units would be forced upon the South Shot"~ if :~:- , 

·· the new facilities are· buHt·. Of this total, ·fl,300 would be in the upper Income levels (in-:---.:.·~· 
e;cess of $15, 000/year fiouseholcJ income) ·aAd could b.e expected to stimulate demand :.. :..: · 
for single •family homes.· The remaining 4,300 would .req~ire ·new rE:nt~f units.in th~ 
lower ·price r_anges. (Appendix B)_. . . . . · • . .. . . 

lnformat~on· gathere~ from th~ El Dorado a~d Doug_las Count; Ass~s~~,--,s roles· indicates 
that there are approximately 13. 030 vacant sing)e fam.ily r~esiaential lots on the California 
South Shore; and. approximately _1. '770 such lots on the Nevada·_south Shor.e. lri addition, 
there are approximately ·2. 690 '-'.:acant medium and. high der:1sity residential lots oA the 
California South Shore an<;! 38~ such_ lots on the_Ncvada Sou.th Sl~ore·.23 .Th~o,·etically, 
these vacant single family resi:dential. lots ·would be more than suffiderit to meet the 
projected demand by new households for both owned and rental h?using·. Th.ere a,:-e 

' tw-o critical assumption~ ii} that' con<:lusion, -howeyer. which may be questipna!)le ... 

• The first a.ssumption_ is that the vacant .par~els ·can _be developed. T..:.,o factors ra_ise 
doubt as to ·whether sufficient number of vacant parcels can-b~ developed. The first 
i~ew..E-9: capa~it,¥-;: According to ~J:le consulti~g- firm of the Douglas ·county S~wer. . . _ 

-

Improvement District a plant capacity of.3.0 m1ll1on gall':ms per ·day (!"\GD) for tJ:l.e district 
has been identifi.ed. Peak month sew~ge flows in :1976 were 1. 51 _MGD. The present . . .... . 
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• . . . • . .. ' , .# . . .. . . • 
. ga~i~g· faci)ltte·~. a~co~;,j_~d_for_appr'rudroatcfy_I01...oUbat' flow •. app.rox_imal~Jy .l :06~ MGD. 2~ ·::~_;:~ 

Cons"idcring the additional hotel rooms anq g;1ming are~. of t!]e four approve~ f~ci.fities · ~:. • -~ 
in fight of 'lhe flo'lfs generated by the existl,ryg_ facilitie~, ·one ar'rives at· an added _flow of ... _. .. ·~: 

r· 1.37 ml Ilion gallons per day for the n~w facilities, which would .boost the total peak month ' -~ 
l-tow· for the district to 2. 88 MGD·, -leaving ohly ·. 12 MGD' for addftior_1al expan'sion. At the .:>·: 

currently accepted sewag~ gener~tion 'factor of 360 gal Ions per day' per re_sidential .unit,·_ . • ... 1.·• 
that wo .. uld alloYt for only 500 additional units o~Ji.~~9..13_slde._of South S,h.<ir.e. Th_e. ~~~~ ·_:v -~· 
South Tahoe Public U~ility District is in .the process of eval~ating th~ir: system capacity /:; -
in·detall. Their cu~rent ·estimate however., is 'that ~nly 2, sqo sewer.connections remain.-;~: 
beyond the pr~sent com.mitments of the distri«;:\;25 gi~ing a total available cppacity ~for. ·th~. 

· two South Tahoe sewage collection and treatment syst~ms·of qnfy c!pproximately 3 .230· imil.s 
beY.ond the requirements of the c}..RSl(..Q.Ved hotel/casino-1.acillties. This figure 'is:obviously 
f~r ~rt of.the 8,600 units UJ~UY..Q.u.l.d b~ ceq•~i.r:.ed to ser':'ice ·the projected increa~e in . '! 
households. · : ____ • 

. . : . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . - ,... . . . 

-A ·se~ond factor in the question. of whet~er the n~ce·ssary unHs can be d~v.eloped is the 
nolicy of the -California _Tahoe Regio':1~1 ~~an~iri9 Agency .that _no ·r:~·w ·m_l}·l.ti-u_ni~ resident!~! 
dwellings will ?e-_allowed on t~e Cal/forma side of ~h~ Tahoe.Basin until there ·is an 85% . 

· build..:out of existing vacant parcel_s. Though the policy does alfow for developmept of.· 
. ··sonie multi-un.it hqusing if rt is specifica11y for low income housing or if .it is n·substantially 

s~rrounded" by similar uses} th"ere have been rel~tively ·few such ap.plications. If this ·· ·· · 
trend continues .. this policy would effettiv~ly precluqe de_vefopmenr of suffid~nt multi-·. 
unit dwelling~ to meet the need generated by the g_aming expansion for a nur:r1ber of-years 
(e~timates of the:lf;ngth of time before the ~5% levelis reached vary from 15 l_a·3_0 years . . 
a·ncf·beyor1d). The _qu~stioh·o_f sewage capacity limitation complicates ~his even further. · 

. since· the estim_a_teo.•2, 900 copnections "available on the Californi? siqe of the South Shore 
. ·would"obviously-be· u·sed t,ip by single. family dwelling developm·ent wilhou.t eve,r. comi.rig • 

· · cfose to an 85%·ouild-out .o~ vacant parcels •. · . ·. ~ . · · ·. . .' · ·. . · • - . . .· . . .. .·. ·. •. . . . . . .. . . . . . . 
. Th~ second q~estionabte assu~ption imp1idt~1n the conci~sion that the ~ou•sing c;femand . 

could be met is si~ply that develope~s would choose to meet it. .The _trend over the past· 
· ten to fifteen years has been t_o cater to the second home market in Tahoe dev·elopment, . 

particularly in multi-family deve_lopment. · There have been relaUvely~ few apartment .. 
proposal~ generafed in the ~ahoe _sa•si~ since TRPA's inception. Th~ vast maiorit~ of 
medj.lHO and _!:!!.gh density projects have b~orn;Jominiums aimed at tT1e more affl_!l..ent. 
mat_ket from the Bay Ai:_ea .. A recent study by Dillingham· Development Company has·_ .~ 
concluded that the trend toward the single family and second home inark~ts rather than .. 
the low-moderate incom~ markets _at Tahoe is. li~ely·to continu~ .. ~-6 If the number· of potential 

·. units is further constrained by sewage capacity_,. the.demand for those-units is.likely to 
. increase, providing ~Vf:O g·reate,:-.'incentive for p'ro~pective devel'Opers to.target for \he . 

more affluent income revels, where their. margin of return can be higher. . · 
. . . .. . . . .... ·. . . . - . . . - . . . -· . . . .. . 

The irnplication~·of these factors are relatiyely simpl~. If the four approved ho_iel/casino· 
projects are developed ~ither sewage capaci!Y wfilbaytlQb.e.:su~st~mnany iocre~sed 
and government incentives and/or regulations applied to stimulate the development ,Qf · 
low and moderate income housin • or the majority of the 8, Goo·oew bous·eholds will lJ.ave 
l~ ousrn~e Carson Valley and Carson Cit¥-sH:.~s. · In a: related concern tbe · ··

1

_~. 

Douglas-C?unty Scho~I Oi~trict has recently .objected to .. n;w. subdivisi?n -~pJ:5roval_s·on...--;. 
grounds that_ its schools are alr~ady over<:rowded.~7. · , :.•/ .. - . . ; 

• I . • • -~ . 1 
Impact of Typical New Hotel/Casi~o ~- · .. •· ; · · · .· .. f:_ :_"T.;.;_ 

. . . . . · . \ ....... :· --~t.i:1 
.. .. • . . ... _ .. ;. L· ·: •~.-..,-~ 

A The development of a single new hotel/casino _facilily would have populalion- impa~ts ._ .. : 
.., similar to those of _the four facilities approved for South Shore, but on a somewhat·sinatler 

scale. TlJe 1,·500 new employee~ would reP.resen! approx-imat~ly 1,070 new households . 
. • • · .... _· ..... _ · .. ' -~j • •. 

.. 11.- . -~ 
. . .. - ,.., -
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. Th~6e; In turn, ½'.OUld ·stilTI':J1ate an addilionv1=t7oso new- scrvir.e industry employees 
and an additional 750 households. A total of 2. S!iO new employees rcpr~senting 1, 820 • · 

,.. ·new hous~holds and a tota·1 ·new rcsi _c.n1...poµubtiop_Qf S, 000 pqrsons wJlll.ldJLteL!tlo.uL.be 
l Ag~."i~eQJ a s!l!.}onal hotel/casino facUJ,ty. · Th1s ·i,:,<:rease_ wou!d be'approximatcly 
......,1/6 oT lhe 1974"total population at South Shore, approximately 1/3 of the North S.hore 

ould dQU~ (1974 ln:sµne V['2ge r~s_ident po.e..ul~tio:1 numbered 5,063). . . · . • • 
. . . . . . . . . . . "' . . f

csidcnl pop.ulation of 15,9~0 in~1974.3 If such a facH+ty were·to be developed i-n l11cline · 
illage and all of the _househo!ds were to tak~ up residence tht:;re, U;1e resident population 

- At the South Shor'_e, th·e additional _households would be faced with the same p,=o!Jl.ems ·. · 
· discussed earlier lsewage capacity _limitatfons, and a lack of -interest·in proviqing ·for· 

the low•incol'ne-market) ~ At the North Shore.there appears to be sufficient housing to 
acGommodate an additional fac'ilfty, with approximately. 4,000 vaca.nt single family lots 
and-an additional 1, 160-vpcant -r·ental unrts. identified. iri t~e Nor-th Tahoe ar~a. The new 
hotel/casino facility itself w·oul? be expected to genera~e-~pp·roximate-ly .. ~ 3"2 tniUion gallons 
per day in sewage·. R_ecen\ estJmates of sewage capacity in_the Tahoe-Truckee Sqnitation 
Agency and lncli.ne_G~n_eral lmprove~e~t D_istr_ict systems·.s.uggest that'this level of·.- · 
new deyelopment w1 II n_ot ovE:rexlend ~he d·!slr•cts. 28 · . _ ·. _ 

- . - .. · --~ 
. ·wATER CONSUMPTION IMPA:cTS .. .. -- . . . . 

In. 1975 ~he South. Tahoe gaminl·fa·cij~ifies c:'0;1;;~~ed ~-_total 6f_.2~~- ..;.,il~lion ·g~llons ?.(water ·. -
(approximately :867 acre f~et). 4 I.hts reduces to a figure pf <!Pprox1mately 2 million gallons 
per year. per 1000 square-feet of g~ming· af.ea: At tha~ rate, -~he four new hotel/ca~ino. •. 
projects at Sb~th Shore ·whi:ch ~ave·app·rovals would coris~me-an additioi1al 3n miJlion 
gallons .. A typical new· hotE;l/cc;ls~no facility ·woul~ consume _?O million gallons. 

. .. ... 
-- In anaiyzing the water avai,labitity question on the N~vada· side of'L9ke Tah~e.' it ~-ppears · 

that thes~ de~and in~reases c?uld b~ met with :elatively_ little ·difficulty. The Californii3.,.. 
Nevada Water .Compact has allocated 11, 000-acre 'feet per year of Tahoe water to the · 

· Nevada side ·of the Tahoe Basin .. A. l973 estimate of ·wc!ter con?urnption or,i the N.evada · 
srde indicated: less than 1/2 ~f that alloc::_ation .being ut!lized •. ap_pro?(im.ately 4/660 acre 

-

feet. 29 The cumulative impact of the four South Shore approvals ·would add an additional 
960"acre. feet, and each "typicaP' new hotel/casjno would add 215 acre feet. ··Neither. 
would l?u~h .t~e·total near the Compact al_locat!on. _. • • 

The~ compli-cation in ~a"ter a~a!lab!lity- is_ u-ie qu .. e-~tion of wh"ethe~ .the ~.ompact ~flocation 
will hoTaup un9er_co1"!lpl1cated·l_1t1gat1on wh1ct1 has mv9lved water users all along ·the 
Truckee River Watershed -from Lake Tahoe to Pyrami9 Lake. rr the litigarion results 
in a substantial deer.ease in the amount of wate-r allocated for·use in the Tahoe Basin. 
the impact of t~e new g~mi-ng development would he in-~reas·ed· accordi~1gly, .. 

-12-
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AP~EtlDIX A 

V E H I C l .E . & . .P E R ·s o· N ·. T
0 

R. I p s .. 
GOING TO GAMING ESTABLfSHMENTS 

SUMMER 1'9711 

· Table A-1 
Non-Resident ·. 

.... 

Vehicle Trips to Gt1n_iing Establishments 
. From All Entry Points -.into Tahoe Basin (3) 

~NTRY POINT 
. ~ 

Minor Traffic Zones . 
-Containing Gaming·Establishments. 

514 557 559 - joo 302 . 305 JOG 
. 

Highway 27 _- Mt. Rose 

Highway SO - Spoo~er Summi_t 

Highwa·y (9 - King.sbury_ Gr13d~ -

. Highway 89 - L,uther- Pass 

Highw~y ~O ~ Echo _Summit .. _ 

Highway 89 - Tahoe City 

35 

Si 
8-

:6 

· 50 

43 

. 37 47 
. 

32 48 

.. 8 2 

15 5 

aG · 36 

8-Ei 82 ·. · 

Highway 267 - Trucke~ Cut~ff .. 51 - 244. · ·151 · 

Tot.al Tdp.End~ ~Ro'-!nded·)·(s). ·_.· 250 ·460 370 

.72 

.667 .• 

162 -

· 153 ~ 

1255 

183 

47 

2~00 

·-· . 81 7 0. ·• 

559 62 64 

144 : 29 lS 
134 11 6 

12_20 103 · 46 

· 157 16 21 .. 

.. 52 · 15 3 

2300 240 150 

' 

- • > 

· ·Table A-:-2. 

, 

. . . 
Resident & Non-Resident .... - ' . 

Vehicle Tri-ps to-.Gaming Establi~hments · - · 
· From Housing Units in all MTnor Traffic Zones (2) 

· Minor Traffic Zones 
· VEHICLE.TRIP TYPE . Containing G~ining Establishments 

· 514. 557. ~59 300 302 ·305 306 

Non-Residen.t - Total Recreation_.Trip~ · 70. 175 180 645 - . . . 
Resident - Total Recreation Trips . . 

70 -125 160 · SO'S 

Subtotal Recre.a~ion Trips 140 300 340 · 1150 
. . 

Resident - Total Work Trips . 65 315 145. 1560 · 

Total_ Trip.·Ends (5). 205 · . 615 485 . 2710' 
.... 

Table A-3 

. . Non.:-Resident :• · 
Vehicle & Person Trips to Gaming Establishments 

From Hotels. Motels & Camparounds .. 

675 .. 

310 

985 

1580 

2565 

TRIP TYPE . · ·. Major Traffic Zones . 

25 55 

·30 145 

55 200 

70 .200 

125 400 

----- -

V~hi~le-Tdps.(3) . 
Containing Gaming_ Est;;iblishm_ents 

. . 55 . - -. 30 
51 

.. 
·Enierfafnmen( · 0 j 

Gambr'ing .. , . .81 

0 

381 

38G 

27tl 

llH j /liJ ~s~.::. / 
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UdlllUI II I~ .. ' . 
Eating Out 

- - - __ :. Subtotaf (Rounded) 

Lodging• 

Other· 

I • 

99 

. 180 

254 

265 

Total Vehicle Trip·E~di (Rounded) (5) . 70.Q 

-P-er.son. Trips (4) 

Entertainment 

Gambling .· 
I . 

Eating Out 

Lodg.ing 

nthpr 

.Subtotal (Rounded) 

Total Person -~rip Ends (Rounded) 

.0 

229·. 

·245 

470, 

574 

765 

1810 

. . 

'\ 

. •· 

Jt' 1 

174 

560 

20 

93 

0 
. 

. 1513 . 

. . 681 

2190. 

·109 

'157 

304-0 . 

l /I J 

13Ji 
. 
4440· 

256 

669 

5360 

.. 
2707 

27,169 

1796 

. 37,600 

2195 

5281 

45,200 

(1). Sour·ce: TRY.S 1974 Sumri:1e.r Roadside Survey; Tab 19. Non-residents are defined as 
any ·one not working in the Basin and length of stay. is less thar 30 days; this 
includes day visitors, and motP.1/hotel occupants going·directly to the traffic 
zones containi_rig gaining establishments. . ·. · . · 

(2) Source: TRTS ·1974 Summ~r Home Su~vey; Tabs 301583 ·& 301586 .. Resident defined. 
as a person residing for longer: than 30 day"s. 

-) Source·: TRTS 1974 Summer Hotel-Mqtel-Campground Survey; Tab GA. These vehicle trips 
represent trips by a hotel, motel·, or campground occupant's vehicle quring _ , .. : _ 
a 24 hour perio~ from nort-gaming traffic zones to traffic zones conta(ning gaming · 
e~tablishments. 11 Lodging" trips in this survey refers to the v~hide trip r-eturning 
the Qccupant to his room in the gaming zone· for the night.. "Other" tr-jps 'includes 

- . vehicle trips to the gaming zone for purposes not directly r·elated to gaming. 
establishment patronage, i.~.-shof.iping. gas, outdoor recreation, etc. · 

.. . . . . . - --· 

(4) Sourc¢·: ·TRTS 1974.Summ~~ Hotel~Mote_l-Campgro.und Suryey; Tab 6~ · Criteria is the·: 
· same as in footnote (3) above except perso·n trips are ·triP.S made by ·individual 

· occupants via any mode of transportation (being a passenger ,."walking, bus,· 
bike, etc.l. ·. '.. ·. · .. · . . ·. .· · .. · 

(5) For computation of t_raff ic __ impacts, T;tal T~ip Ends· rnus"t · be mul tiplie~:i 
.by.2 to indicate.the total nun~er o~ trips_ into arid out of a given. · 
.. zone. 

-
•. 



--------------------
NORTH SHORE 

----------------
Traffic Zone -Major Minor 

Gaming 
Establishments 

VEHICLE & PERS_ON TR IPS, TO GAMING ESTABlJSH\1l;NTS 
ON AN AVERAGEi SUMMER DAY 1974{1} . 

--~=-------'~~--- ... ·-------'----- ------- ·---
• 

L. 
- ----- ..---- --·-·----- ____ ___;;_·_..c;...c..·;_;:· -=-·=--=--
G·1ming Trips .from hoteL Trip.Ends ·· : Trips·Frorp All Seven 

Floor motel & campground Non-~esident & Resident j. Enlr"y Points into 
Arc~ _____ BasjnY'!'l9~---- Homes' ----,----~-'--------_ hoe_aasi.J)__ __ -1.__ ___ ...----------r----r-

Up'!rating Vehicle Person- Vehicle Trlp Ends · --Persons Pcrs·on Vehkle Perso11s_ Person Vehicle Vehicle Trips· Person Person Trips 
in Trips Trips· Per Day. Per Trip Ends , Trips Per Trip_s Trips Per 1000 sq. ft. Trips· Per 1000 sq. ft 

t 974 Per Per Seas. Perm. Totaf· Vehicle Per t Per Vehicle Per Pee.. Gaming Floor Per Gaming Floor 
sq. ft. . Day Day ~ Day ! Day Day Day Area Per Day Day Area Per Day 

----- ·---•----- ---- -------•-----'- ---- -------,-----...-----,---- _______ ........ ,..-- - ------ ---- -----

51 5Hl 
Hyatt 
Lake 
Tahoe 

5;3oo< 2l 180 470· 70 70 140 2.4 335 250 2:4 - 600 570 
. 

I 
. - l ----____ __, _________ ,_ - -- -------1_ --'----t--.;__--1 -'-----11---,---f---1-----r----f----·-,-·- - ---. 

55 

557 

North Shore 
Club 

Nevada Lodge 

5,5oo(3) 

t------'----1--------1--~----

Crystal Bay 
. Club ·. · 

559 Tahoe Nugget 

1,000( 5) 

3~000! 6) 

-o- (7). 

.. • 
,, _. 

.. 560 .2, 190 

-I . 

175 125 300 2.4 72"0 460 2.4 ·1, 100 .· 

. '----1-----f----J~-------<l--........;---,+------t--------1-------1 
2,030 

·18() .1-60 340 815 370 2.4 890 

.. · Cal-Neva 
Lodge_ -- - l ----~---4------__:_j _______ -4 ___ -+----~---+----+--..---+----...:_---,1-----~--·--'---~----'----+------f-_; ~-:~=~J _2 ~o_o_ 

: ... 2.4 31,800 .740 2,660 425 355 780 .·2. 4 1, .870 · .1, 080 
SUBTOTAL . 

______________ , _______ --'-L ___ .._ ___ __, __ __.__ __ -'--_,___ __ ___,_ __ ...;._ __ ...._ __ ~--.,--·-·- _•..:...---·· 

SOUTH SHORE 

_
1Sahara Tahoe 

Hotel . 
300 

Harvey's Resort 
Hotel ' 

- ! 

I 
Har"rah's Club· 

Tahoe-
' 302 : .. 

B_arney's Club 

30 

305 
South Tahoe 

Nugget . 
. .. 

Harvey's Inn 
306 

· _Gary's Casino 

--· 

35,700 

38,000 

47,000 

10,500 

- 4. 300 

6,000 

-0-

·-

~ 

4,440 37,?00 

--

645 505 

675 ' 310 

25· 30 . 

. 
5.5 145 .. 

--· 
.- ;-

. 
L 150 -2. 4 -2, 760" 2,500 2:4 

. - . . -
' . .. . 

--·· . 

985 2.4 i,365 2,300 2.9 
. 

-·. -· . 
~--

·55 2.4 .130 i1rn 2.4 . 
.. 

' -
200 2.4 "480 150, 2.4 

.. ·-
--

' ' ------- -

.I 
! . . .• 

; 
-

' .6, 000 . 

. 
-r - . .. 
' 
. 

5.520 ' .. 

-.. 12,.020 
580 

360 
. 

-. 

108/1000 
sq. ft, 

77/1000 
sq. ft.. 

I :1. 405 

I 

. 5, 715 

82~1000 sq.ft. j 7,120 

85/1000 
sq. ft. 

55,795 

265/1000 
sq. ft. 

216/1000 
sq. ft. 

224/ 1000 sq. ft 

396/1000 
· sq. ft. 

--------t------
400 990 2,390 2.4 5:, 735 5, _190 2:4 1 2, U6_0 

. .. - . ------SUBTOTAL . 1111, 000 4,440 3.7, 600 -'1_2.c_, _02_o_·t--a_5_/_t_oo_o_s;_;:q_. _ft_: 4-_55......:,_7_9_5--4_3_9_6_/_l_ooo _sq- J 
· 1825 1;345 3; 170 2.4 7,605 6,270 -2. 4 15,0SO 

·- -. 
---·-------+---

TAHOE BASIN TOTAL· i 1 n, eo_o 
--· - . ______ .L---

5, 180 40, 260· .- 14,-620 ·_8~/1000 sq.ft. 62,915 364/1000.sq. 

. ,. 
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- ESTIMATED SEASONALITY INDEX r'OR LAKE TAHOE BASIN 

-

I 

l 
-MONTHLY AVERAGE- . 
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Source: ERA's Housing Element Update for TRPA.:. ·1973_ 

Figure 1 presents an estimate of• the populatio,i variation at Tahoe by mo·11th. The graph was 
derived from a number of sources including traffic count data. retail sal~s, and gaming 
receipts·. It should be noted lhat the figures ·are monthly averages, s·uch that peak weekend 
usage is not directly represented. However; the peak weekend p,·obably repre_sents a_t least 
a 2: 1 r;-itio to the year round average_-population. 

This sc;1sonality index curve was used to ad,i11st the average summer patronage estimates 
per 1000 sq. f_t. gaming floor area to monthly esl,im;-ites for the fut I year of 1974 (See Table· ) . 

The formula for this adjustment is: 

where: 

Month JAN 

(Mi) 80 

(Mi) 
[Asil 

(Pa). 

[Pm) 

= 
= 

= 

. (Mi) 
[Asi) X (F'a) [Pm) 

index fo1· each. month 
average of the mont!1ly indexes for the mor.,ths cif July. 
August & September; which i-s equal to 148:!:' 

· average summer patronage per 1000 sq. (l. for the 
. months of ju1y; At•gust & September [TRTS.19111 Summer). 
estimated ~trona_ge per ·1000 sq. ft. for each month 

FEB MAR APR MAY ·JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT- NOV 

98 . 94 74 76 106 145 168 132 78 . 67 

DEC 

85 

------------ ----
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TABLE A-5 

'ES.TI HA~ ED GA~ ING ~AT RON AGE l 9 7 4 

souTH ·s_HORE LAKE TAHOE NORTH SHORE LAKE·TAHOE TOTAL TAHOE BASIN 

MONTH 

January 

February 

March 

April• 

Hay 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Patronage Per Day 
Pez, 1000 sq .. ft. 

Gaining Area: (l) 

214/1000 sq. ft. 

262/1000 sq.· ft. 

251/1000 sq. ft. 

198/1000 sq. ft. 

203/1000 sq .. ft. 

283/1000 sq. ft. 

387/l_OOO sq. _ft. 

449/1000. sq. ft. 

353/1000 sq·. ft. 

208/10·00.sq. ft. 

179/lo·oo sq. ft. 

227/lOOO sq. ft. 

Patronage Patronage 
. Per Day ·per 

(l4~,ooo •q. ft. ~onth 
. o.perati'!g) ( l) 

P~tronage ~er Da~ 
Per 1.000· sq. ft. 

GaJl!ing Area· ( 2 ) 

30 I 200· 

36,900 

35,400 

.936,20Q 121/1000 sq. fi::. 

l,03~,ioo 148/1000 sq. ft. 

1,097,400 142/1000 sq. ft. 
. \ ' . 

·,27 ,900 

28,600 

3_9,900 

54,600 

6.3,300 

29,300 

is,200 

3~,o~o 

837,000 

886,600 

·l,197 ,000 

1,692,600 

~,962,300 

·l,49.4,000 

908,300 

756,000 

112/1000 si: it,· 

115/1000 sq. ft .. 

160/1000 ,sq. ft. 

219/1000 -~q. ft. 

.,, 
254/1000 sq, ft. 

199(1000 sq. ft. 

118/1000 sq. ft. 

101/1000 sq. ft. 

·992 ,ooo . 128.11000 sq. ft. 

Patronage 
Per Di:IY 

{31,800 sq. ft.· 
operating) <2 ) 

3,800 

4 ,-700 

4i500 

, :} I 600 

3,600 

5,100 

7,000 

8,100 

6,300 

3,800 

3,200 

4,100 

Pat.i:;onage 
fler 

Month 

117,800 

131,600 

139,500, 

108,000 

n'l ,600 

153,00.0· 

217,000 

251,00_0 

18~,000 

117-, BOO 

96,000 

,127 ,100 

Patranage 
Per Month 

1974 

1,054,000 

1,164,800 

1,236,900 

945~000 

·l,-:350.,00() 

f;9o9 1 6oo 

_2.,213,400 

1,683,000 

l, 026 ,100 

852,000 

1,119 ,·100 

TOTAL ANNUAL PATRONS SOUTH. SHORE 13,792,600 NORTH SHORE 1,759,500 TAHOE 15,552,100 
BASIN 

(1) 

. , 
(:Z) 

TRTS 1974 summer Data Estima~es • 396 Patrons/1000 sq. ft. Gaming Floor Area in South Shore (See·Figure 1 for method 
of adjusting summer patronage to·monthiy •s~imates). Gaming.Floor Area ·in Operation in,1974 .• 141,500 sq. ft. out of 
1 41 , 5() 0 sq. ft . . .. , . 
TRTS 1974'Summer Data Estimat~s ~ 224 Patrons/1000 sq. ft. Gaming Floor 
of adjusting summer patronage to monthly estimates), Gamipg Floor Area 
a total of 54,500·sq. ft: 

Area in North Shor~ (See Figure 1 for method 
in·_operation in 1974 • 31,800. sq. ft. out of 
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AP·Pf:MDIX B 

TABLE B 1 
HOUSING AND POPULATION ES!IMATES 

A. Cumula.tive Total: 4 approv.ed ·south shore gami.ng foci lities 

7,100 New Employ'ees. · - 5,070_hnuseholds ·c1·.4 employed persons/house.hold}*, 
- 4,970 service employees (.7 ser\iice·employees/basic 

. . industry employee) 

4,970 Service Employees 3,550 ho~seholds (1. 4 employed ·persons/household}* 

Total New. En:iployees: 

Tot~I New Households: 

· Total New Residents: 

7; 100 gaming employees._· 
4,970 service employees 

I~, 070 fotal nl:w employees . 

5,070 g;:iming employee households 
3,550 service employee households 
8,620 total new households 

. -
8,620 total new households· 

.·X 2.8 residents/h.ouschold 
2.4, 140 tctal new-'residents 

*Derived from characteristic's of households identified 'in 1974 TRTS 

.. 

.. /~-so 
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TJ\8LE 82 
ESTIMAT!=D HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTIO~* 

(Households stimlJ lated by new south shore gaming development) 

HOUSEHOLD$ 
Ho~sehold fncorne New ~aming tkw Service 

. 
Total 

0 - 3,999 101 3-6 137.· 

4,000 - 5,999 253 143 '396· 
6,000 ·~ 7,999 456 143 599 . 
8;·000 - 8,999 203 143 3'-16 I 

.9,000 - -9,999 253 178 431-
10,000 - 11,999 557 321 878 

·12,ocio -·14~999 862 535*" . I, 397 
15,000 - 19,999 9.6'.3. 643 I, 606 .. 
20~ 000 - 24,999 . 507 714. I, 221 

. ' 

25,000 - 34, 9~~ 659 -"~4: L, 113 ·. . · . 
35,000 - 49,999 152 143 295 · 
50,000 + 102 J07 . 209· ·. 

.. 5,068 3,570 8,6J8 

* Estimated from household in~ome di"stribution of gami.ng and ser-vice 
-industry employees identified· in 1974 TRTS . . . ' 

. TABLE'B3 
1976 HO.USING SUPPLY.~ •. 

Household income 

0 - 3;999 
4,·ooo-: 5,999 

. 6, 000 - 7, 999 
8, 000 - 8, 999 . . 
9,000 _. 9,999 

10, 000 ·- 11, 999 
12 ~ 000 :- 14·, 99~ 
15,000 - 19,9.99 
to, ooo_.;.. 24,999 
25,000 :- 3'-l,"999_ , 
35·, o·oo - 49,999 
50,000 + 

: .. -
. Units-Accessible To 

Income Ran~ 

. -320 

-:- 40 
- 10 
+ 50 

.. + 40 

+500 
f330 
+ 80 
+ 70 
- 10 
- 70-
-260 

Surplus (+) 
Deficit (-) 

*Deri~ed: from.1 RPA La11d ilnd Housing .Data Sy~tcm 

. . 

. . 
·, 

., 
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TABLE 84 · 

'PROJECTED IIOUSING NEED·s 
(lmpa·ct of 4· app~oved South _?hare Hotel/Casinos} 

. . 
A-. Total h~using demand 

8640 New househb Ids 
-107.0 Existing surplus units· 

7570 N·cw demand _for. unit-s , .. 

. . . . 
+ 770 Exjsting h_ouseho1ds with needs unmet. · . . . s ~0~~1. nu·m.ber ·of ~e.:V units_..re~-~ired_ 

B .. Demand for owner occupied_ unit:> -. 

4454 N·cw h"ouscholds with incom·es sufficie.nt to 
ourchase min.imum home (household income . . 
above $15,000 

-:- 105 Surplus units 

. EJ New _h~us_eholds \n ownership ma~ket 

C. Demand for rental tin its 

_ 8340 Totar•new units .requ_ired 
-4304 New households i_n -ownership market 

f=.I Households wi~h i1~come~ in~ufficient. 
~ for ownership · · • 

1· 

•. 
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'tYn ,-r -- -, 

My name is Dorothy w, Bo.yd. and I 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, Chai.nnan of the 

South Tahoe Citizens' Committee (now disbanced), I 

am also the aooointed Supervisor, reoresenting the 

three Nevada counties, on the Board of the Nevada-

Tahoe Conservation District. --j. ,t.rJ_ 0..,, !l,t. i,.,,_J;,,,.;_i,..,.,.tl. 
If the Compact is to be changed, I would favor the 

Sheerin bill, with the following changes: 

On pg. 3, I woulc suggest the California membership 

description should remain "shall be a member---", 

and I would change Nevada requirements to conform. 

Since these members are the closest thing we have 

to elected representatives on the Governing Boey, I 

believe they should be members of the Boards they 

represent. 

I heartily approve the changes in the composition 

of the Advisory Planning Committee, 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, anr knowledgeable of, the area 

should be heard, and this is a good place to start. /..@-33 
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essential to the health anc safety of Nevaoa resicents. 

However, as stated, this bill only manrates a Plan, an~ 

we already have that. What we ne~ is immeciate 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 woulc reminc you of the difficulties 

already apparent in housing, transportation, water and 

sewage capacities for the 8,000 to 12,000 employees 

which will be needed when Park-Tahoe, Kahle anc Jennings 

are built. I can also see the economic viability of 

the nee~ for an ad~itional casino on the North shore, 

but they, too, have problems. If we ARE to have adci

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 ru1e should be 

ch~nged. I know of no other instance where failure to 

reach agreement denotes approval. I would prefer seeing 

the project rejected, and a procedure delineated for a 

new hearing. I am also concernec with the 3 year ex

piration time, because of past performances by the 

Sierra Club and the League, ano believe there shoul~ be 

a modifying clause to extend approval time in case of /tfO- ~J4 
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All of this, however, is an exercise in futility, unless 

and until California is force~ to repeal that section of 

the Environmental Protection Act which reactivate~ 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, sky

rocketing costs, traffic congestion and its resultant 

air pollution, plus many-other problems, are directly 

attributable to the sheer iciocy 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 regional government, which says, in effect, "You aon'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 fone 

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 ~evastating 

effects on the rest of the Basin. TRPA must again 

become the sole agency for regional planning in the 

Tahoe Basin1 or utter chaos will result. 
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There are some other factors which, although probably 

not appropriate to this bill,- are related, and I woul0 

like to submit them for your consideration. 

First and foremost is the provision for state funding 

for the purchase, at fair market price, of lands which 

are down-zoned. 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 purchase9 and
1

with the land scarcity factor
1

could 

be resold as a single builcing site. 

Second, is that we-are being governed by non-elected 

officials. I believe that the majority of the Govern

ing Body should be electef, so that the local citizens 

can have some control. 

I also believe that any application for a casino 

should be accompaniec by economic justification, oroof 

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. 
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A 1 te rnat i ves for the Tahoe Reg i a- a 1 Planning Agency 

Testimony concerning S.B. 265 266. and 26~ delivered by William R. 
Eadington, economist, 130 Danette Circle, Reno. NV 89511 

I would like to base my testimony on two recently released rep::1,rts: 

"Impacts of Potential Hotel/Casino Expansion at Lake Tahoe"; issLJ.::d 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 c.oncerned mainly with 

the effect of casino expansion on the Tahoe basin's population, and the 

consequent 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 new facilities beyond 

those already approved. The basic findings of the report were, that if 

the four already approved casino projects were completed, this would effectively 

double the available floor space for gaming at South Shore; it v1ould 

increase permanent resident population in the area from approximately 29,000 

to about 53.000 (over an 80% increase); it would require an increase in 

traffic lanes at South Shore from the present four lanes to ten lanes to 

acco~odate peak load traffic; it would require the construction of about 

8,300 new housing units in the general vicinity, mostly in low and medium 

priced housing; and it would require substantial expansion of existing 

sewage treatment facilities to accc~odate the new housing. Furthermore, 

auto~obile traffic near the casinos would generate carbon monoxide which 

would exc~ed California and Nevada air quality standards by 50%. The 

re?ort soes on to say that there may be substantial difficulty in c~nstruc-

t ing the necessary housing within the Tahoe basir. because of CTP.PA restrkti0.'.s 

/.fl)- 37 
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on multiple unit dwellings on the California side of the basin, and 

the trend in recent new developments to construct.high income second 

homes rather than low inc~~e or middle income ho~es. This, coupled with 

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 gaming industry. Quoting 

from the report, "If the four approved casino-hotel projects are developed, 

either sewage capacity will have to be substantially increased and 

government incentives and/or regulations applied to stimulate the 

development of tow 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 areas". 

The report further noted that any new casino facility at the South 

Shore would increase population by about t/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 re~,ort also noted that in certain areas around Crystal 

82y, such higb1:.;;y expansion v:as physically im::,cssible. 

Acting upon this report and similar evidence from elsewhere, the 

U.S. Forest Service in its January 1977 report stated that expansion int~~ 

Ta~~e basin's gaming industry threatened a curtailment of the use of 

publi~ lands in the Tahoe basin because of ccpacity limits on various 

cnvi ro:-c-:-,'::ntal and socio-econo:nic factors. The report conclu(fod: 11Tha 

expnrsion of gaming should be halted or at least strongly controlled and 

Got allo~,~d to preclude use of the public lands nor cause the environ~antal 
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thresholds to be exceeded. Furthermore, the two casino-hotel sites currently 

approved at the South Shore, but scarcely begun, should 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" •. 

The _report goes on to say that "it would be poss ib 1 e to acquire the 

casino-hotel rights for considerably less money than total acquisition 

and still leave a reasonable opportunity for commercial development 

of I imited 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 viev,point, future expansion of the Tahoe basin 

industry is highly 1 ikely to generate far more costs than be_nefits; from 

a public policy viewpoint, it would be unwise to allow future expansion 

to occur. The U.S. Forest Service has indicated the desirability of 

purchasing already approved casino-hotel sites in the public interest end 

prevent their construction as long as they can be assured. new: c2s ino 

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 Lake Tahoe basin today: the threat of 

population inducing commercial or industrial develop,n:::nt, and the preservation 

of existing property rights. If ovmers of those properties which would 

generate substantial population increases by their development were fai~ly 

compensated for giving up the rights of development, then both problems 

,:ould be handled simultaneously. Therefore, legislation which will allow 

this p~ssibi]ity to be pursued should be favored o~er legislation which 

will make it less likely to occur. 
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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 economy 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 
1uality of the physical environment in which it operates; this is 
especially true at Lake Tahoe. If the development of new casinos at 
Lake 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 gaming. 
4. To so.ue extent, legal gaming in one part of the State of Nevada 
competes with gaming elsewhere in the State. Even though this may not 
have.been a major consideration in the past, it is likely to become more 
im?ortant in the future. Therefore, growth of gaming at Lake Tahoe may 
limit the future ability of the g~ming industry to expand in Reno/Sparks 
or Las Veg;;is. 

Of the legislation presently before this co~~ittee, 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 "rcd-1 ining,. 

certain areas for· casino development, would actually be creating land 

values within the red-lines and therefore make it all the more difficult 

to prevent casino expansion by purchase, as suggested by the U.S. Forest 

s~rvice. The only way either of those bills could be acce?table for the 

long term interests of Lake Tahoe would be to add the following arr.c:ndrnent: 

11The red-lines will not co,T,e into effect for ten years following passage 

<'iild approval of this :-evision of the TRPA ':o.,,?act by all a;:,propriate 

l=gislative bodies. Before that time, any land-use within the designated 
/:l{)- 1·JO 
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red-line areas would have to go through the same review and approval 

procedures as other lands within the Tahoe basin." The intent of such 

an amendment would be to give the U.S. Forest Service, or other public 

or private agencies, the time necessary to negotiate to buy out the 

development rights on potential casino properties. In this manner both 

the rights of property and the unique beauty of Lake Tahoe may be 

preserved for present and future generations. 

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 fut fi 11 ing thei · 

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 regulatory agency 

cannot address the major causes of the problems it is supposed to control, 

it will likely try to attack the symptoms of those problems, not be 

effective in fulfilling its objectives, and possibly be viewed as an 

agency which does nothing but harrass individual rights for oO real purpose. 

The TRPA must be given-the ability to control ex?ansion of the b~sin 1 s 

gaming industry if it is ever to be an effective planning agency. 

This ~n only be dont through passage of S.B. 265 or through pass~ge of 

substantially amended versions of S.B. 266 or 267, as suggested a~ove, 

I therefore urge your support on these positions. 
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SUM~.JARY 
OF 

TAHOE TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT LEGISLATION 

Under existing law such transit as is available in the Lake Tahoe 
basin is operated by cities, counties, and private parties. No 
local agency has -the autho:-ity to·regulate the flow or vehicular 
traffic for purposes other than safety. El Dorado County owns 
and operates the South Lake Tahoa Airport and the Truckee-Tahoe 
Airport District owns and operates the Truckee Airport. · 

This bill would create a Tahoe 1'.J~-~~:e_ortation District (T-TD) with . 
the authority to operate a public t~ansportation system in ser
vice of the Tahoe basin and its division and to operate both 
within and without the California side of the Tahoe basin and in 
the State of Nevada ·when authori~ed by Nevada and Feder3:l law. 

. . . 

The District is authorized to acquire both ·airports and the facil
ities of the 'I"ahoe Area Regional Transit service pro,.ride:l ·b:t 
Placer County and to acquire, _upon mutually a~eeable terms, the 
transit system of the City of South Lake Tahoe. 

The District is authorized- to impose charges on the privilege of 
·parking any vehicle under.8,ooo pounds or any camper or house 
trailer regardless of weight within the California. side or the 
basin except that.no charge may be imposed for emergency stops, 
r.o:- for being stopped while obtaining fuel, nor for- cars parked 
at private residences without ch.1.rge. • 

The District rnay talrn these actions only when in conforrr:i ty with 
·the regional transportation plan of the Calif.ornia Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency. 

Additionally, the District is giveri the powers and functions
custowarily extended to transit operators in the State of 
California, including the authority to issue reven~e bonds and 
other evidences of indebtedness, to assiriilate e~ployees of 
existing transportation systems which are acquired without loss 
of benefits to such employees, to bargain collectively with 
employee organlzations, and to extend to employees pension and 
other collateral benefits. Employees are denied the right to 
strike. 

The membership of the governing board of the District is as 
follm'ls: 

• 
(a} One resident of the City· of South Lake Tahoe appointed 

by the City Council. 

(b) One resident of the Lake Tahoe basin portion of Placer 
County as defined in Gov~rnment Code Section 67021 appointed by 
its board of supervi~ors. 

• 
/;lO - 1.01 
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'(c) One resident of the Lake Tahoe basin oortion of 
El Dorado County appointed by its board of supervisors • 

. (d) One resident of the l~B' northernmost counties from out
side the Lake Tahoe basin appointed by the Governor.. · 

(e) Ohe resident or the 10 southernmost counties, Los Angeles, 
Ventura, San Diego, Santa Barbara, Riverside, San Bernardino, 
Imperial, Orange, San Luis Obispo and Kern. 

(f} One member appointed by the California Tahoe ~egional. 
Pla~ning Agency. · 

(g) The Director or the California De~artment of Transporta
tion or such alternate employee of that department.as he/she shall 
designate to serve a~ his/her pleasure. 

Except for the Director of Transportation, members are precluded 
from hol~ing any other public office and they.will serve four 
year staggered terms. The members are to ·exercise their own best 
judgment and not to serve as the agent or their appointing 
authority. 

. . 
Additionally, the District is given the authority to utilize .the 
one-fourth percent sales tax for transportation monies, and the 
California Department or Transportation is authorized to construct 

.any facilities which would be required for the transportation 
syste~ of the basin if both agencies agree to this arrangement .. 

• 
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HESOLliTI-Di'i 
.Piuiional Head,piarlers, The A.mericnu Leginn 

Fifty-Eighth Annual National Con•1ention, SeJttle, Washington 
August 24, 25, 26, 1976 

Resolution No. _...!2~:.32,::.. ________________________________ _ 

~ ~ ~ Yo (c.+, co~ Zo••· :'.'} /:+ ba1,~ ~+-
S!lbject ---------------,---...:...::..;_ ______ -1-~'--"'---------

;; I 

Referred to Committee on --------------------------------

Wherea3, it has been brou3ht to the attantion of Toe A~~rican Legion 
that certain inequities no~ e~ist throughout A~erica, and 

~hereas, substantial evidencs e:ists that thosa safeguards provided 
for th~ prc,tection or huean rights under constitutional la~ are being 
subrogated to appeasa certain new philosophies and the liberal 
appetities or some politicians; and 

Whereas, ths delegation or legisl~tive po~ers to non-elected person3 
who hold social philoeophy rather than constitutional law as para~ount 
ignores the dedication or our deceased comr.ides in ar=s ~ho willingly 
sacrificed both life and lab to preserve agOYern,3ent of ths people, 
by the people, and for the people, and 

Whereas, the e:d.stence of appointed agencies, wbich are establishe~ 
contrary to constitutional principles, deny those under their juris
diction tbe rights or recall and referendum through tha ballot, and 

Whereas, substantial evidence e±:sts that those ia gover=ent are 
atte=pting to establish new regions which destroy the s~v~raignty or 
the states as well as the protections providad the citizens within 
tbose states in direct violation or the United States Constitution, 
and 

Whereas, the very foundation of liberty resides .i~ the rights of 
AQericaos to be secure in the o~nership of property, both real and 
pr17ate, and th~se agencies and political ~ubdi~i~1ons se~x to de~t:-oy 
such rights, now, therefor~, be it 

Rasolved, that the right to control property should be aod i~ ~~der 
con3titutional law through voluntary a3soc!ation ~ith othar~ or 
through the process or e~inant dosai~, and 

Be it Further Resolved, that all neces3ary st0ps muat be taken to 
justly co~peoaate tho3e ~eterans, the wldo~s or vsterans and their 
children, and all oth~r A~ariean.3 ~ho have been d~nied eithar use or 
po~3e3aion or their 1and for publie benefit or en7iromMntal ethic, 
and 

FOR CONVENTION COMMITTEE USE 

Approved ______ Rejected _____ _ 

Approved wlth Amendments ________ _ 

' Conso!id3ted with ____________ _ 

R~farc:tl to Stam.li:15 CcwmiS;)ion or Committc~ on 

... 
R:'..:eived ~.:tl R::cor~~d _________ _ 

O:!-cr .-\.:tiuo _____________ _ 

This is to certify that th-. above resolutio:, was 
adopted by our r.,ent Con v,,ntion but with i:1di-
cated n:if action s bstituted for local resolving 
clause. 

Ca Ji to .. n1a 
{Typ•) (0•;,crt!",.,,,I 

(Below is to b~ filled in when resolution is sub:nitted 
from ~noth~r authorized source. It ~ay a!s.> be us~ 
to cor:,ply with the ic!entification provision of Resc>
lution 21, r<eferred to i:i paragraph 3 on reverse side 
of whito, £om,_) 
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RESOJ~UTION 
.N ntional Hea<3(Ju:.irters, The A meric:rn Legion 

Fifty-Eighth Annuar National Convention, Seattle, Washington 
August 24. 25, 26, 1976 

Resolution No.---~---------------------------------
Subject -~-------------------------------------

Refe!"l"ed to Committee on -------------------------------

I 

Be it further re3o!ved, tr.at The A~erican Legion demands the ic~edi
ate repeal of all leg13lation which has created bureaucrac1e3 with 
the power to control, removing tho3e non-elected individuals who co~ 
legi3late through the delegation or authority froB elected orr!cials 
who are seeking to control Americans rather than to serve the=, and 

Be it further resolved, that we, the member or The American Legion, 
dam.and an imaadiate return to ~trict constitutional adherence regard
ing the ownership or land and the guaranteed right to its o~ership, 
use, and due pl'Ocess or law regarding its disposioion. 

l'OR CONVl!NTION COMMITT!I! USI! 

Approved _____ __,Rejected _____ _ 

Approved with Amendments ________ _ 

Consolidated with ____________ _ 

Referred to Stan.Jing Commission or Committee on 

Received and Recorded _________ _ 

O:her Action ____________ _ 

This is to certify that the above resolution was 
adopted by our D ment Conventio11 but with indi
cated nati actior substituted for.local resolving 
clause. 

California 
(T7p•• (O•port•e,u) 

(Below is to be filled in when resolution Is submit:ed 
fro:n another authorized sourc.,. It may also be used 
to co:nply with the identification provision of Res<>
lution 21, refern.d to in paragraph 3 on reverse side 
of white fom,.) 

/Al)-/fJ~ 



·"' 

' !· 
~•, ,• d '. l ...,_ 

• \. 

P.O. ROX 962 • SOUTH LAKE TAHOE, CALIFORNIA 95705 

Ri,.<:iOLU T IOII 
• ,!o;: -

....... 

WHiREAS the recent trend toward th& creation ot ieg1onal~l.anniq 
Agenciee, euch as the Calitornia Tahoe Regional Pla.aning Agenc7, the 
Cali!ornia Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, the Tahee Regional 
Planning Agency and other d.111larly estal,lished Regional . Bureaucracie• 
has- reaulte,d in arbitr..ary_,, al¥l,-c~1c~,~dac.i.tiQll.l aC~& .... 9,~lucia . _., .,,,,. •)>-~ · 

~t,.wmpt.in& ·to establish h_C?ll!~j'j,"1onduct, 0eormerce and/~~~cs, e.~r~ia~ ', ,. :;._-_ . 
· -· and en.10J"·· t.b• reuonabl• aid--prudent uac. ot -.their pr0Pm1 uid · · · ,. · , -'· 

, , propert7 right.a,· and. . · ·· · · ' } ,, :· -~/'·~:-· "\ii>.f :·,~~~-<; ,/<~;, , · · 1 
i .· .... 

. ·'. (! I • -;",{' - ~, ~~-·-,·.'~~M~i~,~:,-1 · ' " < <··."-:~:· . .- ·. 

WHEREAS the existence of appointed membership to tb4,se agencies who 
. JiaYe legialatiTc powers, wbooe estab11shmen_t ia contrarr to constitv.tional 
·. principles, deny those under their juriadiction the righte o! recall and 

reterendua through th~ 'ballat. in Tialat.1Qn or "Due Process• as guaranteed 
b7 the Constitution~ and ::. · · · 

WHEREAS one ot the foundatione of 11berty resides 1n the- rightt of .· 
people to be aecure in the, ownership of propert.Y, both real and private, 
and the1e agencies and political subdivisions ~eek to de~tr01 euch 
ri&bt.•, and . . · -

·.:-,\ ,. : .... ~ .~. 

WHEREAS one o! the f o-unding princ.wies as aet fort.b: in :\he 
JAYCEE CREED is, ,Ws Believcu THAT GOV~ SiWUl B& .Qf··LA.WS· ! .,·> . · :· i.- ,.· . . . 

· · , ·14T@ w1 ar ¥St..,, .• ,: •. ~· .·· .. .. . .. :,, ·-· _;.;,'.::-•_ ?·tif::mt 
. a 

✓ 
✓· 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 

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 rema.ins of the natural 
quality of Lake Tahoe. Considering the uniqueness of this i.ke and the spectacuJ.ar 
beauty of the surrounding area, all other interests a:ust 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: 
l. Reversal of the dual majority, sixty-day rule in the voting procedure 

of ~e governing board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency· so that unless 
a majority of thf! rnenb!rs of both s~ates a~~ . the matter will be rej~ted. 
2. Broader based representation on t:he TJU)A governing board. Since over 
two-thirds of t.,e 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 TJU)A are needed not only to curtail qa.ming 
but to discourage increasing development on the California side of t:he Lake. 
4. · The Nevada League supports the u·: s. Forest Service proposal to 
purchase hotel-casino sites for public use. 

A re~_."lt TP.PA staff r~r-ort indicate:! t.'\at additio~l h~tel-casino.s would ha-ve a · 
devastating effect on the enviromnent in t:he Tahoe Basin. Air and water quality 
around the Lake have already deteriorated and t:here are a growing number of 
areas on both sides of the Lake which are ugly and al.ien to the natural en
vironment. It seems not only criminal, but foolish, for Nevada to allow such 
an outstanding t"esource to be sacrificed. The Nevada League of Women Voters 
asks that you take the most stringent and direct methods~ preserve Lake 
Tahoe for future generations. 

Thank you •. 

Lee Kosso 
60 Anson Drive 
Reno , Nevada 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

RESOLUTION 77-1 

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 

1 

I 

, WHEREAS, said Compact mandates the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to insure 
a balance between "resource conservation and orderly development" within th.e La1;<1e · 
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 ·1 

WHEREAS, employment figures for the Tahoe region clearly show the gaming 
industry to be the principal industry of the region; and 

WHEREAS, provisions of the Interstate Compact have severely I imited the abi I ity 
of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to influence the rate of growth of the gaming \ 
industry in the Tahoe Basin; and 

WHEREAS, data developed over the past three years has recently be~n aggregated 
and analyzed by the staff of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency in its report on Impacts 
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 expansion· 
already approved within the Tahoe Basin; and · 

WHEREAS, said report also identifies a potential for major expansion of the gaming 
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 pub I ic 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 fol lowing vote: 

Ayes: Mr. Wynn, Mr. Meder, Mr. Bensinger, Mr. Cooke, Mr. Stewart, Mr. Henry, 

Nays: Mr. Burns, Mrs. Onorato 

Abstain: None 

Absent: Mr. Kjer 

Mr. Scott 

,::, ,_.,_. 



-

-

-

TESTIMONY - March 14, 1977 Page 1 of 2 

TO: 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 I 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 
mi le of the state 1 i ne. 

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 
2 -
3 -
4 

{\i/a te r 
solved 

water pollution 
scenic destruction 
too much commercialism 
too many people 
pollution, listed worst in 
by seweT exportation.) 

1971, has been largely 

/Jl() -/~( 
E) In Douglas County, 95% favored architectural controls on , ~ 

commercial areas, and in Washoe County the figure was 97%. 
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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. (Oppositio~ to further casino 
development by Do~glas 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 11 60-day default approval" 
to major casino expansion which will result in additional traffic 
congestion, more aif pollution, water shortages, ~nd 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 wit l be approved. 
Hence, it is essential for the future of Lake Tahoe Basin that either 
SB 265 be passed, or SB266 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 appropriate 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 w i l 1 run o u t o f w a t e r i n 1 9 7 9 and Ca 1 i f o r n i-a ab o u t 1 9 8 0 ; 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 ~ooms 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 ~ush 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, ar Las Vegas as far as their participation goes in 
what is unique at Tahoe. 

Long ter• 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 fra~i le. 

It is incumbent upon both the Nevada Senate and the Assembly to 
consider Tahoe an important National resource and to treat it 
as such. 

Res~P. ctfully s~bmitted, 
. , '-c J~ 

RO ~- STEELE 
Chairman 

l~i<Jt .. ·~, 

·, - - ' - -
Encls: 1 - Summary, Taxpayer's Poll 

2 - Graoh. W~t-r ~hnrt~na 
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SUMMARY OF 1971 LAKE TAHOE AREA COUNCIL POLL OF WHAT KIND OF TAHOE 

THE BASIN TAXPAYERS WANT FOR THE FUTURE. 

ARE YOU A REGISTERED VOTER? 

RANKING OF TEN MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS OF 
LAKE TAHOE: (priority points) 

1 - water pollution 
2 - scenic destruction 
3 - too much commerclallsm 
4 - too many people 

RESTRICT GAMING AND CASINOS TO WITHIN 
ONE MILE OF STATE LINE? 

RESTRICTION ON FURTHER CASINO DEVELOPMENT? 

DO YOU APPROVE OF THE FOLLOWING BUILDING 
PROJECTS? 

- Single Family Residential 
- Multi Family Residential 
- Condominium or Apartments 
- High Rise Developments 
- Retail Estabishments 

IN FAVOR.OF HIGH RISE BUILDINGS IF THEY 
WERE: 

- Between lakefront & Highway 
- Adjacent to mountain backdrop 
- Not visible from lake 
-Not at.all 

IN FAVOR OF ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS ON 
COMMERCIAL AREAS? 

IN FAVOR OF ARCHITECTRUAL CONTROLS ON 
RESIDENTIAL AREAS? 

NEVADA 
WASHOE DOUGLAS 

(Yes) (Yes) 

20% 

5,772 
5,341 
4,755 
3,620 

87% 

80\ 

97% 
51% 
51% 
1 1 % 
66% 

4% 
36% 
28% 
56% 

97% 

93% 

30% 

2,997 
2,640 
2,405 
1,918 

83% 

69% 

95% 
45% 
33% 
18% 
60% 

9%. 
49% 
39% 
59% 

95% 

86% 

CALIFORNIA 
ELDORADO PLACER 

(Yes) (Yes) 

14% 

23,518 
21,214 
19,227 
15,018 

86% 

72% 

96% 
48% 
34% 
13% 
60% 

6% 
39% 
32% 
51% 

95% 

81% 

13% 

14,598 
12,859 
11,743 
9,481 

90% 

85% 

97% 
38% 
28% 

8% 
56% 

3% 
27%. 
29% 
58% 

96% 

86% 

LAKE TAHOE 
BASINWIDE 

(Yes) 

15% 

49,969 
44,550 
40,473 
31,856 

87% 

77% 

96% 
45% 
35% 
12% 
59% 

5% 
35% 
31% 
55% 

96% 

84% 
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LAKE TAHOE AREA COUNCIL 

REPORT TO THE 

LAKE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY AND ITS 

ADVISORY PLANNING COMMITTEE 

ON THE 

FUTURE OF LAKE TAHOE 

Av~,,,$ t 1971 
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 to the future welfare of the area, it is 

appropriate at the outset to state that we are a non governmental and 

non profit organization representin~ 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 ~enerations as one of our 

nation's great scenic and recreational areas. We add to this basic 

concern that all development should be orderly, intelliP-ently 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 

~enerally resulted in the conclusion that something was lackin~ 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 importan_t 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 taxpayers 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 useable information. A number of public a~encies including 
/. 

the staff of the Regi~nal Agency contributed to the questions that 

were asked. The final product was sent to approximately is,ooo 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 we~e 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 present 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. 

-2-
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MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A. 

Question #1 

Question #2 

Question #3 

Question /#4 

Question #5 

Question #7 

Question #8 

Status of Property Owners 

14% own permanent home 
~2\ own second or recreation home 

2% own property used for business 
36% own undeveloped property 

6% own other 

Do you rent your property any time during the year? 

Yes 38\ No 62\ 

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\ 

In what county is your property located? 

Washoe 
Douglas 
El Dorado 
Placer 

13\ 
7% 

50% 
30% 

Is your propertv on the lake front? 

Yes 9% No 91\ 

Time spent at Lake Tahoe per vear. 

Only occasionally 33% 
2 to 8 wee~s 32% 
8 to 16 weeks 12\ 
16 to 26 weeks ·6\ 
Permanently 17\ 

Are you a registered voter in the Basin? 

Yes 15\ No 85% 

-3-
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MP10RANDUM TO T.R.P.A. 

Question -/#9 

Question 1#10 

Question #11 

Question 1#12 

Question #13 

Question 114 

Question 1#15 

Recreational activities 

Fishing 
Hiking 
Picnicking 
Gaming 
Boating 

4026 
3818 
3643 
3604 
3597 

Snow Skiin~ 
Other -
Water Skiing 
Back Packing; 

3414 
2601 
2170 
1257 

Should there be more Eublic recreation areas? 

Yes 65% No 35% 

Do you favor condemning nrivate , 

Yes 35% No 65% 

Do you favor a tourist use tax? 

Yes 63% No 

What do you consider 
Tahoe to be toda;l,~ 

Water pollution 
Scenic destruction 

37\ 

the 

Too much commercialism 
Too many.people 

major 

Zoning not restrictive enough 
Soil erosion 
Air pollution 
Too little access to lake front 
Too few parks 
Too much construction work 

Land use and controls 

Too strict 4% 
Satisfactory 23t 
Not strict enough 73% 

land for 

problems 

4995·9 
44550 
40473 
31856 
30124 
29256 
26240 
25206 
22548 
21372 

public 

at Lake 

use? 

Are you satisfied with services and performance of 
local governmental agencies in which your propertv 
is located? 

Yes sat No 42\ 

*Where preferences were indicated in the survey 
they were so recorded. When they were not, each 
answer was given equal status. 

·-4-



MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A. 
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Question #16 rlhat A~ency would vou prefer to exercise 
sovernmental authorit1? 

a) The new Bi State Regional Agency 48\ 
b) A Federal Agency 10% 
c) 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 117 Gaming and Casino Hotels 
Approve Disapprove 

Not to extend beyond one mile of . 
Stateline 87% 13t 
Restriction of further casino 
development 7.7\ 23% 
Unlimited casino-hotel development 17\ 83% 

guestion #18 PoEulation 

Remain as is 82% 
Double 13% 

'e Triple 5% 

guestion 119 Do :z'.:OU favor po:2ulation bein~ limited'? 

Yes 80% No 20% 

guestion #20 Do 1ou aEErove or dissaErove the following 
Eui aing Erojects, 

Approve Disapprove 
Single family residences 96% 4% 
Multi family residences 45~ 55\ 
Condominiums or apartments 35% 65% 

In clusters 34\ 66\ 
In separate units 33% 67% 

High rise developments 12\ 88\ 
Retail establishments 59\ 41% 

guestion #21 Would fOU favor high rise buildinsls if they were: 
Yes No 

Between the lake front and the highway 5\ 95% 
Adjacent to the mountain backdrop 35% 65% 
Not visible from the lake 41\ 59% 
Not at all 55\ 45% 

-
-5-



MEMORANDUM TO T.R.P.A. 

.--- Question 1#22 1'o iou favor architectural controls on: 

Commercial areas Yes 96% No ~, 
Residential areas Yes 84% No 16% 

Question #23 Do you own a business enterprise? 

Yes 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 1·Tahoe Tomorrow" amonp. grammar school 

-- children. If their hearts and minds could speak to you today, as 

they did in their essay contributions, you would be inspired by 

the ex-t;ent of their desire to preserve the natural beauties of 

the Lake area as well 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". 

-6-
,. • ._,.._, 
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April 21, 1971 

TO THE PROPERTY OWNERS AND TAXPAYERS IN THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN 

Attached is a Questionnaire 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 rion-profit conservation organization devoted to the planned, orderly development 
of the Lake Tahoe Basin. 

The questions contained herein essentially ask: WHAT K) ND 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 endeavoi: 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 

J~!.~ent 
P. S. We have provided a return envelope for your convenience. Your~ stamp on 

the envelope would be a welcome contribution toward our efforts. 
/%23-//~ 



Lake Tahoe Area Council 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

ON 
THE FUTLRE OF LAKE TAHOE 

YOUR PROPERTY 

1 • Check type of property you own: 

. a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 

Permanent Home 
Second or Recreation Home 
Used for Business 
Undeveloped 
Other 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

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 

4. In what County is your property located? 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

5. Is it on the Lake front? Yes / / No / / 

6. If not on the Lake front, approximate distance fran the Lake? -------
7. How much total time do you spend at Lake Tahoe per year? (check one) 

a) Only occasionally / / 
b) 2 to 8 weeks / / 
c) 8 to 16 weeks / / 
d) 16 to 26 weeks / / 
e) Permanently / / 

8. Are you a registered voter in the Lake Tahoe Basin? Yes / / No / / 

RECREATION 

9. What recreational activities do you participate in while at Lake T dioe? (check all applicable) 

1 -
a) Snow skiing I I f) Gaming I I 
b) Water skiing I I g) Picnicking I I 
c) Boating I I h) Hiking I I 
d) Fishing I I i) Others (list) 
e) Back Packing I I 

,- ,,. ::-,,. 

l~-1/f 



Lake· Tahoe Area Council 

-

e· 

RECREATION - continued 

10. Should there be more public recreation areas? Yes / / 

11. Do y~u favor condemning private land for public use? Yes / / 

12·. Do you favor a tourist use tax? Yes / / 

No// 

No// 

No// 

LAND USE AND GOVERNMENT 

13. 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 Erosion 
Too little public access to lakefront 
Zoning not restrictive enough 
Too much construction work 
Other (Ust) . 

14. Are present land use or development controls (check one) 

a) 
b) 
c:) 

Too strict 
Seti sfactory 

- Not strict enough 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

15. Are you satisfied with the services and performance of the local governmental 
agencies in which your property is located? Yes / / No / / 

16. 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 

I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 

I I 

• 

2. 

C) 
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Lake Tahoe Area Council 

:: - LAND USE AND GOVERNMENT - continued 

17. Concerning Gaming and Casino-Hotels, would you- approve/disapprove: 

Approve Disapprove 

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 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 

18. The current population of the Lake Tahoe Basin is in the range of 25,000 to 30,000 
permanent residents and estimated to be three times that number during the summer 
season. 

Would you like the population to (check preference) 

a) Remain as is 
b) Double 
c:) Triple 
d) Comments: 

I I. 
I I 
I I 

19. Do you favor population being limited within the Lake Tahoe region? Yes/ / No/ / 

20. Developers are interested in various kinds of building projects. 
Do you approve or disapprove of any of the following: 

a) 
b) 
c) 

d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 

·single family residences 
Multi-Family residences 
Condominiums or apartments 
1 • In clusters 
2. · In separate units 
High-rise developments 
Retai I establishments 
Other 
Comments: 

Approve 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

Disapprove 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

i' ., • !,~ 

/.:ltJ-//U . 

I 
I 

l 
I 
I 
I 

r
[ ,. 
L , 
i 
i 
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Lake· Tahoe Area Council -

POPULATlON AND DEVELOPMENT - continued ·(j 

- 21. Would you favor high rise buildings if they were 

a) Between the lakefront and the highway Yes I I No/ I 
b) Adjacent to the mountain backdrop Yes I I No/ I 
c) Not visible from the lake Yes I I No/ I 
d) Not at all Yes I I No/ I 

22. Do you favor architectural controls on: 

a) Commercial areas Yes I I No/ I 
b) Residential areas Yes I I No/ I 

. BUSINESS 
_./ 

23. Do you own or operate a business enterprise? Yes I I No/ I 

. Kind of business: 

ls it open all year round? ·Yes I I No/ I U· :e Is it open summer only? Yes I I No/ I 
Is it open_ winter only? Yes I I No/ I 

How many people do you employ 

at your busiest season 
at your I east busy season 

' 



~ --~ ' 't ' ,·· 

I ,: .. ~~ULT!> Jf TABULATION OF L. T. A.C. QUESTlONNAIRE RESIN.ltS i ·., ,-,:. 
i - :.,::-
1 

QUESTION NO. l 
CHECK THE TYPE OF PROPERTY YOU OWN 

BAStN WIDE WASHOE DOUGLAS 

:-.. 

BY COUNTIES I ~ ••' 
August 16, l, ,.j '.:;·· · 

ELDORADO PLACER 
~: . 

;- ·. _:: 

,. ' -:, 
.. 

,, __ '•r>.·· ··.· 
' .. ~·;i;;'.i,.. -_ 
~ ; r: , 



QUESTION NO~ 5 

l S YOUR PROPERTY ON THE LAKE FRONT? 

BASIN WIDE WASHOE DOUGLAS EL DORADO PLACER 

Yes-9% No-91% , Yes - 12% No - 88% Yes - 19% No - 81% Yes - 6% No:- 94% Yes -11% No - 89% 
., ' 

. QUESTION NO. 7 
. i· ~, 

TIME SPENT AT THE LAKE PER YEAR. 
BASIN WIDE WASHOE DOUGLAS . El DORADO PLACER 

BASIN WIDE. WASHOE . · DOUGLAS 'i•: ·. /.,. --. EL DORADO 
----- ,; • ' .... ¥" _.,. ,. -~--~~~!.•., PLACER 

. 1h ./ : .;.t.'~> . 
.:t. -! .• ·•·.: ,~·;- ,'•: '"'."·/ ,, ... -: 

L'"r.-.•,"..··:: ·.'; 

Yes -15% No - 85% . :.: Yes - 20% No -·so% : Yes - 30% No .... 70% Yes.., 14% No 86% ·~:Yes --13% No - 87%, 
' . 

l~ , ., .,' 

......... . ../.+. 
, • :;1.· '·. 

-2- ··: 

' ... ; .. 

._ ... ' 



•·' ,,.-, , .... 

- PARTICIPATION AND INTERcStlN
RECREATlONAL ACTIVITIES 

. a. Fishing 
h. Hiking 
g. Picknicking 
h. Gaming 

,. 

c. Boating - 1": • ••• :. • :·.~ ,~. 

:::. ~·•-Snow Skiing . . _:::·. r·:::-;:" - '.')t -

e:-
QUESTION NO. 9 

.. BASIN WIDE 
(as reported) 

·-• · 4,026 
3,818 

· :· 3,643 
3,604 

- - 3,597 
, .. _ 3,414 ;-:~~~·:{,}·' ... · .· ,<~ 

WASHOE 

420 
'387_' - ':•,::· 

;,1i 

399 
377 · 

', . I:.~' !1 • - , 431 · · .. · ~ -:• 

• '~ -: 1. Other _. - ,; ·· ·: -t ,/·".;, ·. •·· 
ff: b:·: Water ·skiing - - .. ,. - ~- ,'.:• ;;., 

-·-• r ;:. e. ,Back Packing_ 

· 2,601 :: . .. , . 

. ! i 

· ..• , 

DOUGLAS -- EL DORADO 

234 .. ·'·.:: :.. 1,923 
204 1,802 

.. . ,. 210 ·, -' I , 792 
- . 187 ::~·:·:·~. _ ·:'· · .. 1,968 · 

.:·•:,,'.: 241 -:~ .· i · . .- ·, · .:" 1 547 

PLACER 

1,211 
-1,203 
1,027. 
- .820 

1,154 ,;; -

·:. ·;: 

· ·, :·:. Yes~ 65% No - 35% ,.Yes~ 59% No:- 41% · Yes - 63°/4 No - 37% · _·Yes -66% No '!",34%-~~:.-
_ ..... 

. • • --:-':: ,. ,,t;• 

,•; .~-... 

.· . DO YOU FAVOR CONDEMl'-\ING PfUVATE LAND 
"·;_ .. FOR PUBLIC USE? . 

· QUESTION NO. 11 ' ·~ . . . . .. 

.~ -· ·=· . 

,- .. ;·:I,• 

,:·:· , ... :. 

--: .'-I. /-
::·" ,, .. - . :: . 

' ·:_, 

1·:--. 
' ;•\ •... t', ,:,: 

,.,. • I . • I., 

·:~ .. >~-- ·~~;~::.-·,, ... '. t 

.,..·-

I.' .·. ii 

1·_,,· 

Yes - 35% No - 65% Yes - 35% .. No -65% : ·Yes - 34% No - 66% · Yes - 32% No - 68% Yes -:- _36% No :: 64%' -
··-.......... 

~- DO YOU FAVOR A TOURIST USE TAX? 
QUESTION NO. 12 

'· " 

I ' 

~-' · .. , \..\ : Ye5 - 63% No 37% · Ye$ - 65>/4 - No - 35% ."-Yes-::- 69% .. No.- 31% 
-. ' .· 

~ .... ; ; 

- Yes_~ 61% No 39% 
,·· ,·,,.r:···•······· 

Yes -65% No~ 35% 

,. ·;· 
-.. , .. ,, 

.. '~ : . : , ...... :.: .. __ .: .·.' ~ \~!1 .·'(-: 

'. ·•.'"' . :... 



,.... . ,,~ .. 

WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER THE MAJOR PROBLEM AT 
LAKE TAHOE TO BE? 

QUESTION NO. 13 

BASIN WIDE WASHOE DOUGLAS 

·•-··Too strict 
:. Satisfactory 
Not strict enough 

·:? -::,,. .. ·\~:;.~ i7: 4% ·""·}t. · ~.; 
... ,. ... ' -.'. 2301 -.,;.,.,,:-. 

- . 10... .... .... 
. '~\ . :-" - . ' . ,, 73%. 

QUESTION NO. 15. 
: -· .. :.. -~;,_.. 

ARE YOU SATISAED WITH SERVICES AND PERFORMANCE OF 
. LCXAL GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES IN WHICH YOUR 

PROPERTY IS LOCATED? 

·::.. .. . ,...,..,_ .. --
i 

~ 
~ 
\ .·Yes - 58% No - 42% 

BASIN WIDE 

~,·:·-:..,. > .. · ..... 
~-\ )f .. ,.~:> ,;, • ' ; --~---

WASHOE 

Yes - si% · No.- 48% 

.. , . 
. . ,:'. _,; ., .. ' 

. ·~· ' ... ,. 

. I 

DOUGLAS 

Yes - 59% - No - 41% 
I\ • ' 

'~4-

.:-. 

,1,, 

EL DORADO PLACER 

,., .. ;; .. ,, 

""t-' I.; .. ~.:, • . .,. 

·•-•; 
\. 

\~-' "1( ,,11 

... ·1 .,;_. 

EL DORADO PLACER 

Yes -60% · No;.. 40% Yes - 55% No-45% 
'• 

.. :· .... ~ ~ .. ,.l'"" 

•.;.M.s •, f, 

. ',.' -· . ~ . .-· .: ·_ . " 
'I• • 

, , 



... ' 

WHAT AGENCY WOULD YOU PREFER TO EXERCISE 
GOVERNMENT AL AUTHORITY 7 

BASIN WIDE 

. WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE THE POPULAllON TO BE? 
,· .... 

Remain as is 
: Double 
· Triple 

t , .. , 

'·':,' 
. ' , .. 'r 

•,' ·,:: .... , 

QUESTION NO. 16 

WASHOE 

-5- '' 

DOUGLAS 

. 

-:'. 80%; 
,'16% 

4% 

. ,· 

J.,, -. 
' ' ' 

· .. , ...... , 
.... .-,,-.·;·,. 

::• . 

EL DORADO PLACER 

, . .. ~. . 

•, 

<:' · 80°A ' . 0 ,. '88% 
'' 

• 'T 

14%. ,•_ C}0/4 
6%' '1 '.~. 3% 

,:,:_ . 



I . . . 
•• .,- \ 1 .. ' 

l 
) 

DO YOU FAVOR POPULATION BEING LIMITED?-

... 
___ -, .- ' 

'•t-,.. 

·1'' 

,,;, .. 

_,. .... , ... 
QUESTION NO. 19 '. ·;:,· 

BASIN WIDE WASHOE DOUGLAS EL DORADO 
Yes No 

80'/o 20% 

Yes No 

83% 17% 

--·Yes 

79% 

QUESTION NO. 20 

: - DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE THE fOLLOWING .. 
BUILDING PROJECTS? 

_ Yes 

No Yes No 

.. 21% · 80% 20% 
.. ... 

• ... . . •. ,,•:.;,,. ...... , •. :i,_ 
., . 
,<!I,. 

:.··-:;< ·.; .. <· '~>·• 
- ';; ., ... , .. 

' . . ' . 

... .-

?: • 
.. ·.~ ~ 

PLACER 
Yes No 

. 81%- 190/4 
.--:· . . 

' .. ,J·"": 

, - N. -'" ;:t' '' .. 
·•-··, 0 

' ':' '•·· 

. . ,, 
•· . .,. __ 

.· Between lake front & 
highway 

., .. , '·•'•; .,.>i,,: ·; 

_' : 94o/o .. ;:;.: ., ·, 3°/4 -, , ' :\ ·_97% , · ·: 5% -·95%. 4% 96%. .-:'.- 9% .. :·· 91% 6% 
' ..... 

, ,. ' ,. 

Adjacent to mtn back - 35% .. __ ;; , 65% 36% 64% - 49% ·- 51% •. - 390/4 · ·• : 61 % · 
~ ·: , drop · ., .. 
~ · ··· Not visible from lake* 31% 690/4 28% 72% 39% 61% 32% ·, 
- · •·>·>~ ·Not at all . · - - - · ... 55% . __ - : 45% 56% 44% ·: • . _._590/o 41% 51% .': 

·- *Note: _ This 'tabulation was. incorrectly recorded in origin°.l release a~ 41%.yes an.cl,_?9'¼ no. · ':-
. .. ... •,·. 

~~ :·, :. '..; p,; · -.I 
, I 'I •, 

·r • . -., 
:· ··:,~~. ~ 

-.68% 

_ 49% 

27% 

29% 
· 58% 

.,:· _ _. .... 

·. 73% .. - ·· .. ' 

. j' •; 

71%, 
42% 



-
DO YOU FAVOR ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS ON 

'r 

:.:•I·.• 

~, ,, 

' -~· 
(:) 

. I ~-

Commercial areas 
., 

Residential areas 

DO YOU OWN A:< 
BUSINESS 

·:~ 

..... •, 

:.~'·' 
,· 

";)' 

BASIN WIDE 

.. Yes No 

_,.96% 
84% 

,, 

;.\ 
., 1·• 

--·-,:,,;:· 
.·,,. 

;. 

-
QUESTION NO. 22 

WASHOE DOUGLAS 

Yes 

97% 
93% 

No Yes 

'3% .95% 
7% 86% 

QUESTION NO. 23 

......... 

·-1-

:~ 

,, .,, 

; ,~. 

••( 

'. ,:,. :,• .. .. 

No 

5% 
l4% 

.. r ::•.;~. ,, 

. ·,: 

'··• 
EL DORADO PLACER 

Yes No Yes No 

95% 5% 96% 4% 
81% 

, . 
:~ ... - ' 19% 86% 14% :~ 

;.• 
'.;,·, 

--·· . :u 
...... 

.. 

.. ~ ..... · ... . :· 
··, i,·, ,.: 

1:· 

... , 
i-.,, ... 

··-~· 
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My- name is Harold Dayton, .:. Dougla;:; County Coo.missioner and former 

'three year member of the Till'A governinz bo~=d• I ~ant to give each of 

:. you a brief presentation on the TR.PA. Please ta.ke time to review thia 

in.formation before making o.ny deci,-.:ion :cacarclin,: the TRPA. 

Upon taking office, I took ths follo·.-:inc oath-as you also did. ,, 
I do solemly swear thn. t I will :mpport, protect ar1d defend the-

_._ j ·Constitution and government o.f tl:e United ~tates, and the constitution 

-
/ 

-

and government of the State of Nevada, a~ainst all enemies, whether 

domestic or foreign, and that I will bear true faith, allegiance and 

·1ayalty to the same, a.ny ordinance, resolution or law of any s.tate 

notwithstanding, and that I will well a.r..d faithfully perform all the 
\\ 

.··_ duties of: the office, on which I arr: about to enter; so help met God. 

The TRFA issue is. a political one and. you m1.:.st decide whether we 

in Nevada will continue to be governed co~stitutionally or whether under 

the guise of protecting Lake Tahoe, we will have an alien form. 0£ 

government. 

The TRPA has and does violate articl0s IV, V, and XIV of the United 

States Constitution. These articles guara.1:tee every State in this ~nion 

a Republican. form of government, guarantee that private property can 

not be taken without just compensation and guarantee equal protection 

of the laws. 

Article 4 section 20 of our st2t~ corstitution states that the 

legislature shall not pass local or special laws regulating county and 

township business. No where uncler the Constitution - even far" the 

protection of all the people" is the let:is~ature ::r:,er:;;i tted·. to delegate 

ordinance making powers to non-elected peo_-;ile. I~ there is one essential 

characteristic inherent in legislative pei,rcr, it i.s such power must be 

exercised by an elected representative or rcr,1:esentatives of the people 

and ~ by a person, persons or a.1-:er.cy ~re.J.ted or designated by those 

rer,res en ta. ti ves 
• 



-------------------~-------------
,t,, ·• .,, 

The atate and federal government have ample constitutional means 

- to 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 

-

-

. desire.able at Lake Tahoe, but never regional government and that is 

whai'; the- TBPA is. 

I don't ca.re what the excuse, you took an oath and must uphold 

the constitutions·. We ask your help to rid us of this insidious, 

unconstitutional and extrereely dangerous agency. If the TP..PA is allowed 

· toi continue, it will be emulated in many areas of the country. Please 

let ;row: own good judgement retu_-.-.n government to where it belongs

the local elected level. Thank you. 



I l, 
OtT'ERVIEW: 

The TRPA (Tahoe Regional Pla.nm.ng Agency) was originally created in 1969 by a joint 
Bi-Stat;e Compact ratified by the legislators of both Californi.a and Nevada and en
dorsed by Congress. Its original motivation and intent was to: 

l. control polluti.on of the waters of Lake Tahoe (and other resources}. 
2. maintain an equ:f.l:ibrium between the region's natural endcwment and its man

made environment. 
3. recognize problerrs of resource use and deficiencies of environmental control. 

The Act empc,.-,ered the creation of an areawide planning Agency with delegated pcr.-,ers 
to adopt and enforce a regional plan of resource conservation and orderly developnent. 
The Agency had a specific mezrbership including l 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 l citi.zen 
(at large} ,neit:her of whom· are elected. The local representatives must be elected 
on the California side, but not necessarily so on the Nevada side. 

In actual:!. t:g, t:his "scheme" was, and still is, an effort by some California preser
va tionis ts to con"txol Nevada land uses. The original Z'berg Bill (in Cal.ifornia} 
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 planni.ng group, however, but rather a control 
Agency; their major {if not sole) intent has been to stop, liir.:1.t, regulate aI?,d 
holdback in every way possible as many activities as it can. ' 

The Agency has become a federally funded "experimental" playground to test (and 
establish) various new control t:echni.ques based on obviating long recognized and 9 const;J. t:utional due processes. • 

· Douglas Count:y has since its inception been extremely skepti.ca.J. of the activities 
of the TRPA. The record of their operat:J.on during the last 6 years clearly confirms 
this concern. It: is our further posi t:J.on 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 gov~d. The TRPA vJ.olates the equal protection and due process clauses of 
our constit:ut:ion. 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" GOVER.NMEllT. If successful at Tahoe (under 
the guide of protecting the environment), this sa.me t:ype of regional government will 
be forced upon other counties. The TR.fA is just another large bureaucracy and a 
totally unwarranted layer of government. The Compact calls for a budget of $150,000 
per year funded by the local entities. Last year the budget was well over $1,000 ,ODO. 
The TRPA does not foll.a,, the original 1967 study committee's recommendations. There 
are ample state and federal regulations to control any environmental problems at Lake 
Tahoe. 

3. TRPA HAS NOT PROVEN EFFECTIVE. The TRPA is a failure •. The . .growth at Tahoe and 
more particularly the California side of the lake has increased great:ly under the
T.RPA. Private property has been confiscated without comper.sat:ion. Douglas Count:y 
bonds have been forced into default • 

. 4. INTER.P-ER.ENCE IN 11EVADA AFFAIRS. California is "trying to interfere 1dth Nevada's 
sovereignty by controlling Nevada's gaming. California for all practical purposes 

· has wi thdrar-m from t:he TRPA. 

5. TRPA ACTIONS 1lAVE PROVEN DEVIOUS, ARBlTRlIRY AND UNREASOllABLE. 
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. J.. TRPA IS OPERATING UNCOllSTITUTIONALLY: 

The u. s. Constitution clearly and unequivocally states: 

"Article n·, Section 4 --the United states shall guarantee to everg State 
:in thls 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 i,1ithout 
just compensation." 

" Article x v l ••• . "nor shall any state deprive any person· of life, liberty, 
or properf:y without due process of law, nor deny to any person within it:.s 
jurisdiction the equal protect.ion of the laws." 

The. Enabling Act creating TRPA specifically calls for appainted members to serve 
on the Governing- Body. The Act also authorizes this Body to create, adopt and 
enforce legislation, a respor.sibility heretofore solely and only delegated to 
elected representatives! This has been clearly upheld inf:be courts: 

1976 Kentucky Supreme Court Ruling; 75-1114 & 7S-lil6 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· 'J)OWer. A state legislature 
may delegate legislative powers to cities because a state cor.stitut::J.on gives 
it that.right. CF.Const. 156. If, how-ever, a state legislature purports t:o 
authorize a city to pass such pc:Mers on to an administrative agency, it 
attempts to authorize something it cannot do itself. For that reason cities 
cannot be so authorized, notwit:hstanding the legislature's constitutional 
prerogative of prescribing the bounds of their pc:Mers. If there is one 
essential characteristic inherent: in legislative pot-.•er, it .is such p<Mer must 
be exerd.sed by an elected representative or representatives of the people, 
and not by a person, persons or agencg created or designated by those represent:
atives. Therein, we think, lies the major flaw of t:he LDA Act. It auf;horizes 
the agency to exercise choices that the people are entitled to have exercised 
by their elected representatives." 

1966 Bagley vs Washington Tow-nship Hospital District 65 C. 2d 499, 506-7: · 
"Not. only must the conditions annexed to _the enjoyment of. a publicly conferred 
benefit (the building pen:dt) reasonably tend to further the purposes ••• but also 
the utility of imposing the conditions must manifestly outweigh any resulting 
:impairment of cons ti t:utional rights. Further, in imposing conditions upon the 
enjoyment of publicly conferred benefits, as in the restriction of constit:utional 
rights by more direct means, the state must establish the unavailabilit:y of lsss 
offensive alternatives and demonstrate that the conditions are drawn with narrCM 
specificity, restricting the exercise of. constit:utional .rights only to the extent 
necessary to zr.a.intain the integrity of the program which confers the benefit." 

Colorado Supreme Court: - Aug. 19 76 ••• "an unlai,.,ful delegation of legislative pa,:er." 
The court held t:hat "binding arbitration removes these decisions from the· aegis 
of elected representatives, plad.ng them in the hands of an out:side person who has 
no accountabili 1:y to the public. " 
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-k-~-, -~/ ··.-:, ;~:~Leffers To The Editor .-
, . . . . 

I'. 

; Letter& to the F.ditor are always welcome, however they must lie in 
, good taste and must be signed by a bona fide signature. The writer's 
~ name may be 11itheld on request .. Letters should contain less than 300 
: words, and they will be printed as space permits. The editor reserves 
: the right to reject or edit an}· letters. No letters will be returned. The 
: World doe& not print pot'try. 

. ! 

; Dear Editor: 
L .. ... .; -
t . -1 have been wanting to write to you for some time about your 
; no-build policy for Lake Tahoe. I have always felt that a paper such as 
?yours should present both sides of an issue, even though you, as an 
i-editor may have your own personal feelings, pro or con.· Fairness, it 
! would seem, would require that you pursue the problems involved with 
!the no-build policy. Many jobs would .be lost, many people would -be 
I.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. 

. i Therefore. this side of the issue should be considered and presented by 
, your paper.· · Perhaps we are destroying the lake· by advocating a 
;.nO:build ;policy. - ·: · · · · .. 

:·,· .•. It 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 

i way · of saying ·we must stop all constru~on, regardless at whose 
•, expens~-. . The facts of the matter are that it is not easy, if you want to 

fair .to those people who OVi'.D that property ~ow, and protect their. 
• nstitutional rights.. · · ~ · · · . · '. 
f·. ··. lt-eertainly"would noi ·be fair to the property owners, if as it has 
t been suggested by the CTRP A planning team, owners could not build 
i:on their1ots at~oe so that this property could provide open space or 
I camp sita · What· could be more unfair? The owners had the foresight 
ho purchase :those lots to preserve a piece of Tahoe for themselves and . 
F:their children. They have ,paid taxes, sewer bonds. plus other 

nses. -and now an appointed or hired agency official suggests that 
. e _other.-segment of th_~'PU_?lic should be given their rig~ts to use 

U' property. By the way. no -one on that commission suggested 

Durlng t:he last 5 years, the number of 
indi v1 dual complaints as to Agency actions 
resulting in a loss of use • •• and value of 
property has been large. There are cur
rently well over $300 million in su1ts 
(mostly adverse possession) pending. 'l'hJ.s 
is a typical letter from a California 
builder and realtor. 

..... 

' , ·. . .. 

p>aF~ ~wners !or their. land. :·One of the_ planning team did suggest . 
t_usmgit.for..:a pnvatea.mp ground to obtain revenue for ~e owner. I -==· _ 

1 
. , • . ._ . •••• ·.-=-:.. .... ~ . ....:..- __ _ 

·1 doubt that this is a better ·use than a private home. . f lf-our :probleli'°here -a.t _Like Tafioe means taking private lan4 

t Throughout- your campaign _of no-build at _Lake Tahoe, little if ~ 1.he use-and benefit of-the public,· then let's be legal, let us be fair 
f anything is mentioned of paying a fair market value ~ those of our y:Pay1.hos~ people.a-fair market-value for their.land or- for their lo 
{ citizens who would .be r~bbed of their property rights, if not their F useofthelarid. lftbiswas the approach thaken-by.our publie-agei t property. This. of course, is protected by the ~th an.d 14th atnend~nts t ·and .by -paP.f!rs such --~ _yo~ the u.ntroversy would ·-decrease anc 
! to the constitution. and all ·public bodies, com~ittees and· agencies '.lawsuits would be.at a minimum. In this atmosphere, the lake woul 
r should 1.ake great pains to see that these rights are not violated: . saved, and the citizens ~nstitutional rights to use their property w 
tlnstead, the new trend is to feel that the end justifies the means and if be preserved.• _ • · · . · · - ·· 
; someone's rights are violated let them, at their own expense, sue the This right to use of their property is the right that many thous 
i';bffending agency. This •requires the citizen to pay-his own lawyer, of Americans ~ave hied for. People may suffer through the }zy. 
rcourt expenses, the salary of these employed by the agency, who has _ freedom of speech, freedom of press and even freedom of religion, 
1,violated his rights, and for the attorney for the agency who has violated stay out of their "'Teepee", or be prepared to fight to the death. ' 
t.his rights. Hopefully, all but the richest will not sue and at least the applies to invading armies as well as to government bureaucrats. 
i public has their property .free. . · · · gooders .. , -or liberal conservationists. The ·right to use their proJ>1 
: ' 1f an agency is being sued by more than a few.ofits citizens, there is except for reasonable, non-arbitrary controls, which are for the l 
• justification to feel that ~ lot more citizens :rights are being violated · and benefit of their neighbors, was reserved by the people and 

ho do not ba"e the knowledge of the violation, ··or the money with . power was specifically prohibited for use by both the federal a.nd ! 
hich to sue the'.agency. :·We bear about the big people who are suing governrpent. · · · 

'RPA..but -we know nothing of the many smaller people this agency · Think abouti;.Mr. Editor. Be a little concerned about the 
. .Jas hurt by destroying property values or rights to usel.heir property owners of the land at Lake Tahoe. These are the real persons who I 

• : by virtue of the new master plan. There are many in this situation and taken the necessary steps and expended the money to preserve wh 
• crour media should -solicit"their stories for presentation-to the public. • still the world·s most ·beautiful lake. I wish we could say the !i 

i '~ This-t~:or ,injusi.ice:useo to be th~ thin~ t~at the J°<:81 papers ::a_ bo_ -~~ J,~1:';r Lo~ Angeles. ·and, the San Francisco .b_a:y area. 
tpr(?~ected_ Citizens fro1;0-"-..The paper, .by 10vest1gat1ve reporting of the ',-!i.·,.;;,--._~;;.-~:::t/~:.':.:. _. _ .· · ·;;: ._,, ~-- 1 ?, ,., -""' -~ ~ Yours ti 
~~~~~:-f~~~~~~r~_~d~:of_·~~'.proble .. ~ •• ~ted a ~ore • . / /1-JP . -L -.~b .Don] 
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Terry Trupp, t:he a.uthor·of the article below is a "lobbyist for the Council 
for Loc:!c, a group of (mainly) California property owners, buj lders and 
investors, who hat•e been attempting to tell the true story of Agency act:iv
i ties for t:he last several years. A nurrber of these articles have appeared 
as well as a number of meetings held, peti tlons circulated and vis! tations 
made to various legislatures. 

Bureaueratie Ballet· 
( 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. land use plan drafted and enacted into 
-law, 34,000 acres of private land were instantly downzoned into 
· oblivion. Property owners were promised by this agency that 
v.ithin 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 h:is been compensated. 
, Nor has zoning been returned to the individuals involved. 
; 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 

! to the public at no charge in exchange for a lesser ioning than 
i previously held on a small percentage of the original parcel. All 
'have been denied. 

The follo\\ing, which would apply to hundreds of similar 
· cases, is an example of the reasoning and justification for 
constant refusal. regardless 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, 

1 which means one house on 220 acres. 

might deny some other property owner the right to develop. 
(This other owner wjJl be denied his right as well to protect the 
rights of the one who has already been r~fused.> 

The land classification of the 78 acres deems it suitable for 
development, but access, according to staff, could create en• 
vironmental damage. An.d 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 waler, 
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 County 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 wi\hin the confines of this basin wilhtlut criteria 
that would make it ~nomically 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 th~ T .R.P .A. is lcnown as the .. multi-map· 
trick." Each time a proposal is presented, they deny it 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 -0f 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 ot insight and understanding 
as did Cleopatra when she sought to kiss the viper. 

She paid with her life; you \\ill pay with youi 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 lo the constituents that it serves. Com
promise is capitulation, not political sophistication. 1 The owner of the property requested 78 ·bouses on 78 acres 

• with the remaining acreage being given to the public at no 
: charge. Recommendation by the staff: Denial. 
j Their justification was a potential shortage of water which 

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. 
. . -
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2. TRPA IS A SlIBSTITUTIOll FOR LOCAL GOVERW.fEI:T: 

For some time the Federal bureaucracy has been attempting to foist "regional" 
(appointive) governments over local grass roots derrccracies through the federal 
funding procedures. Regional government in Z:evada so far is limited t:o Clark 
~nd Washoe Counties plus the CP.BCOG & TRPA, both involving some smaller counties 
along the western edge of the State. 

In most cases, these "regional" governments are introduced as either means to 
combat are.ndde environmental problerrs I to provide a means for a "clearing house" 
function unaer A-95 (0MB) procedures, or as a method of "coordinating" multi 
and overlapping levels of government, generally in metropolitan €treas. They ao 
not replace an existing governmental level, but adc1 a ·new one. Membership is 
usually reflective of local elected officials, h-;;i;ver 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 Bas.in 

· Council of Governments) is a prime example, t-rhere the original motivation was 
to "clean up the Carson River." Tb..is has not begun, ir.stead there are federally 
directed Housing Stuaies, Senior Service Prograrr.s, etc. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Enclosed is an article on ~,ers of proposed regional governments appearing 
in Nevada Government Today (published by the Nevada League of Cities and 
Nevada Association of County Commissioners) 1 Vol. l, llo. 2, Winter 1974. 

The State of Missouri is battling regional (planninq) government as the 
follu.,;ing clipping i11di.caf:es. 

The National ~.merican Legion has recently pas!!":!d a resolution against regjonal 
government by non-elected officials (copy attached). 

Federal Juds-e Bruce Thompson's ruling, affjrmed by the 9t:h Circuit Court of 
Appeals, states in part . .• "Hc,..,ever I 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 011'.nipotent board i-lhich could 
enforce it:s ,"111 over the majority vote of one state's delegation." 

On August 25, 1974 the California State Senate killed the proposal bg Bag 
Area Regional Planning Agency deciding "it would impose another lager of 
government without consent of the people" • •• • its governing board I according 
to terms of the proposed bill would not have been completely elected. 

* Other areas are also having problems with "regional councils" -- not:ablg 
Puget Sound, Flint, Michigan and the Colorado Springs area (see clipping). 
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~-;~. A new level of government has 
de\'elopeq whi_ch adds a significant 

~-.\~ and sobering dimension to the 
... regulation of real estate development 
::: and growth in Nevada-Area Councils 
•:• of Governments CACOGS) ! 

-~:; The central issue realtors face 
:-· today is the protection of indi:vidual 
::: property rights. When such rights are 
:-:· erodc>d. so is tne foundation of 

I to d~t~oY ou, p,ope,ty .lights
··• mainly through so-called consumer 
.. ·.• •. ==.· and environmental legislation. This 

effort stems from entrenched 1 
·:_:._ •. ·.:.• g

1 
o:e

1
rnment bur

1 
eaducrats, liberal 

eg1s ators, so-ca le "homeo\\<11ers" 
• · groups, "environmentalists," and _ 
::: "population control" alarmists. 
·=· Presently. government is mounting 

:: 

.. :_:.=··:.:·: the heaviest attack on individual property rights, and ACOGS add one 
more bureaucratic layer with which 

· ·,ri,·ate enter rise must contend. 
::: An report s · tes a 
•:• currently there are about 600 regional 

._.:~--~:\:._~-.~ ~~~~~i~o~~~gsGi~~~t! ~:!!:: ~:!~i 
the nation's population and 55 per cent 
of its land area. Councils have been 

Substate regionalism 
established in almost all of the 237 
metropolitan areas, and in more than 
250 multi-county, non-metropolitan 
areas. 

Only 10 per cent Qf existing 
regional councils were formed prior to 
1960. The bulk, 60 per cent, have been 
created since 1966. The rapid growth 
nf regional councils in the last four 
~-ears is 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 
SWO,000. Councils receh·e 60 per cent 
of their funds from federal grants for 

20 - Nevada Government Today. Winter, 1974 

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, 
transpo1tation, housing, etc.). Local 
communities provide about 34 per 
cent of a council's funds, usually on a 
per capita basis. General state sup
port 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 

•. 
,. 

r . 
I 

... : 

~· . .. 
! ,- . 

Vegas area. Most of Nevada's 
population is now under ACOG 
authority. The other four areas will be 
operative as soon as possible. 

Presently, A COGS 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." ln pl~in~i:Janguage, ~
problertL_they face is - fo- ·assume 
~(?!.i!Y,~~fore _the_ public becom~ 
aware a~d mov~ to oppose them. 

It has been said that ACOGS are 
merely a backdoor approach to 
"Metro Governments." Sufficient 
evidence to verify that position is not 
available; however, history indicates 
that it is likely the ACOGS will 
eventually drop their low profiles and 
move into the ~instream of policy 
making which will affect the local 
c;itizen whether he &grees 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 voting 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 

(continu'ed 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. 

It 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. ~ts power ·is growing 
rapidly. 

The Rene~ 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, housing, land use, .tran
sportation, air and water pollution 
control, and regional recr~tion and 
open space requirements." 

It 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 a new state division to 
carry it out plus numerous bills 
which establish 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, 
concJusions were drawn that were 
,·ery misleading. The report was 
gi\"en 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 

The danger lies in the probability 
that now the ACOG staff will present 

. these figures as evidence that the i 
resideQts oppose further growth, and 
then attempt to generate even more 

1:iEiilif!fiGA. 
1:Ei~iiti~~~~~~~:; ·.· ... • .. •. ,'?th~ 
f<Ne!a~~tion'«»f ltealton,:Gen~ 
f1'fillipp'•hi~n~···1heTeattors 
t:;i~i:~Z~~t~t~tioY~f 
·tl;'as9:ociatio~•~ :~!!.Jewt: ~11d Views~~ 
Fmagazine. '/He···•.'is;'/>famithu· iwUh. 
t,~o".ernn1ent.al iactivitiesj\ having 
f"med ~s ,s~retary»to the /Nevad~ 
~~blic:;Service \P,mniission; ·.as-' ·a 
t·.member -Of the abinet ifuring the 
t,administration ·•-of .former·· GovernoI 
r:P•ul L:axalt. and.as a consultant to the 
f.Assisiant Secretaey ·iof Safeiy ,and 
tConsumer Affairs in the ·•u~s; 
fDepartment of ·Transportation. 
f>Milligan. 40, '.lllso serves A>n • 1he 
hErrvironmental Affairs Commi~ .of l. . . . 
tthe National Association ,of Realtors.• 
!/~·;.i;; ,~ ... ""-"': _. ,_\Lfe:,,,.- ,,{.<:.,_ :. · .• :,-: ; __ '=' _;i,,.;),,-i4.;;; t _::. -h<_-, <::' 

,:-:-:-:->:-:•:•:<❖:❖:-:-:-:❖:❖:,:,:;;,:,,: ~, 

•li.-i ~1 
!1~ .. ·.·.! .• • A: : ~:; ~. 

restrictive loc~l ordinances, . or l ~a ......... ~.; 
masterplans. This method of usmg ti 
surveys to gain a given goal is very . fl. 
common. It was appalHng to see the :§ 
news media accept such skimpy :~ 
evidence and give it such wide 

vera e 
So that we have no oubtabout 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 ... 

omes C ear l e ~...,v..,,.., 
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· 
and to Congress. We do not elect 
ACOGS. 

-
0Seats of power lie with 

the control of money" 

Furµ,er, they state: .. The prin
cipal role of regional councils is to 

. identify issues and needs and adopt a 
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 princi~l thrust of 
regional councils should not be to 
serve as an operating agency." 

In the previously mentioned role 
they also propose to " ... bring under 
control regional s,ecial districts." 

In connection with land use and 
housing, they decJare 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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SPRl~FJF.LD • .Mo.-Aftcr more than SIX hours of L.estimony l:iy ~2 witnesses, mem- '"'one of the most popul_ar witnesses wasf 
. bers of a sdc_,ct state Senate committee left Springfield Wednesday night with the clear the peppery mayor of Birch Tree, Carlosf: 
message that regional plandn~ is an extremt·ly unpopular subject for many people. · Holm~n, who said he is against regional:

1 
..•. ~. 

All but one of the witnesses harshly criticiztd regional planning and called it every- planning "because I can't see any useful~ 
thing from a ""s<:ditious conspiracy ... to the forerunner of socialism and .co~unism purpose in it." ;~ 
fa th~ United S~s. . · •· ~lany of my people ere alarmed at the I 

··1 think it's a circum\·ention of the Oval Office, the Constitution, and the statutes 1i-t•ml lowarcis regionaiism and so::iatism;I 
pf Missouri,"' claimed Byron .. Jim'' Sparks, a candidate for the Democratic guberna- and away from Democracy;• he said. I 
tonal nomination and the public hearing's fir!-t witness. As the committee was running out of~ 

Sparks ticked off the number of regional organizations whic11 ha-:re a fr:otboJd in :M:s- ~;;m• for .iddi!:o:~a: f<!:.!:mony l.:.t.:: in the .. '•.tl.-' 
soud and charged that they are part of a "dktatorial'" plan to enslave the local elected afternoon. they encountt'!red · a wiinesst 
officials who comprise their membership. · · thl•y quickly bt'camc e>:lremely interested 

"All of these organizations have some appointed federal bureaucrat.heading them in. ·· '.~ 
~p. •• ~aid the Sahll:lnd resi_c!e:nt who h~s been one of the state•s most outspoken regional · Jamie }{eiso, a 27-year-oid writer from·~ 
plc1nning critics ... I believe that the local entities are mere pawns in the hands of these J(ansas City, told the senators that he was:I 
appointed bureaucrats.•• · . :, former left-wing radical ·who had worked f 

In claiming that regional planning is illegal and must be stopped, Sparks warned, With activist Angela Da\·is, LSD· guru 1 
•·u we don't start now trying l.o take care of our system we •re going to Jose it." Timothy Lt>ary and a number of other ex-~ 

The hearing, held at Howard Johnson•s . · ' . · · t,{'mists. f' 
Exhibition Hall, drew more than 150 per- At one point, Webster asked the pre- .. R<.•giilnal planning was part and parcel~ 
t:ons. including almosl all of tJie seemingly : siding judge if he was aware that regional of ,?Jl the plans we were making in the ¾i 
full-time regional planning foes who ha\·e planninn- commissions in Missouri had ldt ... l{P.lso said-of tht~ days ,.,.·hen l1e wa5 ;i 
bee~ ~lh-e across the stale and in th_e I uscdth_;servicesofUnh·:,i:sity_of~1iss01.i~i a m_cn!b~·!.~f the Students for_~ Demo-:" 
Spnngf 1eld 1;rea. . 1 Extt'nsion p~rsonncl as m-kmd. contr~- crat.1c So~ I('•). . . • _ • ,. 

A It was the first of several heanngs the . hutions to ~ccure federal funds for the\!" . ~•jw,_ nt.> !-aid, ?e 1s a m~mht!r u1 tne ~ 
~oni.r:1ittee :will schedule anc! was. held for l operation. . . · · -1 "f .,. n~ht-wmg ,JClhn R1rch S~iety and opposes \@ 

-the ~outhwest ?\lissoui·~ area, the ~ne part L Rut for Squibb's comments there was· lh~_~rread ofregionali,;m. · : · .h 
of the ~talc where regional planning was not one kind word about regional planning . , ) ou han? to throw n mc,nJ;ey wrench, 
most bitterly opp?s:d when 1.he controver- . and many of the witnesses asked the m tJ;c pkns of the rt-gional commissic,ns. •• ?", 
sy erJpted over 1t in late 197 4 and early committee to sponsorlegislation repealing ho:" warned the stmittors. ·'You've gctto l!<> :;_ 
1975. the 1966 ]aw that established 20 regional "!vs• •. ,. .• M- , .. ~,-- ,. .. .. ..... 

Greene County Presiding Judge John planning commissions in Missouri. . 
Squibb was the sole ~-itness to praise A number of witnesses ciiargeJ !hat 

· regional planning and his comments regional planning commissions are tied .. 
failed to draw the applause which followed ! in with the federal bureaucracy and a .pa- j 
the remarks of the other witne~se~. · lional and international conspiracy to 

•·1 want -fu Jay. fo resf ,·a.nous~ miscon- overthrow the United States. 
· ceplions presenlecl about the Southwest Archibald Roberts, a retired Army• 
· -...,;,.,.,. .. ~i Lea.! n 0 --e.--e-.. A,ivisorv colonel from Ft. Col1ins. Colo., who heads 
. &~~~n", • • Squibb ';aid:•The"~ouncil had · th'i nationally active Committee to Restore 
, been attacked. frequently by oth~r wit- : the Constitution, called regional planning 
, nesses. . part ·or a "seditious conspiracy .. · that 
~ intends to overthrow local government 
I .. It cannot tax. 'it cannot make laws and and the Constitution of the United States: 
I it cannot enforce laws,•• Squibb _said ... It Roberts said it wes the"Tespcmsibility of 
1 

has no governmental powers. It Js run by . the state Jegis!alure to chalfonge the 
elected local officials:• .', "criminal. actions of tqose who went to 

Squibb told the· committee the advisory : transform ou·r rep~blic into a dictator
. council provides technical services to its ' ship of the financial eli~." . · · · . . 
· member governments, including help in ; H~ suggE:sted the le~sletu~e. pass a law 

preparing grant e.pplice.tions, environ- ; ma~mg regional planning ectiv1ty a !~Io~y 
mental impact statements for federally- : pu_mshable by $100,000 fine. 20 years in 

: funded projects e.nd p:-o ... i.iing ir.fonna- , pnson. or both. . . . ' 
. Ation. . One Y.itness attacked federal revenue 

:W, · . . sharing: end Mrs. Stella Sollars, .of Kan-
( .· ·Then, the se.nators ~lled SquJbb fo~ · s~s City, t~ed the. alleged rE:gional plan

. i ~?re than 30 m1!1utes to fin~ :,ut more_de nmg conspiracy with the busing of school 
w11ls. of the ad\•Jsory cou~c,l ~ operat!on. children to achieve integration. 

1 Sqmbb answered some o, the1r questipns "Gentlemen, what we are looking at is 
' but was unable to respond to others. the total de:rtruction of Oi.u repuWican 

form of government, a flagrant ,iolation of . 
the Constitution by appointed officials,•• 
Mrs Sollars said . "Them k a \nb to...he 
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I1ES'OL lJTl [)01 
.National Head•qnarters., rfhe A.rneric:.in Legio11 

Fifty-Eighth Annual National Convention, Seattle, Washington· 
August 24, 25, 26, 1976 

Where~3, it ha3 been brou3ht to the attention of The A~~rican Legion 
that certain inequities now exist thr--oughout A~e~ica, and 

~hereas, substantial evidence exists that thoge safeguards pro7ided 
ror the protection o~ huaan rights under con~titutional la~ are being 
subrogated to appeasa certain neN philosophies and the liberal 
appetitie~·of aome politicians; and 

Whereas, th~ delegation of legislative po~er3 to non-elact~d persons 
who hold social philosophy rather than ~onstitutional law as paraaount 
ignores the dedication of' our deceas~d coar:idas in ar.os who willingly 
sacrificed both life and li~b to preserve agover!l3ent of th9 people, 

· by the people,.· and for the people, and 

-
wherea!!; the e%istence o:f appointed agencies, which are establi:,hed 
contrary to constitutional principles, deny those under their juris
diction the rights or recall and referendu~ through tha ballot, and .. 
Whereas, sub3tantial evidence e±~sts that those in govern=ent are. 
atte~pting to est,aplish new regions ~hich de.stroy t~e.&>vereignty or 
the states as ~ell 23 the protections provided the citizens within 
those states in direct violat~on or the United State~ Constitution, 
and • 

Whereas~ the very fouo<lation of liberty reside5 ~n the right3 or 
Americans to be secure in the ownership of property, both real and 
pr47ate, and the3e agencies and political subdi~1~1o~5 se~~ to de3t:-oy 
such rights, now, there~ore, be it · 

Resolved, that the right to control property should be aod is under 
constitutional law through voluntary association with other~ o~ 
through the proces3 of e~inent do~ain, and 

Be it Further Resolved. that all nece~sary steps must be taken·to 
justly co~penaate those veterans, the widows or veterans and their 
children. and al1 other Americans ~ho hav~ been dsr.ied either use or 
pos:,e:ision of' 'their J.and f'or public b-ene.f'.it. or en-viron=ental ethic·, 
~d . . 

Be it rurther resolved> that The American Legion del!\.ands tha ic~edi
ate repeal of all legislation which has created bureaucracies with 
the power to control,· re~oving those non-elected individuals who now 
legislate through the delegation of authority ~rom elected ofCicials 
~ho are.seeking to control Americans rather than to ser~e th~~~ and 

Be it further re~olved, that ue, the ce~ber or Lhe A~erican Legioo, 
de:naod an is:u&ediate ~eturn t..o ~trict con5titutional adherence regard
ing the owner~bip or land and the 6uarantaed right to its o;mership> 
use, and due proce!!:s of law regarding its disposd~ion. /;ft)..--J._.1_2 ---
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Quarrels plague regional councils 
If the year-long lovers' quarrel in tation planning agency. D.ivid D ~, 

the Puget Sound Council of Govern- gherty, staff director of the Fede''· 
ments ends in marriage, it will be a Regional Council in the Puget Sou ·~ 
wary one. In late July, the three coun- area, said at the time, "There '~ 
ties that had dropped out of the coun- other planning organizations in t · 
cil were on the verge of rejoining, but, Nonhwest that need the money. -
as of this writing, the dropouts and these guys don't use it, other piano -
the rest of the council were still trying are screaming for it." ~ 
to kiss and make up. Earl Torgeson says he wasn't co 

The marriage ·contracc, in rhe form vinced by the threats but that t ' 
of an amendment to the council's by- counties realized there could be on 
laws, would require that the council · one regional planning organizati ' 
be restructured to give counties more for the Puget Sound area-an ar 
! control over countywide issues than that includes the cities of Seattl 
/they had before. Issues would be dis- Tacoma, Everett, and Bremenon a 
cussed on the subregional level, with more than half of the population 

~each county and its constituent cities Washington State. Hctwever, Torg 
,meeting separately to make recom- son adds, the counties wanted a r 
fmendations on local matters to the giona~ ~gency more suit~d t<;> t 
c<:ouncil's executive board. counues needs. From their pomt 

I
. In addi~ion, the representation on view, th~t m~ant a reorganization an 
the execuuve board would be changed a reducuon m th7 COG ~- Th 
so that counties and cities would have· staff, Torgeson claims, dommates th 

'.an equal number of seats on the council. In the past year, the staff h 
1lboard. Before, the executive board in fact dwindled from 54 to 37. Bi 
, was controlled by the bigger cities, ac- Reams, a King County councilm 
'cording to Earl Torgeson, commis- says the only remaining hurdle to th 
sioner of Snohomish County. What counties' rejoining is a plan for th 
• that meant was an inevitable split be- transition from the old to the n 
!rween cities and counties on almost work program. 
levery issue. "The counties had to take The Puget Sound COG is n 
!a stand or be hun beyond repair," alone, since spats between cities an 
claims Torgeson, who helped engi- counties have broken out in seve 
neer the withdrawal. other regions. In the Colorado Spring 

After Snohomish, Pierce. and King area, for example, all three counties i 

f:

ounties withdrew, the council was the Pikes Peak Area Council of Gov 
~f~ with one c?unty_. 36 towns and ernments dropped out this June 
mes, three Indian mbes, and several leaving nine municipalities, a mili 

warnings from state and federal base, and the U.S. Air Fo,c 

1
agencies that the council's funding Academy. the percentage of th 
iwas in jeopardy. Among them was population represented by the.counci 
:one from the Federal Regional Conn- meets HUD's requirement, but DO 
;cil giving the COG 1,1nfil June 30 to · is another matter. Roland Gow 

\
reorganize or face loss of money and assistant director of the COG, said h 
. designation as an A-95 review agency. is worried that DOT may decenify h · 
!The U.S. Depanment of Trans- agency for transponation planning. 
lpoqatio.n also said. the COG faced In the Flint, Michigan, area, thing 
!possible decenification as a transpor- have been downright dismal fo 
l .regional planning. Last Uctot>er. 
'c · Genesee County withdrew from the 

. area COG. taking 80 per cent of the 
region's population with it, since the 

. city of Flint was not a member. As a 
: result, the Genesee-Lapeer-Shiawas

see Plan~ing and Development Com-
/ /40- ·l-13 mission lost all its DOT and HUD 

money for most of the fiscal year. The 
l staff fell from 26 to ei~ht neoole. 
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3. TRPA HAS NOT WORKED: 

l. In Mag 1976 "Case Studg of TRPA" bg the Research Group, Inc., 1230 Healy Bldg., 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 was published •. This study was funded under HUD contract 
No. CPA-CA-09-39-1062. In part Page 6 "The compact has not solved t:he problem of 
planning .in an :1.nterstat:e setting." Page 19 "the largest amount of this pr:1.vat:e 
development is occuring on the California siae." 

2. During the last: 6 years (1970-1975, inc.) which could be considered "TRPA years" 
t~ere were a total of 11,792 building perm.its for dwelling units (both single familg 
and multiple) issued by the 6 jurisdict1.ons in only the Tahoe Basin. Of these, 
2837 (24%) were in Nevada (979 in Douglas County and 1858 in Washoe County). The 
reir.zining 76% were bu:1lt in California. If the 1970 . .Census figure of 1.14 per/ 
dwelling unit is utilized, t:h.!s represents 13,450 new (permanent) populations for a 
theoretical present: total of 37,440; a 56% increase since 1970. If !!.:!J. the new 
owelling unit:s were occupied (under peak conditions, for instance} these new unit:s 
(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 permit:s for 224 dwelling ·units (14.6%) against: 
California's issuance of 1309 unit:s (85.4%). The City of South Lake Tahoe was pre
dondnate with 675 units wit:h 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 t:otal building -- to 85%, while Nevada. now represent:s less than 
15%. The "stronger'' California Tahoe Regional Planning ·Agency ·limita-t:l.ons are not: 
-- apparently -- slowing developnent in California. Tius new residential construction 
and ner.,,, population is not (so far at least) a direct result of an expanding gaming · 

· operation, although th--;-gami·ng industry is "growth inducing" to some-degree. /.Jost 
of these new unit;s are second (and first) homes for Californians, most: of whom drive 
into and around the basin and burn fireplaces, th.us producing the air pollutipn and 
traffic congestion that: are na.,, the big 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 growt:h is 50% greater than the previous decade, notwithstanding 
the new controls. 

j 5. The remaining "developable" land supply in Nevada is negligible. None is avail-
I able in the Incline area (where :f.n 1975 a grand total of only 68 dwelling unit 
l permits were issued) and only small areas in Douglas County near Stateline are still 

buildable. Future gr0v1th patterns will likely further concentrate in California, 
especially in the City of South Lake Tahoe and El Dorado County, but also in Placer, 
!f and when the sewer situation .:ls resolved. 

6. The rate of new lot formation (ne,,, subdivision, etc.) hCMever, on both states 
has declined -- to virtually nothing - this probably will not change! 

7. The California Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board executive officer 
Roy Hampson has made the folla-,ing statements. 11 The TRPA plan is doomed to failure 
and is a smoke screen to avoid real po;l.lution conf;:f'ol measures. The TR.PA lacks 
real enforcement power with which to punish polluters and that: only Lahontan has 
that abilit;y1 1 p.tJ) 

A 8. · ~ali.fornia ht::,?=d~awn from the TRPA for all _practical purposes by giving the l - California TRPA control over many facets of planru.ng in the Tahoe Basin including 
transportation. "The £TRPA is identified as a statutorily created regional 
transport:a.t1on agency and is therefore recognized as the agency with prime trans
portation planning respons .:lbilit:g in the Tahoe area by the proposed plan." /2,D -:114 



• 

-

;!t .. 

Over lSO claims t:ot;a.lling more than $300,000,000 have been filed against the TP.PA. 
A list of t:hese claj:r.is can be furnished upon request. The at:tached lett:er to the 
editor is a typical example of what: is happening t:o property rights jn the Tahoe 
Basin. If necessary, dozens of similar cases can be furnished • 

~c·,·· Editor's 1-etterbox 
·, v-.. ~-," 1,(o 

Don't wait · \ introduJe legislation to ap-
point their own ·government to 
enforce the legislation on the 
people of Lake Tahoe ap
proved by CTRPA without 
compensation? 

EDITOR. TAHOE DAILY 
· TRIBl'~E: 

Recently, I receh·ed · a 
brochure entitled "How Are 
We Going to Tell Kids About 
Lake Las Vegas?'' from the 

· League lo Save Lake Tahoe. 
· Perhaps the Leag-J.e should. 
' cllange their theme to "How • 
: Are We Going to Tell the Kids 

About Our Constitution and 
Representative Governm

; ent?" Instead, they may well 
-,say ••oh well, it was before 
fYOU 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 

r of land in this country by a 
• federal or state agency. When 
: the precedent is set, any 
excuse can be made to take 
+over vour inch of land, too! 
t. If • one examines the 
.numerous land use bills 
already passed and all those 
-proposed, · they cover 
,mountains, coastal, 
qagricultural areas and any so
~ed endangered areas if so 
JarbitrariJv determined. Each 
1 of us baa' better start asking 
,-.ourselves whether we want to 
Uose our republic. By writing 
i-our - t-epresentatives and 
~supporting our city council, 
:we can let them know we care 
iabout freedom. A lot of small 
~oices make a roar. Let's not 
iwa.it until all we can hear is 
our -teardrops on a conquered 
land ruled by bureaucracy. 
\'our voice counts. Your · 
~ilence is · the enemy of · 
freedom. -
4BARBARA HAROOTUPi.lAN 
~, South Lake Tahoe 

..EDITOR, TAHOE DAILY 
RlBUS'E: 

• Is It possibJe that Jerry 
r~wn: .and .his boys in 

. acramento · would really · 
r 1.:.'"'l-·"~. 

.. 

High density multiple 
residential property owners 
of South Lake Tahoe, your 
property is not worth wh~t 
you think it is, and taxes on 1t 
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 
1969 was reduced to a four
tmit apartment that couJd 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 yea~s before 
retirement and still residing 
in Southern California. We 
then decided to wait. ' . 

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 

. bad 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. I wenl back to the 
bank. this time lo learn there 

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 
wait 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 bullet at this time the four 
units -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 Jarid usage for our 
property bad changed, that 
we shouJd 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 · :'J)er · cent of the 
residential Jots were built. 

We will retire Dec. 24, 1976. ! 
We will survive in spite of \ 
-CTRPA. J ,will also dedicate t 
myself to fight this type of i 
legislation, joining the many 1 
of you now in the fight. Please ! 
bold a spot for me on the front ; 
line. . 

LONNIEG. MIMS 
North Hollywood 
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_·(·•-Both Sides Trade Shotstat Tahoe 
· • ~ . By SUSIE BRUCKART . The new administration has taken the position of no or slow 
'· .. __ .. ·---~ SpecialtotbeJournal . growthoflhisarea,"Finnsaid. 

CRYSTAL BAY - A transportation plan for I:ake Tahoe He urged adoption of the Douglas County loop road plan 
w_W not be adopte? for 90 days. the Ta~oe R~~1~nal Plan- and warned that Nevada may withdraw from the agency if 
nmg Agency decided Wednesday amid cnt1c1sm from the political warfare continues. 
California Gov: Edmund ~r~wn Jr.'s administration. Agency member Jim Henry, a Placer County supervisor, 

Agency omc1a!s and politic~} obseryers view the ~elay of reacted. "I rarely agree with Mr. Finn, but this is one time 
the plan as n~cessary to a,·01d a maJor confrontation bet- he has finally made sense." 
ween California and Nevada. Agency member John Wynn South Lake Tahoe city 

The recent criticism from Brown's administration are councilman, labeled California officials' comments as "the 
' considered ~rea~ to the future of the bi-state ~gency. . cheapest form of criticism" because no alternative solution 

The delay m action on a plan to reduce traffic congestion has been offered to solve the basin's traffic problems. 
iD the lake basin gained approval from all but one agency 
member, who called it an "admission of complete failure to 
solve Tahoe's congestion problem." · 

Harold Dayton, Douglas County commissioner. told his 
fellow agency members, "Positive action has been needed 
on a road system for 15 years." 

He proposed a resolution supporting Douglas County's 
mop road plans for the Stateline casino area, but later with
drew it after promises from other members to act on a 
IMtsinwide plan in June. i Trans port:at:ion 

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 
i growth-inducing projects which<>ur state has no capacity to 
1 fund, .when those projects have not been reviewed within 

the comprehensive context of Lake Tahoe's iuture," Burns 
' • .alettertotheagency. · 

urged rejection of both the loop road and Highway 50 
, . o ss plans for South Lake Tahoe. · . 
l' .. This administration will urge the California Tahoe 
i Regional Planning Agency to reject the sa.caHed plan 
I. being offered by the bi•state agency as inadequate and 

I 
unrealistic.-i.t is time to introduce some common sense into 
· the planning process," Burns wrote. 

. 

The content of Burns' letter and other recent criticism 
:}odged by Bi:own's cabinet prompted Washoe County's 
. agency .member, rnck Scott, to question the need to 
proceed with the public hearing on the transportation plan. 

I 
. 'Scott. .a Washoe County commissioner, said, "Why are 
wetalkm,gabout.this? Let's do away with it and get on with 
business~• ,: , .. . 
· Tbe_p. ublic hearing was allowed to proceed as scheduled. 
However, -comments continued to focus on California's 
criticism.;... • ·~ · 

f. Douglas County resident George Finn said California has 
., openly launched ••ground, air and water warfare" against 
ti Nevada and the agency to prohibit construction of casinos 
JI near Stateline proposed by Oliver Kahle and Ted Jennings. 

l-,c ::~~~~~i~ wa~~ to co~fine the use of the Tahoe Basin. 

Air Pollution 

A prime example of total chaos (in b:i-st:ate regional[;• 
planning) was the Stateline Traffic Plan. For many 'f 
gears Douglas Count:g has worked closely wi t:h the Cit:~ 
of South Lake Tahoe to devise and align a new US 50 r~ 
"freeway,, from Echo Summ:1. t through Lake Valley to . £'' 
St:at:eline. The route was agreed, a cor.sl.derable sum' 
of monies were spent by the California. State Highway,. 
Department actually acquiring righ't-of-ways. The 
TRPA plan called for a sim:1.lar bypass road. 
years ago TRPA (staff) developed a "subarea" plan fo '. 
:this area, which was so inaccurat:e and opinionated 

1
:to be worthless • Douglas Count:y developed in concer. 

/

with the City of South Lake Tahoe an alternat:e plan ' 
calling for a Stateline Loop connecting to the long: 
planned bypass. The current: Stat:e of California 

l
lat:tit:ude has ha..•ever changed. The bypass has been 
abandoned (the right-of-ways were sold!) and Calif- · 

'ornia nc:w clearly indicates NO desire to coooerat:e 
/with llevada in solving what: is becoming a major prob 
lem within the basin. The California TRPA (CTRPA) 
i-,as then ~tablished, which has taken over all trans 
portati.on planning on t:he Cal:ifornia side (only). 
Tlus is all documented: the clipping :adjoining is bu 
an indication of this 9onclusion. · 

Concurrent: .with tpe _spring 1975 California offensive (again.,st Nevada} was the hysterical 
California statement: on air pollution. During- I.Jareb and April of. that year, California 
calimed: 

l. na,, hotels will creat:e intolerable air pollution problems. 
·· 2. smog in the Tahoe Basin was worse than L.A. 
· 3. Nevada cas3.nos are creating traffic jams causing adverse air quality impact:s 

on California. 
The reaction from both California and Iievada interest:s was iITmediat:e. And st:rangely 
'there have been very litt:le further accusations along these lines. The clippings on 
'the follc,.,,:J..ng page tell only part of the story. /AL> --146 



'ol' __ ,,::,·smo~ Chiet?ay § ,s Ta hoe. Is as Bad as L . .P~. ;.i''.~ 
·~ ~ ·~ ~M~g~ . I 

Califo_rnia Ai: r Re~ources An aide p7esentect a sum- "~ ~nalysis of the air (s \ \~i 
.. ' 

'Smog, conditions in the 
~oe Basin are worse 

respects than those 
: .:AI!geles, the state's 
···: -air quality official said 

y. 

Boara. also said that if unre- mary versiom at a South quality m the South ~h,_ .. ,. ~ ,;,;;; 
gulated growth continues, Lake Tahoe! · •· •. . · . lj 
the lake basin could become on the Califi : ~.Nevada State Journal §a_tu~day. 1\pr,J 12,197, 
the m_ost polluted non-urban gional -Pla 'Highly Insulting, ::·. 
area m the country. proposed pl :"" , : 

·Tom Qaiml, head 

Qainn isS'Jed a statement restrictions ·!. r· h p EB £ ID 

in Sacr~ento_ on Lake Ta• within ?ie : . a; oe O~iULEOn 
of the hoe's air quality probl~ms. the basin. ~ 

., ......... . .... . -....- --
· Comment Blasted 

:Special to the Journal air quality studies at the 
$)UTH LAKE TAHOE - lake's south shore indicate 

An: El Dorado official more pollution there than in 
Friday sharply criticized Los Angeles, Sacramento or 
th&California Air Resources the San Francisco Bay 
Board's recent statement Area. 

!· · SACRAMENTO CAP) - Califor- Uial . air quality at Lake Lane Friday called that 
i nia'.s .·:top ·environmental official Tahoe is as bad - or worse statement a "concoction to 
1 suggested Tuesday that construction - th.:m Los Aneeles'. give an untrue and false 
~-of new-casinos around Lake Tahoe be Friday, April l8, 1975 Tahoe World ,suited," impression of the pollution 
t halted until a complete air quality :::. <'ranklin in the Tahoe Basin." 
htudy can be done. " -emarks Lane also charged the 
· Tom QuiJ)n, Go,•. Edmund Brown I were released at 
: Jr.'s--iop aide on environmental 1 ~I ~!1-~..8.'f) -,,.. l't~.•11/~I- . Of81fr.. lifornfa Tahoe 
• matt~rs. said the air study· done by · &;I /il'ii,1 G&l4 C,U., fliT[t,,u:1'&$ Pli:;;,¥ Planning Agency 
}'those pushing for construction of a j. in an effort to 
~:new '"Casino_, .. was HseriousJy 1 !nthecurrentmove 
:...inadeouate~~· ,-- "I.A"'~ 18 'If JF-:,,, n,,l'Jfll,.r nlfbA,J d expanding 
t· .,-:--•Lake Tahoe is one of our nation's .:lloft;; ~.I, ltil ~w,:,U,, · lf._t;;rwi"I talion· on the bi· 
fprize possessions and we must not fa.hoe planning 
Lallow out-of-control development lo · El Dorado County air quality officials sharply objected this week to lo _include officials " 
t~ruin tbe area,:• said Quinn, who is also a recent repo.rt from the state of California that describes South Lake Jtside the Tahoe 

man .of the California Air . B d . 'J;'ahoe•s air quality as "bad, or worse, than that of Los Angeles." Nevada Senate 
ff, bcl~eo~r ~ould be a serious· · In a letter widely publicized two weeks ago, California Air y passed a bill in 
i'mistake to:proceed with construction Resources Board chairman Tom Quinn had siad that a three-month l of expanding 
r,priortocompletionofthosenecessary monitoring of air pollution in South Tahoe showed levels of C?,rbon mtation on the 
t:s~dies," .Quinn told the Nevada monoxide and total hydrocarbon_ production• had climbed higher than - thus tipping the 
t- Department of Human Resources in a levels known in San Francisco, Sacramento or Los Angeles. of power a way from 
t•Ieller .. -~-. . ._ ... ___ ·John Kinosian, an...aide under.Quinn, elabo~ated on tbe sf.ate air .;in officials. 
;;~ ·rrre·~s-a · ·response to a I resources board findings at a stormy meeting of the California Tahoe g Quinn's remarks 
l: Nevada request for an evaluation of !'. Regional Planning Agency·two week ago. Kinosian explained that the ade him "damned 
., the air quality study made by sup- . . ~" monitoring station was set up at ·Statelin~ in the parking Jot of the ~ane . accused the 

porters_-,of ~e $40 million Tahoe··., ~- Sa_hara Tahoe Hotel, and that readings :were taken throughout three Ja _Air Resources 
Palac~ Casmo, _planned for f:On-. :·. seperate one-month periods. . . .... .. · ... : __ .. • . f '!Smg two-~ear-old 

·stnJCtion stStstehne. Another casino; ~-. k .Rut AAmP. members of th.e El· P. orado County Air Pollution 1? its comparison . 
. the $45· mlllion HoteJ Oliver, is also . ( · · . h .d h th fi misl- din . . ud the board had 
· planned for the area. · 1· · •1:°m~ttee ave sai t at e ·. ~~ .a.re . ~ !r· " · · · t01lution figure of 6.4 " 
• i-. . - . .• ~ .•. "Im damned mad about this. · Sllld Franklin. --Bud Lane •. an El !r million of carbon 
;·.., Quinri -said that studv made false t" Dorado County supervisor and chairman of the county air quality le in the parking lot 

1
· .assumptions about California state board. : -:.: ;.• i.~~·l/~::?:,. ··:.:·-"/_.I . ahara Tahoe Hotel, 

f::gove~f~!.actions. · ·· t Lane charged that the figures were publicized by the state in order e ·average figure in 
i·- .... The report assumed th~re will be I to!orce a stronger environmental voice .in the present restructuring of a was actually 2.7 
! significant improvement to U.S. 50 I· the Tahoe Regional Planning Agen~~' • : · . ' · · · r million. 
1 .and other roadways to provide access Lane objected to the state report using the·parking lot figures of 6.4 ; . ~omments ca!lle 
1 to the.gaming-activities in Nevada," parts per million of carbon monoxide-as ·representative of the south Jomt board meeh~g 

Quinn said in a statement. "However, I shore as a- whole. •The county supervisor-said the average figure in t11th Lake Tahoe City 
the California Department of Tran- I th~ area was actuallY. 2.7 parts j,er·million. . •. and El Dorado 
sportation does not plan any such Lane also objected to comparing .. average" figures taken from Los ;ors . 

. improvements.· · 1 d ha r than ·adopt Lane's 
:---•Consequently, construction of new ~ • Ange es an the y area with ~ _problem figures" representing .s. as their own 

·•casinos in Nevada will ·create serious f the lake. "It's like comparing oranges.and apples." Lane remarked. n, other board 
-· traffic jams. causing a high potential . · 1 · • Kinosian admitted during his presentatio!) at the CTRP A hearing ~s voted instead to 
. for• agverse air quality impacts in ! that basin average figures would be signigicantly lower pollution ~ county air pollution 

or.nia... . . i figures than those taken at Stateline but added that they would still be office conduct a 
aoded that the new casinos I .positioned near to the bay area and Sacramento figures. ity study aimed at 

t cause violation or both federal: · ··Lane's comments came during a joint session of the South Lake ing year-round 
~ California air quality standards. . l Tahoe City Council and El Dorado supervisors ing of air quality in 

.· · Quinn· :-said . the Brown ad- ·t" · ·,'.The county board members decided not to adopt Lane's comments oe Basin. 
;. ministration is concerned about the I" <as their own, but voted instead to have the county air pollution co~trol nembers also voted 
~:preservati~n of the_Lake Tahoe ~rea tt·,_ ~ffiea.rce. •ar· (l0

0
nudnudc.t a~ i_ easibil.ity st. u·d'y .into.·.···m· .o.nitorin. g the La_ ke Tahoe .iasin ly the. chances of 

,...and _we~_are4iependmg on our sister.~ y : with Nevada a bi-
-ta·• .. -to ·"'-elp .. · thi · ta t ·- :,_;. .- -·· .. --- . . · · · .... ~ -. · · . · • quaht v board. . ,-;':'. ~,.. -~. :~1!1:;; s --1mpor n en-,: _ ._ ., 
• .. .ieavo~•:L"-4 .. '•·-" " ' ,· •·. · , · : ·.:- · · · •. •. · · · · · · 7·,,,,. --1 ""7 ·.U ... ,.".•.~~,"lr;,~.".? -,·. • · ... · •-.. . · · luua w •o.05uuu1"1,·U~t:lUP•· -~ -.i (} < ~. ___ __. 
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~\EiSt: --won't tolerate Tahoe 
~

• ·-:-~u.::.;.,..,:-~ .•·: • 
k_i:\.·:.,-J:.·'\~: \. .. . ·. • . 
. i:-· . • • .. • ' . 

,, 

takeover efforts :~ ann1ng 
~i~:,ef.}~;;,~(; -·/\ -.. . . . 
~-STATELINE~ Atty. Gen.~ List -nus would make Nevada responsible and said he was alarmed at "political 
. ·'.. · W~y served notice that Nevada will to California law and give California final rhetoric" charging that the only way to 
'. • ooftolerate eUorts by the California Tahoe authority over planning results," List save Lake Tahoe is to do away with 
t .: Regional_-Planning Agency to take over added. gambling. · 
""~ ~nsportatioD ,planning~:at Lake Tahoe. "Certain California spokesmen would 
zt~;!:~i' ~'r-tr~ ~ .. : ~,. . · · u::evada," _Lised. t explained, "is stead- bave us believe that it is a question of 
~•::~,S~ ;to over ~ delegates or the Y comautt to the concept that gambling vs. the environment/' List said. 
!:>"'Western•'Association ·of State -Highway planning, control, protection and "Butlegally, thereisnochoiceto be made. 
:s:::Officers at the ·Sahara "Tahoe Hotel, List development of Lake Tahoe must be ac- G . . b . Ii sed b the stat 

· complished under the bi-state agency ammg 15 a usmess cen Y e 
-~ called upon ··the •'State of California, of Nevada, and the compact specifically 
~~- tbrougb'.,lts·--elected and appointed CTRPA) with fair and equitable con- provides lthat such a business may be 
. . .. · · sideration to all facets of environment. 

~ . .representatives;1o re-examine its present -mmunity val fin ·a1 . constructed on land suitably zoned. The 
.,::-<:OUrSe."'. Be-~d sbould the represen- ""and th . · · ves,f th ant1ba . .~urces . California Legislature agreed to that,"·he 
· ta- · · 1b..:.."'eff e economy o e sm. . 

\ .. : ..... ..., persiStQ cu· orts to put the List said a serious struggle had been ·said. 
: ~Am Ii larger.role than the bi-state 
:~gency. crRPA) in transportation plan- maturing recently and that it has "turned - List said rather it is .a question of 
~ning, their ::efforts will undoubtedly be . for the worse in recent weeks." whether a hotel-casino'project conforms to 
-~_productive." _ . HesaidthatSouthShoreLakeTahoehas the environmental criteria of TRPA land 
,15.-: -.. ·. ~, J~• .· . . . serious transportation problems and that use ordinances. 
·;, ;'..:-;List noted ~1hat .in April the CTRP A if a disaster ever took place, "we would be 
:-;.terminated)ts participation in a Tahoe · powerless to help." 
: ,Basin.transportation plan entered into in U the transportation woes are to be 
:,.i.l973bytbe l'RPA, the C&lifomia Business overcome, List said, "the two states must 
'·.·and ,-Transportation Agency, the Nevada work together." 

Highway Department and the CTRPA. . List outlined the litigation centering 
-~• · · "' ~:+_ : ·. - . around development of casinos at the lake 

the'CTRP A announced it would, on · . 
. RD, _iiroduce' .a total ienera.l tran• · 
•~~09 jpw(by znid-:July, LisHaid. 
)~-:;~~~~-~~~~.r:~E]:~.~s.\.~" / 
-r,t.~Cilitorm,TR.P.Afurther proposed 1ast r--!~~ .... ~ ...... ,;. 
i;.;motilh:a,:oew;,'foar-party ...agreement that 
~~~&auwd ~give~- .~plete · 
~~. - fci;~~tioa,,:plamwlg," 
~~ ·•·., .. ,.;...:~~t•r• "'!.f!' _,..,.Jw.'· --·· -. m.~:!5Wt,;~1t:tw.~~- ;.:·, ·: 

List said lobbying efforts of the League 
to Save Lake Tahoe had borne fruit with 
the California administration. List said 
league spokesman Robert Burco "opposes 
any plan presented for the Tahoe region 
recommending road construction." 

I ;?LJ -:l 4.8 
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4. CALIFORIIIA IS MEEDLING Ill NEVADA AFFAIRS. 

* Califorrua. 1.s defin:!:tely trying to force gaming out of 1leva.da at Lake Tahoe 
and eventually will t,,•ork on other areas if successful. The attached newspaper 
articles attest: to this fa.ct. Robert Van Allen, California Governor appointee 
to the m.PA was ousted because he was too independent. The follCMing are 
cuotations from Van 1.1.len: "I sa1.d 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." 

~~OIJ.!I~~·· 
.lly SUE MORROW. ;Jf), Heiner said. · , - has passed a bill) which would 
Appeal City Editor Responding to Heiner's remove the dual majority 

CRYSTAL BAY - Members comments, TRPA board method under which the 
of the Tahoe Regional Planning member Jim Henry of Placer majority of members of both 
Agency were told last week they· County said "You're giving this states in the agency must agree 
must "hang tough on a further ten-member board the blame on a project or it is 
expansion of gambling at Lake for something - some magical automatically approved within · 
Tahoe. · control -we have over the 60 ·days from the date of the 

! · · · "This would be a signa] to all casinos. . .application. 
! &nd sunilry that the TRPA has "Now we don't have control · 
:· ·got teeth and the TRPA means· over the casinos," he pointed The legislation '·would 'then 
1 business," said Al Heiner of. oul have to be -approved_ by 
: Orinda, Calif., a member of th~ ,"It's· nice to put us' in Congress. • · 
~ board of -the League to Save the position all the time that "I think the casinos have been 
l Lake. Tahoe. we're the cµrty guys that are maligned in .a few cases," said 
1 Appearing before the board at allowing these things to happen, John Meder, who represents the· 
' its regular monthly meeting, but we don't have control and Nevada Department of Con-

Heiner said that the owners of neither does the California servation and Natural 
. casinos "should take some TRPA," Henry told Heiner. Resources on the TRPA. 
: . _leadership on behalf of the He said that if the rules (for "They Cthe casinos).meet the 
f environmental consideration. approving casinos) were going same standards as any other 
L-" _. "They should be innovative. to be changed ''we must con- project, and in many cases are 
' .They should be imaginative," vince the Nevada Legislature, asked to do tnore. 
~ · said • Jfeiner. "Leadership_ must convince the California "The casinos ·have received 
I should flow from them to the Legislature, to dq something no special treatment," said 

I end of fighting_ for the values at · about this -and -work out their Meder, "ahd we ought to realize 
. · Lake Tahoe." problems -or the two governors that." · · 

. Casino owners, Heiner said, work out their problems. But, I ,-. :-:-:,•; · 
.. ~uld be part of the actien in don't see this happening right . TRP A Chairman Dick Scott of 

f 
·seeing that Lake Tahoe is away. . • . · Reno locked horns -with the 
preserved." · • Henry said that Heiner's Leagµe to Save Lake Tahoe on 

I • Hdner then ·suggested that suggestion to move the <:aSinos . the subject of casinos at the 
r the casinos .be removed from· · is "a nice thing to say but if very onset of Wednesday's 

(

!•Lake.Tahoe, at the expense of you'r~ going to take the ::asmos · meeting. . ·~. -.. · 
the taxpayers. · · · . ·. away then you have to buy out · 

·· ••.: .-just simply underwrite all those motels on the He "referred· to the ·league's· 
the expense of taking this threat California side because they're October newsletter · which \ 
away from Lake .Tahoe," said dependent on the casinos. · reported the approval by the 

1 H~. "Let all.of us pay this "Wecan'tjustsithereand not agenl'y at· its September 
I expense," he urged, adding be realistic," said Henry, ad- meeting of parking lot exr .. 'Jet's be fair to the casinos. · ding "To me you're not go~g to pansion at Harvey's Inn on the 
· •'The thing to remember is, remove what's there. South Shore of the lake. 

· be J ould · , "Washoe ~unty .•·represen-
casmos .can removed. Lake .. w agree with you tative Dick Scott held the 
Tahoe can't.: Casinos can be · <Heiner) lOO per cent that deciding vote on the Nevada 
reborn,.· .Lake Tahoe never . .should happen but that's alot of side, and even though Scott has_ 
can," Heiner postulated. ·· bucks"· to remove this kind of 
· "Casinos live \\ith volumes of land off the market, said Henry. recently announced that he 
· people," said Heiner, "and I , Gov. Mike O'Callaghan's would never again vote for 
know that the-other part of that representative on the agency,· casino expansion, cast his ballot 
proposition is that .Lake Tahoe Reno attorney Thomas Cooke, · on behall of the ~g lot," 
dies with volumes of-people. So -·-said the agency has the said the newsletter. · 

.. bow do you reconcile those two • responsibility for the casinos Said Scott: "I said I would 
t almost unreconcilable . dif- being where they e.re because it never again vote for . a new 
1:-terences'?'! he a.sited..··· -• ' · -c approved-them under the dual --hotel-casino on the south end of 
~ is Uie position·of the:. majority (voting procedure). Lake Tahoe. 
eague.- -and.· we hope you -will :- · Cooke expressed the hope that . "I'd appreciate it if when 

hang ~, -<>n .any . further~ legislation would be passed by someone quotes me, they'll get 
~ion ~f gambling:at Lake,:; .Ne,vada, <Califor"!ia ~!ready it right," he added. 

/,/40 - ,{ /~ 0 .l. 1.J 
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• t Tihoe · 's Growth Problems·' 
IL~1d af Gamblin.g's Door i . 
~ · ·:1-~:-<: _ _ ~ f-<1 D i(Jo 1J 7 ~ 
t . · SpeciaJ . to the Journatei"' Carson City or Reno, claiming, 
l SO~ ,_.LAKE TAHOE - "The gamblers will go where 
•aroblmg is the .source of Lake the casinos are " " 
'.'ahoe's .growth problems, but Henry fore~ present de
:rture develop1:11ent of the Car- velopment pressures . on Lake 
pn and ·Martis valleys may Tahoe being relieved by areas 
,ovide tile -ouUet for them. At outside the lake basin. 
~ that's the way J"an Henry, "It's going to be upensive 
(lacer Cotmty supervisor. ~d to live at the lake," he said. 
~e~ of the Tahoe Regional ·•People providing services are 
tlanmng !gency (TRPA), sees not going to be able to afford 
L . it. So they're going to look 1o 
~Interviewed on a South Ta- the Martis and Carson vaJleys pe radio ~ti~ program, "Ta- for reasonable cost housing.'! ... 
~'-'!.oday, - _this week, ~enn: Placer County is now in 1he 
h;id, 'There !5 no doubt m mJ process of developing a general 
lli.nd that, casmos -ar.! the source plan for tbe Martis Valley area; 
, Tahou .trouble. · located between Lake Tahoe and 
1Henry;·wbo ~.dlnitt~ he would Truckee, wbich Henry claims 
~bably be the first_ one to will be "the best plan Placer 
~ up to- a_ (gambling) ~- County has ever done." - -·: 
Ile, .. felt_ gammg was "not m He was quick to explain .tJie 
he best interests -of 1he lake." Martis Valley should not be1 

•
'We have to recognize it's ~me a "ghetto" area for Lake 
~ ~·:~ !fie_,~ Tahoe as some area residents 

11.0tmcs -~-of -:it, · he said. . 'But have feared. · · .;; 
Jo -allCJW .if to_ -expand· is -wrong "'We're not looking at (FH.AJ 

=ut .a' good,._ strong trans- 235 ·housing in the Martis Val: 
~JJ~lan."' -· . ley," said Henry. "But people 

_ l:Ieney",2:l5·--one of the_ T.R:PA who provide services want to 
members~ voted against the live· in a nice, decent home. 
proposeci :~ road ~m for I don't think all of these pe_o
the- State'llile .'.3fea -~ would ple want to live in a condomin
~ve;:allowed construction -of the ium. A developer might have 
pro~~ ~~ Park-~ahoe hotel- to build, quite a number or 

_;.:and~~•on .of. l12l' homes to af!ord a more r.ea
:S:!~so~t~~e~:,.. ·;.>:: ;- -- -·. sonable <X>St, but we do -want 

~evaaans: :are·. touchy ·about them to be decent h o m es·' 
their.garqbling. They don't want Tbat'.s why we're going to·~ 
Calif~ !:involved,"' said • .the holding public meetings on .th~ 
~-·from -CoHax. -."But plan, to get some direction from -

l ~~ they~~begin exporting it the people." ·· . .,. 
to where-::tt.llurts the lake, 1hen One suclt public meeting· fs 

' California ::Should get involved." scheduled for tonight at 7.:'30 
·: '_;~eDf'}" felt the casinos should in the Tahoe - Truckee High 
_ be .situated .instead in Minden, School in Truckee. · ' 1:~1--,.----.--------------------------· .,,., 

Not all of Cal1.forn1.a 's antagonism is 
related to gaming. California even 
objected to a very h1.gh qual:I.t:y (and 
exclusive) estates residential develop
ment at Glenbrook. This one also went 
to DJ.s tr:!. ct Court. 

,··uooa1,}l2Y\ s 
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Anot~er la·;.,sult :iim~d :it Nevacl""t'.;; act:o,i:; at ta~:e 1 

Tah~ic has h ... -.:·n dlsmis::;eJ i:1 t:. S. di ... t:-kt cullrt, Lh:s time 
ov:r :c~ con:s~mction of a prcpv3i:,! ult,~·lux-:.ry ~i~b.Jivi3\nu 
to b:: .:alh:<l Up_!):lways. 

In August, Dis~:ict Cour! Jt:dge I-?ruce Tho~.::::::-in would 
not even }ook at foe 'fab1e H2t:c.:al ?lannin5 A/,'::l'.t:.v's case, . 
sayiq faat first h~ want::rl to ;1~ .sorr:':! ~"li<le.:.::-: t:~·it it was a 
matter for fe,Jeral jurisd:cfo:n. D,,,:~!.:13 Coi.:r.ty Dist. AU:,. 
Howard i\k:i\ibben had argu::><l fa.at the cnly ?aw concern-ed 
was a TRP..-\ orr'jnance, r.ot ·a fe<le:-al re~u1stlr,a. 

On Oct. 2--1. Ju,:g~ Thom,:>son ioo~.:11 :it._T!<?,l ·s c?.ii:m; c,f . 
fec1~i·:1! juris;i;ction an,1 fo\mJ tl"l,!rn , ••spuriou:1." Ile 
clismlss1::d tli~-suit. 

William C,dy K;dly, who wants to b!li!d Upp::.ways, ha:; 
said th"! :w hom~s ha plans to construct in the: ?;-acre SlJO· 
div:sion will sen at prict>.s ranging from S11~0.oc-0 to $2.iO,Ui;u. 

Tnissuit, li!,emauyot!n:rscludng the past ~•;::rul yea~, 
rmi;;e after ~uglas C.Ounty ,!pproved a proj~c:t which then 
got TRPA approv:tl through t!Je agency's "C:ual majority" 
rule. \.',,nat w~s ur.us1;al about the U;>paways c;ase was that 
t:,~ 'f!'l?A staif was suing to overtmn .'.ln :iction'Of tba TRP,\ 
governi :1g body. _ • · 

SHits to b1ocx constrnctic:n oi two new c:?S!:lO·!"lot?.13 at 
'r:Jn(J~, also nr,pr<JVC:0 in acCUTl13l~•~e -,.vrn, . l R? A's · dual 
r!'!.ijority r..i1e, h.'.lve risen throµy,:i e-;:!ry Icvei to t:1e U. S. • 
Supre;r..-: Cou,t, which recently di:m1i s.:.~d foe sui;; brou,g:1t hy 
Cnlifornia's [tftorn~y gen~ral. · , 

,\s a bac!d:,sh to that lawsuit, one of the hotel c!evP.lope:-s 
<Oiiv::r Kahl;:) ha;; threatened to sue foe State o! Cc1li.:ornh 
:.ind its attorn?.y gen~ral to recover losses Kahle says- he. 
incurred b-::c~i:se of the court action;,;. 

Casino",- an1J sub,Jh·t,;inn;. :in~ 1101 the only tar~.:t~ in suit.,; 
ovt-:r laud ~s~ :11 Tah~. . . ., . _ 

. Douglas Cour.ty, ovt:r"tha pa3t two or three yea::-s, has 
c!ev"!lop~ a transportation plan to cure traffic ja:ns in tha 
Basin. Earlie:- this y~ •• TH.PA endorscrl th~ Dougl:t:s plan, 
.is did its counterpart, the CaHfornia TRPA . .Hov;eve,, 
CTRPA Jater backed out of its agr~m~nt on the Douglas 
plan :?nd issued one or its own. _ 

The CTRPA plan calls for a parking lot outside the Basln 
and r.iass trar.sit huSt!s; in~teaJ of automobiles, to ta!<e 
motorists into the Tar.oe area. 

The City of Soutll Lake 'l'ahoe· ani1o·cnced pl:in..;:; to !ig:it 
:he CTRPA pbn in court, a. fight_\\hkh won foe s 1.1pport of 
South La'.<~ 'i'::iho~•s C,amber o! Cor.imet·ce. Th;: chamber's 
direetors voted for a campai~:1 to raise $;5,0.-:•1 in matching 
fun,Js to help the city's efforts. 

. Dou~las County unsuccessfully urged th: TR?,\ to ta',e 
' the matt~r to court ctlso, look:r\g for a t:!tcision ~s to •,vhkh 

:!t.:ency-TaPA or C'.i'.R..0 A-lla:, the authority to plan tran
s:w,rtatitm in the Tahoe Basin. 
• Att;,11ogh 'fHPA tiiil not .:igrr.i" to a !eg:il h'+til~ w,~h 

CT.RP,\. il \li1l a~r~e to s .. ek :l so1utivu i-0 !h.:, j:a:i!-1lict:v11al 
<;ue:sti•."1 '!Jy oth~r wea11.s. I:tou;;l:a;; Co1111t_y {\,m111::.sion.-rs 
h;,·;t- s:.i;l .;,~ c1,u11ty ~houM :.u~ CTHPA c,-.-~r thr: tr~::• 
Sj . .;•rb!i,,,, bsu~, i! n'li)•>ily <·ls'! ,~ill. 

111 a;:oth.;-r case stil: pem!ir.g, 'i'RPA war.ts tn~ <ii:;;t1·ict 
c·:mr! to i.;.,ue :in injuncfom ..t'.,;J:ns~ the He:t'l-:::11y Va~!t:y r-ki 
c;i~ra!:c!1 to prev~1!t the II.St! of b:n':! facilities 011 !h~ !'li~vata 
sir.!~. •r:,at suit b riot aimr.d aUh<! ~ki lifts :im! s~-<i runs in 
r ;,!v:1d:-i, l,ut to fore':! He:r;e:11.Y V,i!!ey ow;:c>r Hu,{h :rn:{"h,ew 
ti) :~•• lo ':',tP,\ for a !)~rrait to (1j>.:rato:: Jot!g,: .'.lad n..,:trc,.,m 1 
fad!tti.-s. Hf!:wi.>nly V:.!1.-y r,~?r,.:;i'.1l.1tiv-es said pl:m:; for _ 
thu;;.- fadlitir:":-Ji.J h;u:·k to 1~57 :ulfl h:td TR?,\ bi;./;~· .--1.so 
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Two n~• proposed luxury resort hotels 
~pr,roved bg Douglas County and t:he 
State of Nevada really triggered t:he 
Californi.a reaction. This two year 
battle (still going on) has cost t:he 
developers over $1 million in 
successfully defeating 14 successive 
la:wsuit:s brought by t:heSt:a1:.e of 
Ca.liforn:J.a, t:he League to Save Lake 
Tahoe, t:he Sierra Club, etc., -- as 
a means of delay and harrassment. 

'i w1mirn1a7.~.,~er~"~_r ;1 
'. ioBlock2N•S~Shorecuinos I . .1 
\ The state of California has asked the {!.S. Supreme Court to bl<><I! 
l the construction of two south Tahoe casinos. ~1 
: California Atty. Gen. Evelle J. Younger filed the appeal with ul_· 
I Supreme Court last Friday, requesting that the ruling made last Mtl 
'.by the 9th U.S. Court of Appeals be overturned. • ~ 
I ""This is not a move to stop gaming in Nevada." Dep. Atty. Gen. 
;Henson said following the announcement. ,.We are taking the acti 
because of the impact the casinos would have on the air, water 
traffic on the California side of Lake Tahoe, .. be said. 

Last May, California had based its case on the alledged illegality 
the .. dual-majority rule" under which the two projects receiv 
approval from the bi-state Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 

The two casinos were denied by a popular vote of the agency, 7-
but the three approving votes served to make the· Nevada half of t 
r.t'RPA favor the projects, 3-2. . _ • • 'i'f!, 
i With the two states deadlocked (Califonua bad voted the casml 
idown, 5-0), the dual-majority rule allowed .. approval by default" aft' · 
!no consensus could be reached in 60 days. · 
. But the unique voting arrangement was upheld by the 9th U. 

·Court of Appeals ·earlier this year, with the federal jud 

/

t.·.·~,Y_·. ~.~\J_· ·n r, e ~' ... _f I rm·,.. ,~~:~~izing the .. soverei~ty" of each of th~ two states in the TRP ( 
,.· ~- / The two casinos •.• Ted Jennings' $50 million Tahoe Palace and Oliv 

~~.: o·l:P_n•/• 6.h: :l·o,~t,L.\e,, .. , :'s·· '. uit. }. ,Kahle's$60millionHote)Oliver ... arebothpresentlyinthegradinga ~ 'excavation slage at their sites near Highway 50 and Kingsbury Grad_ 
,-his -is just a case of harassment as far as rm concerned." Kah. 

1 
said, in reaction to the legal action by California. · ( 

· ·· · - ·· · · - ·· • , John McManus, business manages;...for "Ted Jennings' proje ,. · 
:.,,; ... : :~·· .By BOB MARTIN · i concurred.· .. I think this is moNl · (Gove.:;&lmund G.) B!'own th " 

. ,.'Our· -suit against high-rise Younger •• Jie just doesn't like the idea he;..cair't:run us up here." 

Jf'::'fE"~~;:~ . ca· 1,·• z;,-rn· • . iaf ',f O :, -.c:,·e ::¥. ·.:.-.. · . 
r;.:,;: 'Ev .. 'd -c.JJ-•· A«y. rv f . , T t __ 

€~f~l suit agJf ~~~~ltot~ls- -
~Y~'s\~~ ~ ·,fii"t!d ~ • . . ... · } ,. ~f ;f .. , ~ -: :::'(-, :---~· ; ; .. ·". . . · . ' . 

· to prevent construction of- •;. By JEFF COHES congest heavil)".Jfayel~ Hi~;,-the hotels. claiming no proof was 
:!Hotel Oliver .and Tahoe _- "-~he California attorney way .50 ~long_ S~e1_1~-~ s_ casm~ given that an exemption to 8 40- . 

Pal.ace; .near .Stateline which -general's office said today it wiil row. :;_,· .•. ;i;,. . .. ·<- : ... ; loot height limit for commercial . 
. :ere;;appr.oved . through .the '1 file a suit to prevent -construction. Defendants. in the case :"'on 't ,buildings was jastified. . 

· · dual majority-wte of two Ne\·ada hotel-casinos al be named until the suit is filed a · The California agency, in a 
_'tj>e-:raboe Regional Planning i Lake Tahoe. spokesman :-in,- lhe" ·atlorn~y ,-unanimous resolution passed 

eney.1~ .. ,.·· ,· . ·-: 0 •• • • The unusual action will general's·officesaid. Developers last Friday, also asked Nevada 
.-.. •All five California members of probably starl before Aug. 12, are Oliver Kahle and :red .Jen•· Atty. Gen. Robert List to t.tke 
· agency ~led against the when land clearing is planned to nings, ~o :received automatic. action lo stop building. 

jects -as well as two Nevada begin at lhe sites of the 960-room approval~for; the· projects last · List said Wednesday his office 
embers. "We don't feel it's Hotel Oliver and 560-room Tahoe week from ·the· ..bistate · Tahoe was still discussing the request 

· t that three members on the Palace at Stateline.· Regional Planning Agency after and would have a decision soon. 
"evada side· -can block the A suit may be filed in federal California and Ne\·ada.rnembers The casinos were cleared gbes -of the - other seven court in Reno but a location has failed to_-reach a dee_ ision._ .: __ ~._.· Tuesda f din b o· 

bers " v · "d. not been confirmed, said Deputv - Y or .gra g Y 1st. 
em , .1.ounger sat " Wright-said lhesuit will -seek Court·Judge John Sexton, who 
Tbe.-.agency was formed,. Atty. Gen. Bob Wright. federal clarification of a bistate ruled that air gualit,.· standards 

·d, beca T -'- • "An ·action will be filed to unger ·sal use MC&Ae - agencv .;_,ulation -which allows set by the state would have to be n- b d tel ----'ed pre\•ent what we believe is · ., · -.,. f,i~ 0: ·~ heselperato ~=--·ts illegal construction,'' Wright projects to· be automatically· met before foWldations could be 
tn ~mg·· P · ,. • .,..._ 1 approved if no .action is reached laid at the sites on Highway 50 
}·:ironmenL ·· · sa~e suit was requested by the within 60 days of application: ··near Kingsbury Grade. -;~r~!~ ~~ ~:: California Tahoe Regional Althoueh onh· a minoritv. of . Developers said grading 
n,T,> ....... ~ Planning Agency I CTRP .4. I. three ~e~ada m·embers. all iocal would start Aug. 12, one day ~t-rr.;_;7 ~or .

0

~ I ;:~j:c~ltm!-~fi°5t~!~~; of~~: ::t:r~:e~~e r:aj~~~-ta!~1:i _ ~~~~,~~= ~!!!:t:u~~ency·s 60-day 

•vironmental damage to the rules require affirmatil'e action It could not be iri1mediately 
j California side of the lake. by both state delegations to pass confirmed if lhe suit would be ' 
; 1 The CTRPA said the casinos or deny an ·applicatiQn. the first filed by California 
I would attract. enough· cars to The CTRPA . .also challenged against construction of a 
t cause .air, pollution ;an~_-furt~er lhe seven.and 11l-story heights of building in another state. . . .. 
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On March 3, 1972 Ray JW.sleg (t:hen a Nevada Agency member) raged at a TRPA 
meeting nThis J.s getting disgusting. We have people out of work in llevada, 
while you Californians go merrily on wit:h your construction." 

Some times Californian's paranoia on t:he subject became ludicrous. Witness 
the irresponsjl)le attitude of Z'berg (now deceased) as indicated bela-,: 

-r...,,----- . -_ ... - . - -

1"Calif ornia •· offered 

-

! 
i 
I 

I 

~1 

g,amm 
~ ---~...5 

TtO curb Lake · deve!~pe~s 
1~~-l-tif~;:i-i _.,,_, ' : \ : . ' ' --.. , ·7 ~ .· . -~. 
·•-~--. ~ · By ROBERTA McCONNELL Z'Berg said he will introduce a con- Smith said at that time· everything 
.! : t:.:--'- · · Appeal Staff Writer stitutional amendment allowing gambling essentially might come under that heading 
;;,:--:.• · · · in the counties in an effort to save Lake whether it is high rise buildings or a trail 

l:? -~ Mlf\'DEN _:_ Douglas CoWJty officials Tahoe from environmental destruction. through I.he woods. Smith said this mor
t~ · .today Jashe~ out at le$tislation being in- But Z'Berg said the proposal would be ning Z'Berg's proposal was, "A typical 

i, troduced by California i;tate Sen. Edward triggered by Nevada action. He said that California action. He said, "California has 
::;z'Berg to permit gaming in El Dorado and for every new casino Nevada allows at the _a Jot of psychosis about this thing." He 
:~;Placer Counties, "to discourage gaming lake, his measure would permit one to be - said his own investigation has shown 

t::_oo::the Nevada side-of Lake Tahoe." built in California but only outside the Californians have been completely brain 
~-;.;:_Tne Z'.Berg legislation which would Tahoe Basin. ~, washed into believing the Jake is being 

. :inquire a California constitutional "We hope that threat would be enough to · destroyed, the.air is more polluted than 
• "fainendment · if passed, is ·variously keep Nevada from aproving more casinos that of Los Angeles and thaL . .Nevada is 
'Si-described by Douglas officials as, "utter at Tahoe," said Z'Berg, who stressed that _ the-culpri~ ~~>~- .· 
t'.hog wash,-sour grapes .and completely his proposal is not a gambling measure· Smith took strong issue with the Z'Berg 
;:.r¢uting. all ·the principals behind -the "but a 'Save Lake Tahoe' measure." -statement that Nevada zoning would allow 
~1JormaUon or TR~A.',' Commissioner He predicted that if casinos were built '.another25casinosatthelake.saying, "I'd 
'\.:.cbarles Meneley told the Appeal today he in El Dorado and Placer coWJties, _most_. like 10 know-where the Sam Hill they are 
~did 'DOt know ''What· was the matter northern Californians who want to gamble . going to be." Smith stressed also that the 

i
-~theguy'sbead CZ'Berg),"andlikened would go there rather than Nevada proposal could cause,extreme fridion in 
;;the Z'Berg ·proposal to a child who says if because it is closer. El Dorado and Placer Counties if gaming 
·no·one will· play the game his way, he Z'Berg said Nevada zoning would allow were restricted to the West portion and not 
~d take his .marbles aqd go· home. . · for at least 25 more casinos at the Jake:• the east. ·"For that matter,''. he uid, "It 
:,,. Meneley said, "This shows the process As ~rly as 1969 prior to ratification ·or· ould cause friction all o\'er California from 
3TRPA) ls not working," and added he the Bi-state agency, Douglas officials · counties not included." . 
does not believe such legislation has a declared in a news release that without to .As far as Nevada being a culprit at Lake 

' chance of getting through. In the first much stretch of the imagination; the . Tahoe, Meneley said ''Take a look. It 
place he said, California has no strings on agency might be able to shut down gaming doesn't take much to see because it is plain 
-controlling gaming and it stands to reason in the guise of protecting the Jake waters and evident driving across the state line 
. that long established casinos will be the from pgllution based on heavy traffic. 'rhis where the problem is and it is definitely 
:-.ones to continue drawing the business.and essentially officials said is the line .not on the Nevada side." 
~en.if casinos are built outside the basin California and TRPA has been following in The two other Douglas commissioners 

the California side they would probably their battles to halt construction of the two were not · available for comment, but 
· go broke because at this point they do not new Tahoe casinos Tahoe Palace and general court house observation indicates 
liave the operational knowhow. Hotel Oliver. the present California action will either 

:;:-,...If is pure sonr grapes,~• he repeated. 1n 1969 also, then Douglas County. -become a laughing stock or result in an 
:'The Z'Be:-g bill proposes that gambling be planner Ray Smith took issue with · the · even greater route than that anticipated in 
'.";allowed in Placer and El Dorado counties proposed compact wording, "Which would 1969. The Bi-state agency under the Z'Berg 
;,outside' .of. -the Lake- Tahoe . Basin to be ·enforced only U they effect the water bill of that year was described as, .. a grab 
-discourage construction of casinos on the clarity or purity or natural beauty of the for economic control of the Jake under or 
~evada side of,the lake.-:-•·~ _ :~~i -;.:..-... · , region.'~:. . the guise of pollution control." 

-.wam;i~~-:::-· ~,.~~~~~~~~":~~t~l~t:.~·i::~:~~;·•:·.:.·.:::_; ·::~~ .. ~-. · · . 
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And California is not content with Lake Tahoe alone. The clipping belCM 
indicates another equally dangerous precedent which is still being contested 
by the Attorney General: 

L COUrt: NeVCldCI -L-iable 111 Ca'r Wl"eck . 
. ti-~ .. ~ .:_.".."'" .· . . ·--:_i··· .. ::-. ~ :_. • . . . , . -
f. OAKLAND ·CAP·>.:_. An Alameda Cotmty Superior· f Lawyers_ representing• Nevada bad argued unsuc-. ~18?' bas decided the state of Nevada is liable for \ cessfully California courts and juries should honor a• 
l$U · oa in damages inVolving a Nevada employewho ! Nevada law which limits sta~ liability in such cases to 
~rammed bis state car into another auto. · . ; $1..5,000 to be paid any individual. • 

.
: The jury verdict issued Wedoesday after 8 three-week · f · But the Califo~a ,Supreme~ held in the case that i 
ttrial favored Jahn Hall 9 of Sacramento who as an ( the Nevada law didn t apply in California. 
,infant suffered brain damage as a result of the May 1968 Nevada appealed to the U.S.. Supreme Court but that 
•accident near Auburn. - . . . · · court refuseo to hear the dispute on grouods no judgment 

- · · · · · · had been issued so the appeal was premature. · 

r
t ~ N~ada employe, Helmut Bohm _who taught at the . Bohm was returning from the San Francisco Bay Area 
Umversity of Nev~Reno. was killed m the wreck. . · to Reno when his auto crossed into westbomJd lanes on 

~

'Ibe jury said the youth should get $1. million in Interstate80andhittheHall'sauto. 
damages while his .mother, Patricia, also hurt in the The Halls were returning to their home in Sacramento ~1d-~r•~-t:tJges.· ·, -·_· . · · after~~at~eTahoe. . · 

;J.;::::-;_:~:~~'".:r-:-J.2;.-7J/.t~t1 r:-~~fa: ,~>A-:~~... ·c• ·--~i .. :/•·:_.;:~:r;~/.: ff.1L_:_.,,:.~~:- - ,..· !- ~ 

,N"r:>· ~_.,, . . ' . .; 

r_-./Of f the Record.' :?~:J;:z1:·,t . 

·Lt~ftf.orn,.ia· 'grab'·~.JP~i_~-· 
·::_-~yROBERTAMcCONNELL bottom ·dollar there will be · Granted, the public·bas little ra~~on Teferred to-it as a 
~C· ,,::(Appeal Staff Writer casinos right on the lake ~nt access to ~e lake front except _ Calif~ "'•gr-a~. for P,O:Wer at 
~~!$~:.i:t·: . · · '.. ·•. because who, on a vacation at the public beaches, but one the Lake • '1be grab 1S even 
.,"i-!~- -·-,.:-. = • '· . gambling trip could be expected bas only to drive along the more obvious when the two 
. . S~at~r John Tunney of _ to .stop at Emigrant Gap or bright blue waters of _ the ~crnia l~tors attempt to 
· Califcrma has ·made what may Pollock Pines when for another Nevada side around to Tahoe pick· the political plum through 
· be-!tbe. most remarka~le few minutes driving_ time be Keys on the California side to such ~us ~ctics .as _in

,;:'statement to ~te -~~ - could get to the Lake and have prove a poinL.Tbere, where the 1roducmg ~ l~lation 
. .:-1.ake "Tahoe. , r<>': -- ·. -;, ; . . . the whole works. water of the public beach and fa" ~ two "Calif«Dl:8 Lake 
•: :while· the Califorma mde of Z'berg makes the public the condominiums . resembles · .arunties .at the same time one 
~,Lake .-:at the south shore statement that bis gambling the muddy Missmippi we .are· legislator. is~ celebratiDJC ,the 
proliferates '!i~ motels, legislation measure was made assured that Mr. Tunney was.:~g .. or a_ N~~ ho~ by 

~: ~urger Jomts, con- necessary by the inability of the atsolutely correct -,and that ~--saymg Califmua .JS doing a 
~,dom1niums, concessions, Bi-state . Tahoe Regional ."Calif<rnia is doing a fantastic· fantastic job of saving Lake 
,:.restaurants and a Hilton Hotel, Planning ·Agency to halt the job of saving Lake·Taboe'.' ••• :~Tabo" •.• (~m the proliferation 

::sen. _Tunney announced .at the ,proliferation of casino-hotels at . <f<r itself perhaps?) r:: !J,..:.i'. ·. ,._of bot~ 'in Nevada!) 
: openmg of the Hyatt House last Lake Tahoe "which will nullify -~. ,. ··· _ : · . ~ - · : · :• · :There JS a strangely hollow 

!. month(fcrmerlyKing'sCasUe) .whatever progress bas been. ::•Douglas County-opposed-the ring to it all.and one wonders· 
?" that "Tne growth of casinos at - made to save the lake in the bi-state .agency from the very 'just who did crack the Liberty 
--~e~isa~.I ~-- past ten years." · beginning~ ey~_p_rjorJo)ts .. Belli ~-t7 ~-,\ • 

Califorma JS domg.a fantastic .,. However -4ince the Bi-sta"- -- · · · · · 
tjob of.saving the lake;'' et--~.Agency ~e effective o~ 
fF;&mehow, it's ~: "what '.: :five years ago there is caus_e to 
~:.:_paper.:.do ya read? · became!" wonder what Mr. Z'berg thinks 
~"wbile"Ttmney is ~claiming the -:- . bis state was doing to save Lake 
• ~ 1>f casinos ~;at Lake . Tahoe in the previous five years 
.,~Tahoe-,· his fellow lawmaker, ---while-all the hotels, motels, 
~1,man ~~ Z'berg is hamburger joints, -etc. were· 

A ~: legisla~ ~or .a , beingapprovedandconstructed 
.., -. Ca!,ifornia---_ -.constitutional •.. from Stateline wesl 

C ; ,amendment :legalizing gam- ;,_.- : At the same time Nevada 
;::~Jing"in flacer .and El Dcrado ·····-was holding its~-~in<Hlotel 

eou_nu~·:.:.. ~- :only- ~o ;.zoning to a si.ngle·mile at the 
. Califtt1l18 .. counties;.bordering ... sOtJtbsbore with the balance.of 

c.611.,,.'T.-'-..:: .,, . l,:--- ' ' 
-WJC ~-t,, :_•c )_ • --.!:~-· ·- 1 :O:~•-the•.:Jake ;.front ,;largely· ·com• 
2~--:while 'Z'Be:rg -contends. t,. prising . .the,-Wbittell property, 
;::~:wants-the California asinos/· the •old Cave Rock area; two 
"'~tec;lbelowfh!Jake,ifthebill ~: state:parks·andlots-o! open / JlO -1..33 
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~-. ,;:,-;~ .;e:-t~~:r,;;r!:;~:·~ ·-· • 0 ··,& ~ ~ ~ . ·, ·. 
,. · > . ~ .• -.>< ... • • - · . . '\ v.r.~ 1/ " 
reaeral~ Control Over Private 

~": ·-•·:"-.-i~•-.-?."~;-"i. __ - . . . . . 

.• ... ho~.; Lands Called. Inadequate 
.ff.~~--~4·:~c;::-!·:·~t: . · _ ~ . _ 
.~:. -,>F~l -:control · in the Tahoe basin over printe lands is not 
-~ ~t~:;an . .Environmental .Protection Agency cEPA) official told 
~~ ?e1'S-'t!f <the Tah~ Regional Planning Agen~y Jast week. 

'i..J 7\nd he said changes in the Bi-State Compact. including authority to 
;o--111-rol~evada's right to license casinos. might be necessary to better 
proiect~the · basin's ecology. ·· - . · 

, , .--::.\Jnhn'Wise/an EPA official who has ,been working on a study of 

J
~~ri~gement mandated by Congress. said the study is now in 
.dr:ir, fnrin and will be available around Christmas.. The EPA is asking 

::C!. ,r reac~ions to the draft statement and will then fmalize the report and 
:-make recommendations to Congress. -

I
i· Outlining the ·report in general terms for TRPA governing board 
'members; Wise said the EPA had defined six problems on the federal 
::and state-,evel in the basin. ;. · · ·. 
::· ,•:-iTh·e·:n1ajor problem, he said, is that "there is no federal policy 

t tnward Tahoe.- Ari assessment of the federal governments "oversight 
.I,.. and controi- in the basin found the federal government had more than 

l-ndec1uate 1:0nlrol of public .lands through the United States ·Forest 
' Service, but ~ntrol was not adequate over private lands, he said. 
r· -Erosion and sedimen~tion control is- a big problem with private 
· ·lands;~· Wise -i-explained.. -And there n serious legal authority 
? •JUe5lio_ns.~::·: , .· . . ., . •. . . 
::;;-•,Other slate and federal government level problems include sewers 
:--1esp~ly:.at the north shore), erosion and sedimentation controls, air 
.;fpollufion'='Standards. water;.5upply regulation and transportation, said 
i~~-~-;:~ . ''. .. . - -'. : : . . . 
. . ::-: :PnJli~ regional and 1ocal leveL the i;najor problem seen by the EPA 

·: ~::wi(h 0.1he · bi-slate-compact provisions :C-which regulate -TRPA 
- ~~~~}~.: .• , . .. . i •• :~-:-.~;~::··.·.~. --.~-. 1·~:' .. · ~ .. ;-~-~~•~:-·:·. - ··:·.-·. . ... -..-. 

-.,.&;'·~.°!fi~m~-is_a ~o!1al_plan~nga~cy and no~~ general _purpose 
. . . m mental ;,;ageney.,,-;/W.:se .satd. ·, •.It:,has -pohce.·power, · but no 

~ ~~on/to assess··property tax· or hold .and .acquire land. .. · · · 
;;, ,;;1-fo.<>lher ".'inherent problem"in the compact is the-exemptions given 
,=i~fafe:J!~~ facilities ,so they don't-come under TRPA review, Wise 
l~~lt:.f~~~"l\ _._;/ .:· ..... _/ ~·--;:·:..;.~ . ~. •: : -_:_~·-.. . . . 
4:~·~c:>r1e.:-0fthe<Changes · the EPA might. recommend for the compact 
¾iwtrtilcl:;lri:mg::: those .. :facilities-including~-Nevada 's: · legalized gaming 
~l-fnd~~Sw.bich ~"Stat.e-controJled..:under,t.he supervision of the TRPA; 
i '~~~p~oni~ould::then. be elirninaied.t&r:- ' _ . ,· · 
f~.~~~ge.;.::in ::the·_-.coinpact would have to ·-come from the 
'.1iJegisWures;of both California and Nevada.; which Wise admitted would 
.. ~ ::.EXtremeiv~diffic:iilL:.;~; . J ~0• • - •/h ;" l:½."-l•.:,.. . . . - ~ . 

-~ ~~~-Tegi•·· ·· ·oopriaal~d localproblims defined by EP~ involve-the legal 
,.~ ~f~gional plan which have resulted m numerous court 
-~~ ~~f~.alleg~n~[-e:-~ndemnalion; · TRP A· budget ·inadequacies. 
·'{~k..hi 'P.rey~~L)agiressive:planning .and enforcement, the. economic 
::-&eJ>ercuss1ons_- of'fsewering and bonding. and ,:a , lack :--of public 
'~i1!._liderstand_ing;~ .,the TRP.A's -authority • .said Wise. · . : ... · ·. · . 
!,~.;.;:,While.the issu~·or loca.1 or non-local TRPA representatives has long 
-;,'~~.lamed ,by,-eonservationists as one of the stumbling blocks to 
.,.~~iragf'l'.ali~\~se:.Uid -the- EPA had found the· balance of 
·;¥.ind~-i-t>T-ba.si~ _:representatives ·was -:-<not· really an issue." · 
.,:¥-_:-;i$ome:-oltlie alternatives -recommended by the EPA are: a request 
-~~_«\4.~e-~~gencies to ,study . their. :duties in the Tahoe Basin and to 
::~'j!ir~1a,t¥:future guidelines for :controls; -development of a ·system of 
¥ ~_n].ana_~acquisition: ,possible establishment of bi-stale .agencies to 
":,ipntrol':.air-.and walei:,pollution standards; and formation of .a federal, -
~:is\iit~.i'iicl'TRPA task-force to assess the ecological effect of maximum
-.. ii'ijdirig .at:J:'aboe:and determine if ino-eased .federal intervention or/ 
-::clial_i~_µn( laws :.i~ .requited ~~fo~ :thaL . _. ~ ~-~ 7.: .. . -~~:. -._' 
_?~.;..T.Iie;:rentraf.issues.-~h~ever~ .according: to . Wise, .as .well ,as the· 
·ae1imuration·;.of~exemptions • for :state-licensed :,businesses/include 
.:miNiifying,Uie· Bi0State·.Oompact to eliminate· the· dual majority rule, 
~~iii(~e4ea~~ :TR~A;representative~~ :·-~t:e( .ini,!,itiing a mo~ . 
~~~7!~,iiP:g~tni(Y,1¥:atto.wjng the~A ~~ss property~ ano 

~.,, ---~'. . lUlm~,e~$~~~~fS!11J}~~.,!: . ..:. ·-

And it is not only the State of 
California who rd.shes to ,, contr 1 
Tahoe." The Feds, (through EPA; 
also th.ink everything should s'top_ 
at Tahoe. Adjoining is a clipping 
relating t:o an EPA study (whJ. ch has 
since been conveniently pigeonholed) 
calling for greater controls over 
PRIVATE property. 

EPA is still in the Act, ha,,ever, and 
has recently funded envJ.ronmentalist 
attempts t:o influence St:ate legisla
tion regard:f.ng amending the present: 
Nevada Legislature to conform to the 
new . Gualco Bil.l recently passed in 
Californ:J.a. At this meet1ng, the 
author of th1.s bill threatened Nevada 
t:hat CaJ.iforn:J.a would "seriously 
consider" withdrawing from the Agen 
if Nevada failed to pass his bill. cg 
See cl1..ppj.ng on folladng page .• 

The Gualco Bill i.s yet another attem,...t 
by Cal:J.forma to gai.n cont:rol; :J. t ~ 
would: 

l. elim!.nat:e Nevada 's protection 
over land uses through the repeal 
of the dua.Z major:J.t:g vote. 
2 • :Increase nonbas:!n representat1on 
on the Agency by expanding membership 
from 10 t:o 14 members (all. non-local 
part1 ci pants) • 
3 • J.ncorpora"te the ordinances of the 
Californi.a TRPA into the Act. 
4. e.71m1nate the gaming "grandfather" 
clause. 
5 • increase State budget support 
over the local $150,000 funding. 

I '70 .... ~ ,- 11_ 
/l- - _,;,_,:) <~ 
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Nevadea OppoiSs California's Plan 
~ • .:ltCARsoN CITY - There's no way The bill drew sharp crittcisrn and into the bill of the ordinances or the 

Ne':'acia will accept a bill signed by warm support from T,1-'loe basin California Tahoe Regional Planning 
Cs.h!(r.\fa Gov. Edmu.'!d Bro\\<n Jr. in · govcrnmenL,; a.'ld TH?A officials. Agency, an environmentally-oriented 
eff~rts to revamp the Tahoe Regional South Lake Tahoe ?t.ayor Roger rival to the TRPA. The city is 
Planning Agency, i,evada Gov~ Mike Capri said he was temb:y disa1r presently engaged in court action 
O'Ca!la@lansaid'Thursdal- pointedbyBrown'saction. against the California agency, con-

The bill as it stands cowd elim!nate Capri comp!~d that the· bill tending that Its ordinances are un-
cor.struction c! high-rise casinos at would shirt the majority o! th:? TRPA constitutional because they Interfere 
Lake Ta.'1oe by cha.'lging membership board to appointed rather than with orivate property rights. . 
and ,'Otingp:oceciures of the a~. locally-electea represen~Uves. ..We're going to fight this bill all the 

O'Callag:wisaidtheneweilifomia .. We are ?5king for et least eqU2l way,"Caprisaid. . 
law, v..illch must pass the Nevada representation of foceJly elected o!- C'.ordon P£OOper, chainnan. of the 
legislature and Congress t.o take ef- ficlals on the bo.!rd thot makes Califomia Tahoe Regional Planning 
feet, marks at best a ••smrting point" decisions affecting o:a- area,'-' .Capri Aaency and a local realtor. saJd he 
for ~icm of a possible com- said. . · wss pleased by the bill's success in 
prorruse. Capri objected to the incorporation California. 

t:N.fiy~lkL tegu;lat1,1,re threatened OVer T ·-· 
. ~·) ,.'°. • ·:~~ti?;.·-- . 

a not-so-subtle threat to the 1977 mental entities were necessary to When a member of the audience pointed 
e~ada Legislature,· California Assem- preserve the quality of air, land and water out that · the dual majority voting 
yman Eugeoe_Gualco told a gathering in the Lake Tahoe Basin. The League, procedure was put into the Compact to 
lturday that bis state would seriously financed by a donation from the Federal protect Nevada's sovereignty and gaming 
l!lSider withdrawing from the Tahoe Enviromnental Protection Agency, at- industry against California's domination, 
egional Planning Agency if the Nevada tracted about 100 persons who heard from Gualco's response was "Nevada is going to .. 
~ature ·. !ailed to pass the bill . be and asked questions of a panel of g~vem· have to surrender some of its sovereignty · 
lthored which ·~was signed into law by mental officials. · . · to make the TRP A work.•~ 
ilifornia Gov • .Jerry Brown •earlier this ·.Among the · speakers in addition to Gualco's bill came wider fire by South 

~~Ji{.:~~tJf· .; ~ ~~I :e;;/~iig! ~Pu: N1:v!~T;~: ~ek:~e!:l~oe ci:ie':ge?~e w~~p~: 
Gualco's bill provides for changes in the Sen. Thomas 0 Spike" Wilson, and William· authority over that of local elected_ .... 
state Tahoe Regional Planning Com- · A. Morgan, acting administrator of the government. . : , 
p~- eliminate the.dual majority voting Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, U.S. "Our (the city's) goals/' $8.id Capri, . 
.. .a_.dd _more appointed mem.bers Forest Service. • · · "are to protect the rights of our citizens as · · 
the • cv's -board of governors. No chang~ may be made in the ~i-state · guaranteed tmder the constituticn, provide · 
rhe .. -:tftiieJma,ority voting method compact which created the Tahoe for .the general, welfare, protect and .. · 
~vicies ttiabif~ proposed project in the Regional Planning Agency unJess both preserve loc.al oontroi :and,· when ap,
ke:T~;-:Basin does not receive ap,- states pass legislation to do so and then plicable, to maintain the sovereignty of the . 
wa1ird· .. · .m-~em=~;_ fromeach:staa mate within~i?7 60of thatlegislationmusfberatifiedbythe U.S. states involved and to assure local con: 

.j.flJW Congress. . trot tt ... . . 

\'S~ the·. project :-is autanatically air A bill similar to Gualco's failed ~ pass Capri told the gathering that Oualco's 
!f.1iiil~¾~--~· ,, , . the 1975 Nevada Legislatme. · bill "was .not ~pported by any locally-
l'be present ineffibership nf the board is In an obvious attempt· to soften the elected body on the Califcrnia cSide of the 
:nposed_11f..threei!lected-type members impact of Gualco's ·threat that bis state Basin. _· • :·. ~ ··: ··~"'' · ·. · 
ii nwo ·appcintees ... from.-·each state. might withdraw from the TRPA, W-tlsori · The three California local governments 
aido's -bil).aads two more :appointed reminded the audience· that Nevada in the Basin - the City of South Lake 
mbers·totbe'California side. - legislators are .. very independent" and- Tahoe, El Dorado .~ty ~d Placer 
;ua1co,D&cramento, wasaspeakerat would not .consider the position of Cotmty, were. unanimous'·in their op,-. 
,ruminWasheeValley-sponsoredbythe California in withdrawing from the TRPA position to the Gualco bill, :Capri said. 
ague of Womes:i'Voters of California. and when they voted on its neighboring state's .. At the state ·level, :three of the four 
vada,-beld . .to :determine what govern-. bill. : . • -'.~ _ ... · re~?,_!!ves of the .Basin elected_,!!1_~~-
i~~t/~~~-;,-. -·::: - I :~!~hean!:ssen~~!Y ~~ against the 

! •'We (the city) ·opposed the bill because 
! it places four appointees .apd only three 
j locally elected officials -on the governing 
I board <oftheTRPA>, further eroding local 
· control,•· said Capri. . 

. He said . the city also opposes · thet~ \ 
j measure because "we believe it provi~· ,J, 

for taking or changing the property rights 
without just compensatii:m. It lacks 
provisions for reimbursing local control 
costs, and lastly, it does not provide for the 
dis.solutim of the CTRPA (California 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency), the 
rescinding of its plan or end regulations 
which we . believe are duplicated, Wl· 

predictable,, derisive, -~Uy, .and we. 
believe unconstitutional" . . ~ 
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F,HE R.fSE &,_ FALL OF TAHOE... _ 
~-.. _..,. .... 

~rown Administrafion 
ri'akef:n#o~lrih" Stand 
I s~ --

• --~ • By George Bryson 

By t~e- !nclusion of.Easter Week, California Govenor Edmund G. 
I Brown, Jr. had left little doubt that he plans to take an active role in 
th~. iuture $>! Lake Tahoe. In a week,long series -of surprise 
announcements concerning the lake, the Brown administration has; 

-Declared flatly that t}:iere is to be no more .. growth inducing" 
highway constriiction on the California side of the Tahoe basin (notably 
the proposed widening of Highway 50 that joins Sacrament.Q with 
South Lake Tahoe). 
, : · -Releasecl: research .on the air quality of Lake Tahoe that shows 
how air pollution levels on the south shore exceed the levels existing in 
Sacramenfuandthe bay area. "In fact." said Tom Quinn. Gov. Brown's 
new head of the California Resources Control Board, "the situation is 
· now so. bad that Tahoe's air in some respects is worse than what we p 

din Los Angeles.':,··,,.:.. : . . 
.. --Has given notice that severaflarge casino developments in the· 

utb shore · may never. get c0ff the ,ground. The approval _of _two 
· gh-rise .casinos at Stateline had come with the expectation of .a "loop 

highway"· --pro~.· through · South Lake Tahoe · to ha_ndle_ ;-traffi~ 
· ngestioD-part of :a CTRPA:'Transportation Plan ·that has- been 

gorously critici7.ed .by· the ,,Brown.!- administration as~ ~wth 
.. cing.--: .: .-··-- ::..,:-.::-.: · .. ;';--~-- ··~;- ~:.;;1:7, :.-=?·~· :.;_ ... /\,:·:..~ .. - .... --~.~:·?~~- ... 

. :::---Dismissed --two of -the-three n.ea·gan ·.appointments to .the two 

. ahoe,RegionalPlanning.-.Agencies.-(see related story).and announced
·1he·.appointm~f- two ,women;:.both '..seli-desc:n"bed as' independent- . 
,thinking environmentalists. -~ '.::.;~_':::";:::.--:... · · · -~i. -- · · : 
· ; · -Supported through a number of cabinet officials the pending "land · 
_--r plan"·of the "California ·Tahoe Regional Planning Agency;:.,:. : · . 
: ~::, This plan...t,he subject of .a -controversial, sometimes angry~:.:i,uhlic 

· · · g in South :Tahoe last 'Friday.-..proposed to comprehensively · 
:down-zone·-cawornia'.s side~of Lake Tahoe 4n an effort to,bold back 
.4evelopment'-of:fores~ lands.· .. ,:..;. ., ...•. !t.>, .. _<.-, .. ~:';. ~ 

. -'. ·At the conclusion of the CTRPA 1ieanng, governing board member 
;JinfHenry asked that the CTRP A board arrange.an in-person meeting 
-~ Gov~:C,Jlrown. ·.·:.:;_ ' • : ";- . •·· ..... _, .• ';_ .·· - .. -' . 
-~•·"'J:n ~ighf of his"-actions over this 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 
Mayor's Conference. and I -want to put that to the test.". . . 
· ,.· · The CTRPA boaFd .agreed to meet with the governor if it c:oilld be 
manged by"lienry;·- ... 
·: ~ - Otherwise:'-tbe South Tahoe public hering offered something of a 
--sounding .boariHor both those disturbed over Brown's actions {largely 
_,Nevadans} and'testimony from the scientific community that generalJy 
:-supports Brown .. s nergrowth philosophy for Lak~. Tahoe._ ~--. · .•. __ 

NEED AlvYTHIUG MORE BE SAID! 

\ 
'· 
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. 5. ARBITRARY ACTIONS: 

The staff and some Agency members have, over t:he years, evidenced some rather strong 
and e.rbi t;ra.ry attitudes in their st:atements and behavior. Several examples will 
suffice: 

* Mr. Y.nisley, once t:he Nevada At Large Appointee, has consistently pushed for "slew 
dt:Mns" of development unt:.:ll some future and vague "studiesn are completed. In August 
1973 he ateempted to he.ve a Resolution to this effect adopted. It failed, hcx,,ever, 
Mr. Knisley state, "I proposed to vote exactly as the Resolution is drawn up anyway." 
(NSJ, 30 August 1973). 

* The staff (especially) exhibits a continuing arrogant position; frequently fails 
to respond to both written and verbal request:s, unduly "hassles" applicants (in cer
tain cases) and tends tCMards "enemies' lists," especially those who cross t:hem or 
fa1.l to submit doc:f.ley to their demands. 

* Mr. Henry of Placer County, at his first: meeting, clearly set forth ld.s position 
relative to gazr.ing when he stated, "the public (can) go to Reno-Sparks, Carson City 
or Minden to gamble." In April 1974 he stated, "I vote against them (gamlng facil
ities) many times and I'm told I can't vote against them because they look bad, I 
must: have some other reason. Well, I vote against them because they look bad any
way; it's a good 1:hing they can't read 1l1:J mind when I'm voting." 

* Statements of certain staff have not accurately or fairly stated the facts r 

positions or analyses of items under consideration. Reports are purposely mis
represented to be self serrl.ng. 

* Many of the staff decisions reflect arbitrary and capricious attitndes. There 
are examples of :Eavort1sm; emihasis has been made on California development (the 
total staff are Californians) • 

* The operation has become excessively bureaucratic with int:e:r:minable paper t1ork, 
detailed EIR's, red t:ape, arbitrary "fees" (for pzocessing .items) and delays. 

* Actions are often inflexible, int;ract:able and unreasonable. There is a slavish 
adherence to imprecise and vague regulations, a refusal to recognize certain allcw
l!Dces in their own regulations, and a blind devotion to env.ironmental concern with 
little if ang recognition of equity, economics or esf:hetics. 

* Many actions are blat:ant att:empts to circumvent: court decisior.s, t:o hide or play 
dt:5o'12 certain act:ivities, to cent:raliz.e authority, to develop a full fledged policy 
function, and to disseminate false information masquerading as 1:echn:1.cal fact:s. 

_ _ _··~~A-mem~rs ~~ Jnterpretthedocumentiofthe General Plan ftnd must, or 
JSua~y,-refy-.on staff. -For example: Tom Stewart, El Dorado County.representative, In a 
,worn- statement, on Mar: A, 1975, said he could noMe~I from TRPA documents,.mapst 
1eneral plan.and ordinances how many residential unjts-could be constructed on a specific 
:>ar.cel of property in Dougla~ County. Further, thilt:1n~such a -situation, he "would rely 
nore on the Input from St~ffthan from applicant." <' , . , _ . ~ _ · · , 
. L~ Nagy, representative from South Lake Tahoe, on Mar: 4, -1974, in a sworn statement, 
ral~1h&~ he could not tell from the Land Use Map an~1Land Capability Map how niany 
:.es1d~1.1nlts could be placed on the same parcel of.property and stated that "he would 
·e~y_ u~ Sta!f's recommend~tion" In the event of a dlsP!Jte A?etween Staff and the owner's 
tXperts. . , .; . ~ · ·. > . - -_ . 
Wiliim Briner, former Placer CoL1nty representative aRd-PQw MsigRedAo 4h-o.TR.?.A,. 

ep, eSeiilh,g California F,esou- • t,,~&,.Ei')'.stated that "++if I had enough time and-did 
•no~s.tudying•l could come fairly cloSe, but ft would be foolish for me to attempt-that.~~ 

--- ~-~lieway the Gener~, Plan ~nd.Ordinances are drawn,·.Jn··or~r.tou~vel~p any project lri" 
.
1
• • the Tehoe Basio which involves more; t~an already_ sobdivi~ Jots; the devefopei_ 

sti.ould have a team of 6 or 7 people consfstmg of: , ;•;, ' - _ : - · ·- · · 
. . .. . • • i • 

, . .:A Marketing W-.an, An Architect, A Solt Expert, An Attorney, ~n-Engineer, A Forestry -
: Exper-f,•A Land Planner. (StatemenfDf Richard t:feikka, Feb. 26, l9i4). - :: _ · - -l . - . - . 

-----·----- '. if-to/fRPA-Staff.disagr~ with the experts, si-aff:~eco'n·fmen~atf'4~ a~~-~l~os;.a,t~;~ 
fql~ by the TRPA members. As. a result, JRPA staff,has become.the "criteria and 



CONCLUSIOll: 

Douglas county has no desire to endanger or destroy the environment at: Lake Tahoe 
or our county's po.rB'on of :It:, as we fully realize that it is one of our most val
uable assets. Ha,,ever, Douglas County, for reasons itemized, feels strongly that: 
the present filPA represents an :Insid:Ious, ant1-const1wt::I.ona.l and extremely dang
erous :Influ~in the area and the State. Douglas County t:akes the firm posit1on 
that: while some form of cooperat1ve regional planning is des:Irable, an autocrat1c 
J.genc:y :J.s totally unacceptable. El Dorado County and the City of South Lake Tahoe 
in the Tahoe Basin feel the same way (see clippings bel~ J • Previous legal 
attempts have faJ.led. The onlg way (it seems} 'to combat this evil is in the 
Legislature. We ask your help! 

SkITRRA~hOlishment _; 
'Jo'" is-• "-~~:,:"6, ~ ,- . 

..Asserribl~~wr~ Ja~.~ thirti am~dment ~uld requ~r. ; 
en;Wednesday Introduced a measure California to conform to the Nevada ! 

..,..calling for the abolishment 1>f the Tahoe legislation should the secretary of state : 

I 
Regional Planning Agency which controls · and lieutenant governor or senator and . 

·-develoomeot in the Lake Tahoe Basin. assemblyman be added to the agency . 
. ~ The bill, AB 781, would put the respon-- , . _ . . 
-"~bility for controlling development on the 
·. Nevada side of thela~ein the bands of the ·Page 8 -. : : .-;~. Tabue:.W;;1d · ~:.::_;:_: · ·.:Friday.January 31, 1975 

t N~~~i::.:h~~::~~::::c~i- . "El D_o_ r_a_· _:d_. fil..,-~-~-·up__ ~-~ ~,--~---~f_ vi~_.ors '~ ·c_ QI I ·i_··i· 

! state agency, said he doesn't believe his - - ·· 

'. :e:.::!1:a:o::c;:;:r~k:~::::: .For Abo /js h men f Of . TR p A ·' 
t JI chance to speak. , . The supervisors of"El.Dorado County released their.own special 
. j He said .that a number. ·of Tahoe' dt•ath sentence for the Tahoe .Regional Planning Agency last week. 

~

. residents ·feel they have.not bad an op- In a 3 1h-pageresolut.ionthat has been f9rwarded to the legislatures _ 
portunity to be heard as individuals about of both California -and. Nevada. the,superv.isors have asked for the • 
their attitudes about the TRPA. · abolishment. of =tl!ei:bi-sta.te;:ageney.;;:.The statement-~~ among -: 
:u._fublic hearing on the bill is set for 5' other lhings..that:~~~ii'.---~-;~k-~~::-~- ·, . · .. ;:-.;;~ ·.. •-

- • -- ..... (:}.:~ .•. """.;~""' ... ,._-.. ~~-•··-·· . . ,;, .... -- r-.. - . 
p.m. Tuesday. - · . · · · -The ,TRPA,.;;is~~ensive"!_·:~~-:tthe •principalii~,of the U.S. · 
-. Tbe Doug]as County assemblyman was Constitution. · • ·:;:_ -:~&.f.:f;~::z.:1$~:, ·. ~ -: , · · · ..... · ·· · · 
-expected to introduce three amendments -The TRPA imposes-amnanciat burden on property owners under 
Joday to a Senate bill which is now before. its jurisdiction withou~~wing-them ~ .. voting representation in 
1be_ lower house and which adds -the tht>.agt-ncv.- :. _,._-:;:.~;.;i-.¥~..,,,_.;;~;.;,.~i:<.· .. :. :-~-~-- .: '.' 
lieutenant governor -and the secre~ of .:..; · . _.The agency has brought ~severe'anomic bantship., .to some . 

te to the-bi-state agency. · prop<>rty owners .because of :its--dec;isions on land use restriction. . 
~The amendments to SB 254 would sub- .-TheTRPAhasusurpedthe_.po~of.landUNplanningawayfrom' 

,.stitute one Nevada· senator and .-0ne . th<' "'traditional. local control. •~r:::=•--.:f _:/ · · · ·' . . 
. .assemblym.a for· tlie ·two state officials ..:..The powers-ofthe·XRPA..exceed.those of the El Dorado County 
·:named in the bill. _· · board of supervisor$-·(..-:,:.,i(~?~~~~~:'.--·- :.:~.> : · ... - · . 
..; :_Another amendment would direct the The resolution mirrored a previous opinion policy statement by the • 

t;:TRP A to work -on land exchanges for -El Dorado bo2rd and passed with a -4-0 approval. Sole dissenter in 
fpersons whose land use is restricted by the. · the matter was supervisor Thomas Stewart.. ihe · El Dorado-'County · 
t~gency. : . representative to the-~TRPAL_u~·well .as cbai~,nar( o( ~e··_TRPA 
~- .. -.....·-al;~ -.:.:;,· : .. • . .,.....__,,_ - •· ..... , · . ..,: · -· · governing board .. -~ ·:~~--·~ ----. .-·,r,,,,,c;;-~-;:_7. · ·•··:-." . _ ~··: · ..... - ;. ·_· 

Stewart .agreed to make the resolution unanimous if his own 
statement that suggested positive reforms to the TRP A 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 lhe supervisor's discussion. a telephone message from the 
South Lake Tahoe_City_C9un~ _was read to theboard which listed the 
<nuncil's unanimous,0pposition io 'the -board's -attemj,t~to abolish ·the 
TRPA. · .. · - ·. ~~-,..;~.e-_;..~..,;:...?~:~-:;_-.,.:....:,:·; . • .... _ :-:-~· _ --.:-_ ;:.: ~: ··· . 

· '"The city of South Lake .Tahoe, through the city council's adoption 
of a. formal resolution. has indicated its preference for a revision and 
f'('formation of the TRPA," the statement read. 

. At the same time. several state legjslators in both California and 
-Nevada are moving ahead in the·-~pposile,direction to.bring a number -s 

of positive, life-saving reforms to the TRPA. f 
· -One propoMI which has drawn.the united support of Nevada's Gov. 
Mike O'Callaghan and California Assemblyman Edwin Z'Berg (one of 

I rJ {)- J ~ 1he strongest voices in Sacramento concerning Lake Tahoe) is an,~ffor1-, · 
ll-- /v LJ to terminate the ageney•s troublesome .. -dual ,ma· l votin s steni':t; 
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Ql.ESTIOX - Referendum 

G'~NERAL ELECTION - NOVE'.\IBER 2, 1976 
County of Doug1.is - State of ;>;evada 

REFERENDU>l 

Shall ... Ne,·ada Revised Statute ~o. 277.200 entitled Tahoe Regional Planning Compact a3 it affect3 
or utherwi5e pertains to dough; County be approved. 

YES •..•........•• - • 
NO·-················ • 
UNDECIDED •. • 

:... 

(Explanation of Question.) --7-_,~-: !71· 
. ~ .. :: ;~-· ~~1~:~1 .. f · 

A majority vote of "YES" would validate the Tahoe Regional Pbnning Compact as it now exists;· ·. : :· ::--·- ' 
and l\·ould continue control over all the land, air, and water both puhlic and private, in the Tahoe::- · , ~-:--, -~- ·~ ~ .. 
Ba5in by a non-elected Board of Governors of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. The Agency -. .c~ :.::: 
hoard i, empowered to ;iasa ordinances which are superior to those passed by the elected Douglas ,,.,...,.. __ ,.,..~,-. 
County Commissioners. It would also require Douglas County taxpayers to fund the Tahoe Reg• 
ional Planning Agency. 

A majority vote of "NO" would void the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact as it affects or 
othen,·isP- pertains to Douglas County, and would return control of the Douglas County Portion 
of the Lake Tahoe Basin to the elected representatives of the people, the Douglas County Com• 
rni,;;\'oriers, and would make tr~ Douglas County Ordinances superior to those of the Tahoe Reg
io:d Planning Agency. It-would eliminate payment of Douglas County taxpayers monies to support 
the Tahoe Regioml Planning Agency. 

(Explanation of Procedure.) 

· The Nevada Constitution expressly provides that the right of refereodum is- "self executing". 
Thi.; means no one, no couaty 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
laturt' however may facilitate this right as set forth in Section 5, of Article XIX of the :Se.-ada 
Comtitution to wit: (Article XIX guarantees the right of referendum). 

"The provi;ions of this article are self.executing but 
the legislature may provide by law for procedures 
lo facilitatt: the operation thereof." 

Whether the majority votes "YES" "NO" or "UNOEClDFE~r, on the quer· ·,/JJ.:th· · ocedure 
"·ill' ~t>n-e to protect and preserve the people\ inherent rig,,t ferendum. / -

/ , .~{:.M.fj~ < ~ 

. -.. 

Bo, J :i06. Zeph;:r Cove, Nev. . ... V, tJ /? -i! • 
XJ✓...fUt'.tJ c:o., /1,,z-v f.~432~ 

GEORGFt:~'irNN -· VOTER BUOY. 10'1L P.AG:J3'1L, 
-- -----·---

,..,· ... 
. ----· ... - .:.:, 

_,:_ '--?-:;:f: 

JJU)--/58 



-
. r 

:-, . 

,, ' 

\ 
f 

TAHOE REGIONAL PLAMN!NG COMPACT 
REFERENDUM BALLOT 

POLLS OPEN 7:00 a.m. • 7:00 p.m. 

YOU WI LL VOTE THIS BALLOT AT 
YOUR DESIGNATED VOTING PLACE 

NEVER WITH PENCIL, ONLY WITH PEN 
INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTERS: 
Mark !h:s ballot by making an "'X" in one of the three 
boxr::1. ot1 the reverse side of th.is page. 
D<p'.>slt your marked llaUot at your polling place in tho 
rot, while. and bluo sealed re<q>ticle marked 
"'OE POSIT TRPA BALLOTS HERE." 

VOiE ALL ~AGES t 
· E%?""~"' • · ,1,.-;:';T""' ,;'~, 

GO TO NEAT PAGE --~ ·-
TO START YOUR VOTING 

•:;~1'l~~:,~, 
. I~-~1:~~--·"?:1-~· ~~t~~ :~: .. : __ ... -

f~iiL~Gi:.t2!Nf;~::: ·.,,~,0.:::~•~~:.;?5~: •;~ 

BOXBOLDER 

BULK RATE 
U.S. POSTAGE 

PAID 
Zephyr Cove, 
Nev. 89448 
Per'!!.!.! No. 11 . 

/Jv-/{ol} 
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STATEOFNEVADA, }.. ·' 

Cowuy ef ... ,.llY.M .... : ......... ... 
On ................•... ~;C.e.L.0:9..1 . ./fZC:, ............................... ptrsonaUyapp-odbefOt'1m,, 

' OAT!! 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hav, h.r4U111o 
ut my hand aJld affi:~my officral stamp at my offic, , ~ 

in th, County of... ·xl ........ ....... •· .. 
YU day end J4ar in thlf cutf,!],,tui1 jjrst ab,n1 .,...,.;cr,n. 

... 2?._.~····0·,··~lµ_~ ..... U s?!f¾;, of NOiary 

a Notary P•blic (or Jud3• or "'"" officu, as th, cas, may b,), ..•.••.•...•••••••• 

... h-4k .. ✓.e. ... r.Y-hw.'-. ............................... . 
who acJ:nowl.t;/a that l,.1 u#CUUd tM a}Joyt in.strUmtn.t. 

f >_:.. __ -.'--,~--.-__ ,:_:
1

.~;:;·~::-·t;.;;1:~7;~_:l 
' .. .-":·: ,.:',,:1:' ?~;)~-=~ { 

"i: ' !;T,•,-.:_: ~7 ::~Vr\:J,\ ' 

11 ·-:_.,:_;.- C·.:i•.:r:;:_""'-J -.::::,u,,,rr ;\. 

~:. :~,cj.:::;~-~-[?;'.":;;~",;.J 
CAF:\USlE'S FOAY HO. 35 N {ACKNOWlEDGME.NT GcNEFIAl)-k63187 

REQUESTC::0 BY 
J::\.:,="'l I, (' '::;: l .. , '). 

(:0,=.1:1,~y:L n::s~ros OF 
JC,Jc:t.:,::. CQ ... _ {i\DA 

\. >-\.. o~.c,~ 
1976 OCT 29 P~! Z: 58 

P~TRtCIA J. ','/!l_LL!.,t1S 
P.C:CO"J':fl. 

1 

y) ~0,.._-' \'-;':. > f..43.Z! 
(:j \__, 

J!U)-/t/ 
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DON.ALO A. PRINCLE, C.P.A. 

PRINGLE & POLLARD 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUHTAHTS M!M8tltS 

~ICH>.Et.. W. POLl~ARD, C.P.A. 
502 EAST JOHN STREET• SUITE H • P.O. BOX 7l,!, 

CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89701 

TELEPHONE 882-3615 

AMtlllCAlf INSTIT'JTC Of" 
CtRTli"l!D PUBLIC ACtocJlCT/.IITS 

kEVAD4 SOCl!:TT or 
CtRTl11£D PU9LIC: ACC.OUHll.KTS 

-

George C. Finn 
P. O. Box 1505 
Zephyr Cove, Nevada 

Dear Mr. Finn: 

Decemb~r 1, 1976 

At your request I went to the Douglas County Courthouse on the evening 

of November 2, 197~ to count the ballots collected on the referendum question 

regarding the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact as it affects Douglas County. 

As you know when I met with you to count the ballots in the Courthouse 

we were told by the County Clerk that \'le could not count the ballots there. 

We then went ·to the Minden Inn to count the ballots. 

On the evening of November 2, 1976 and the early morning of November 3, 

counted 7 recepticles, containing 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 Hallt 

Box #8 Gardnervi11e Fire Dept. and Box #9 Topaz~ 

On the morning of November 5, 1976 I counted, in my Carson City office, 

the ballots from Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Firestation which had bee·n delivered· 

the previous day by you., Each recepticle was welded with two wires 

which I broke to open and get the ballots. In addition counted the names 

contained in the registry that contained the•signatures of those casting 

ballots. T~ese registries were also presented to me by you. There is 

still one recepticle missing Box #7 Middle School, Gardnerville. Tha 

registry for this balloting place has 120 signatures. Enclosed are the 

tabulation of the ballots 

13 undecided and 4 blank. 

counted the totals were 119 yes, 1,078 no, 

If you have any further questions please give me a call. 

Yours truly 

Michael W. Pollard 
Certified Public Accountant 

/.ZO- 162 



RESULTS OF TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT ~ 
REFERENDUM BALLOT ~l!i 

'BALLOTS COLLECTED NOVEMBER 2, 1976 ~ 

YES NO UNDECIDED . BLANK ~ 
' % OF % OF % OF % OF 

NUMBER BALLOTS NUMBER BALLOTS NUMBER BALLOTS NUMBER BALLOTS TOTAL 
Box #1 ~/hi ttc l J High School 28 10,17% 229 . 88~·08% 2 • Tl°/4 1 • 38'/4 . 250 

Box #2 Roundhtll Ftrestation 20 8.58 212 90.99 l .43 233 

Box #3 Firehouse on Pineridgc 12 7. 79 141 91.56 . 1 • 65 154 

Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Fircstatlon. 13 7.56 157 91.28 1 .se .ss 172 

BOX #5. Genoa 17 1 s. 3.5 85 81. 73 2 1.92 104 

Box #6 Cvic Hall 22 12 •. 50 149 84.66 3 1. 70 2 l,, 14 176 

Box #7 Middle School Gardnervi 1 lc 
Box #8 Gardnerville Fire Dept, 6 7,06 77 90.59 2 2,35 85 

Box #9 Topaz 1 3.33 28 93.33 l 3.34 30 

119 9,80% 1078 88.80% 13 1. 07% 4 . 33% 1214 

Accompanying letter is an integral part of this statement. 

'· . ,• ~ ·-
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT REFERENDUM BALLOT 
BALLOTS IN COLLECTION RECEPTICLES AND SIGNATURES IN REGISTRY 

BALLOTS COLLECTED NOVEMBER 2, 1976 

Box #1 Whitte11 High School 

Box #2 Roundhill Firestation 

B~x #3 FJrehouse on Pineridge 

Box #4 Upper Kingsbury Firestation 

Box #5 Genoa 

Box #6 Cvic Hal 1 

Box #7 Middle School Gardnerville 

Box #8 Gardnervi11e Fire Dept. 

Box #9 Topaz 

Less Box #7 Middel School Gardnerville not counted 

BALLOTS 
IN 

COLLECT I ON 
RECEPTI CLES 

260 

233 

154 

172 

104 

176 

85 

30 

1214 

1214 

SIGNATURES 
IN 

REGISTRY 
23! 

221 

153 

172 

104 

17} 

120 

77 

32 

1261 
120 

1161 

Accompanying letter is an integral part of this statement. 

IA.D-:l64 
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295.125 Jt\lTL\T! VE ANU REflmENDU;\l 

~ 
ling of sud. request the petition shall have no further fc•r..:c or c[ect 

aor.1 ,II procecuings thereon shall be terminated. 
(Added to NRS by 1967, 381; A 1969, 896) 

295.125 Results of election. 
J. If a majority of the registered voters voting on a proposed 

initiati\'e ordinance vok in its favor, it shall be considered adopted upon 
ccwf.cation of the election results and shall be treated in all respects 
in the same rn;mncr as ordinances of the same kind nJopted by the coun
cil. IE connicting ordinances arc approved at the same election, the one 
receiving the greatest number of affimiativc votes shall prevail JQ _the 
extent of such conniet. . .· · \ •. , 

2. .J f..,ur.aJw:.i1.LoLtb~ ... n:..gis.tc__rc~l_yoters voJi.!]g_Q.~J\~~fcr:_red ordl-: } 
.:na~1cc \'l!t.C _a~a_i!1::-U!, it ~Jia!J_~ __ c_o.1~~!~~r.£cL~<!p<;_~~<l: upp~ __ c_c~tification · 
.o{ the e!ccJion results_. \ ., ,, 

(Ad<led toNRS by 1967, 382) '-.__ _ _../ 

COUNTY REFERENDUM CONCERNING SPECIFIC 
LEGISLATIVE ACTS OR RESOLUTIONS 

295.l..JO Rdcrcndum JlCfition conccrnin~ special county lcgisl:ition: 
Required si:;11:ifurcs; filin~. Whenever 10 percent or more of the rcgis
ten:d \"(itcrs of auy county of this st,1tc, as shown by the m1mbcr tif 
rcgi!>h:rc<l vokrs whn voted at the last preceding general clcctilin, shall 
cxpr..--;,- their wish that any act or rcsolutkm enacted by the legislature, 
and p..-rtaining to such county only, be submitted to the vote of the 
people, they shall file with the county clerk, not less than 4 moutl,s 
bcfpr.• the time set for the next sm:eccding general election, a petition, 

•
·hi<.:h shall contain tl,c names anJ n::si<lencc addresses of at least I 0 
crcer:t of ti,.! rcgist~·red voters nf such county. demanding that a 

rcfcr..:ndum vt1tc be had by the people of the county at the next general 
clccti,,n nr at ;my election called for such purpose, upon the act or 
res<1lu1ion cm \\ hich the rdercndum is demanded. 

(J\;1,Jcd to NRS by I 960, 280) 

29.5.150 Rcgi,;kn:d n>fcrs' 11a111cs may he conl:1i11cd in more than 
one pt:tition; H?"ific;1tion of pclitioas. 

I. The n:\in.:s of the registered voters petitioning need not be all 
upon , ··1c petition. but may be contained on one or more petitions; but 
each 1..:tition ~hall be verified by at least one of the voters who has 
signed ~uc:h petition. 

2. The voter making the \'Crifieation shall swear. on information anti 
belief. lhat the pcr~ons··signing the petition arc r.:gislcred voters of the 
count\" and state, and that such signatures arc genuine and were executed 
in his i-:cscncc. 

(Added to NRS by l 960, 280) 

(197JJ 
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2 ii 

LEGAL OPINION ON REFERENDU,V RIGHT IN NEVADA 

il 
3 i: CUESTION: CAN THE QUESTION OF APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL OF THE TAHG: 

4 i 

5 

6 ,, 
'l ANSWER: 

'I ' 

8 

9 

10 

REGIONAL PLANNING COMPACT (NRS 277 .200 et seq.) OR ANY PP.ST 
THEREOF BE SUB:\•ITTED TO THE REGISTERED VOTERS OF D0:JGLAS 
COUNTY AS P. REFERENDUM QUESTION ON THE NOVE,V BER 1976 
GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT OR ON A SPECIAL ELECTION BALLOT7 

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 source~, end, 

n l(wit:-:in the political jurisdictions e;isting in the United States, such source may be sin3ulorly 
,! 

12 !::tcted, viz., The People. Starting with the apex of the hierarchy of law, the Conslilution 

13 
l!of t;·,.: United States, one immediately notes therein, in the Tenth Amendment, the reco3ni-

1A jl 
-s ' 

!! tion afforded by that austere document to the aforementioned source of political power: 
15 

~ :0 .E 
c,: :, 8 0 15 
:..:...! C N > 

"The powers not delegated to the United States by the 

. = 5 X Z c17 Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the Stat,es, are 

reserved to the States respectively, or to the people." e~ ~ ~ ;:~1s I ... ~ ~se~~ 
~ f- ~ :,:,19 Ii That amendment accurately reflects that the powers of the United States ore . 

0 20 I -, < •?Owers that were delegated, that some powers are prohibited to the States, and that all pow-

21 

22 

23 

ers not falling within either of the foregoing two categories are reserved to the Stoles respec-

tively, or to the people. Note thot although the recitation of reservation designates !he 

States as one of the reserving parties, ond properly so in that the Stales did the octuol dele-
24 -

25 
L,ating of power to the United States, the closing disiunctive phrase, "or to the people," 

26 tHOFcrly discloses and recognizes the people os the ultimate repository of ell und~kgoted 
11 ,I 

2'711::::cd reserved political power, i.e., the States could delegate such political powers, in whole 

23 !x ,n port, as they possessed, and no ot:,er political powers, ond therefore politiccl po-.vers 
Ii 

8-3 ' hot possessed by the States and consequently not delegable to the Uni :ed States must, per-

S,J I 
':ore;;, fell into a separate and distinct category, the residuum of political power - tne 

31 

82 
?eople. Similarly, those political powers thay moy have been delegated by the peo1,!e to 

- 1 -

:. 
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1 lithe states, and then prohibited 
0

to the states by the U.S. Constitution altho-Jgh not there in 

2 l~elegated to the United States, must return to the people, as recognized by the reservation 

I' 3 j:clause of the 10th .AmendmenL Perhaps the residuum, delegation, and reservation of polit-

4 llical powers may be more ~leorly demonstrated graphically, as follows: 

: 11 

'1 I 
s II 

911 
I! 

10 ,! 
I, 
I 

11 

21 

22 

Totality of Political 
Powers 

Powers Delegated by People 
to the S totes 

Powers Prohibited to the States 
by the U.S. Constitution, but 
Not Delegated to the United 
States. 

Returned to the People 
By Virtue of the Reservation 
Clouse of the l 0th Amendment 

As a fundamental premise, a referendum is, of course, o political power of direct 

23 veto action that is one of the inherent powers belonging to the people. P.s recently as June 
i ~11 121, 
" 25 ,l 

261\ 

21 \I 

28 ii 
Z9 

\ 80 

Sl 
'.j 
'j 
i 
I 

82 I 
I ,, ,, 
ii I, 
:1 

ii 

1976, the United States Supreme Court, in reversing the Ohio Supreme Court, stated: 

"A referendum cannot, however, be characterized 

as a delegation of power. Under our constitutional 

assumptions, ell power derives from the people, who 

con dekgate it to representative instruments which 

they create. See, e.g., Federalist Papers, No. 39. 

In establishing legislative bodies, the people con 

reserve to themsdves power to deal directly with 

- 2 -

• , .. .-j 



-
( 

1 

11 

I 
matters which might otherwise be assigned to the 

2
1 legislature." Eastlake v Forest City Enterprises, Inc., Supreme Court 

3• 

4 

51 

61 
7 II 
81 
91 

101
1 

11 

11 ll 
li ,I 

1a /l 
1! 

Advance Sheets, B 3501, June 21, 1976. 

In the some opinion, the United States Supreme ,Court also stated: 

"The referendum, similarly, is a means for direct 

political participation, allowing the people the 

final decision, amounting too veto power, over 

enactments of representative bodies. The practice 

is designed to 'give citizens a voice on questions 

of public policy.' James v Valtierra, 402 U.S. 

at 141." Eastlake .::::_ Forest City Enterprises, Inc., Supreme Courl 

L.J :!: 
14 

ji;AdvonceSheets, B3501, June 21, 1976. 

z .3 R I ::S 
O 

g:; 15 I! From the sphere of general politico! powers, we next focus our attention on those 

~ .g I· 
~-;- c-: o 16 ,

1
\.,;tl,in tile State of Nevodo, ond, specifically, upon the Nevada Constirution, which, in =~s;o 11 . ' 

• 
g ': -_ ~7 p,rticle l, Section 2, provides, inter alic: 

U O >- ',' ( 

u -g ~ C ?:18 ,I 
a O - Ii 

~ ~~ § 19 I 
"All political power is inherent in the people. 

,- - ! 
Government is instituted for the protection, ~ ... ~ C I 

:.J.J £ u 20 -~ 

( 
\ 

-
f l 

21 
security and benefit of the people; and they 

22 

231 
hove the right to ol'.er or reform the some 

whenever the public good may require it." 

24 
f)~ 
~ 

")i:00 _.., 

27 

23 

2;} 

so 
31 
..,,.., 
'-'-' 

i 

J 
Unequivocally, the power of political action through referendum is o politico! 

'power, ond, pursuant to the Nevada Constitution, it is o power inherent in the people, 
I 

~nless the people hove delegated such power to some political entity that exists under our 

~cpu!:,lican form of governmi!nt. At this point, we should note that in the event the people 

~f the State of Nevada hove ~t delegated the referendum power, such right still belongs to 

,~ne people, irrespective of which of two theories is applied, i.e., (1) on inherent power not 

1

~eleg::ited remains in the possessor, or (2) the enumeration of rights in Sections 1 throc,gh 19 

~f A.tkle 1 of the Ne,odo CoosH Mloo does oot offoct the """""mecoted cefe,eod"m powe;, 

1
1 I, 

II 

- 3 -



1 and this conclusion is potently clear by virtue of Section 20 of Article I of the Nevada Con-

( 

2 I stitution: 

3 "This enumeration of rights shall not be construed 

to impair or deny others retained by the people." 
4 

5 

6 
The foregoing demonstrates inferentially through legal analysis that the referen-

7 
dum power within Nevada is still possessed by the people. Such conclusion is irrefutably 

_3 ,1buttressed by the explicit language of Article XlX of the Nevada Constitufion. T~e referen

S jld,m powe, arnl iB exe"i" a,e Sut di,cs,sed within the f~me af "''""" af ,tatewide ex-

10 1/ercise of such power, e.g., 

11
li 

12 

13 
tu 3: 
z _g O 14 

s O g; 15 
,...,, 0 0 

""' ~ c:i g 16 
~ 68zc,o I UN :ci,1 

.. H ,::; 0
-: U :c18 

tq 1/\9 ! 
:; ~ c.. ~ ! 
-,< u20' 

:I 
231' 
2
~ !IC · t· 25 11 onshtu ,on. 

;: 

''Whenever o 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. 11 .Article XIX, Section l Nevada 

: I Secondly, 

1
.:ussed therein: 

the consequences of the exercise of the referendum power ore dis-

28 
"If a majority of the voters voting upon the proposal 

( 29 

\ 3-0 
submitted ... votes approval of such stat:.Jte ... 

31 
such statute ... shall stand as the law of the state 

S-2 and shali 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. If a 

majority of such voters votes disapproval of such 

statute ... such statute •.• shal I be void and 

of no effect. 11 Article XIX, Section 2, Nevada Constitution. 

rnen, Section 4 of Article XIX of the Nevada Constitution provides: 

"The initiative and referendum powers provided 

for in this article ore further reserved to the reg

istered voters of each county and each muni cipol

ity as to all local, special and municipal legisla

tion of every kind in or for such county or munici-

polity .•.• Referendum petitions moy be institu-

ted by l O percent or more of such voters. 11 

Note particularly that the fore3oing constitutional recognition of the reservation a==~:-o I 
~:,('..~:""j 

~ 0 ~ Lo_~ 17 ,1- to the people - of the referendum power does not limit or restricf the scope of the refer-u °'@ ~ 2-- '; I 
'-- ~ :::::_ ~ cc 18! i~_ndum power to ord',nonces,· ,,.. ~ _ - it includes legislation for, os well os legislation~' counties, 
c,: :a?O :s I 
c,: = c.: ~ 19 :: . . . ' 
~ f 3 1t:nd It proceeds to describe o scope that ,ncluoes: 
-, < 20 I 

?.l 

22 

231 
! 
I 

24 JI 

251 
26 he entry 

2:i 

28 I 

29 

BO 

31 

82 

(1) All local legislation of every kind~~ for such county or municipality; 

(2) All specie! legislation of every kind ~ '::!' for such county or municipality; 

(3) All municipol legislction of every kind~~ for such county or municipal

ity. 

What do such words mean? Turning to Block's Low Dictionary, one finds under 

"local low" the following: 

"A low which is special as to place. (Citing coses.) One 

applicable exclusively to special or particular places, or 

special and particular persons. (Citing coses.) One ap

plicable only too porticulor port of t:1e legislative jur-

is diction. Handy:'.. Johnson, D .C., Texas, 51 F .2d 809,812. 

-5-
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12 
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0 C:l ~-, ! 

0 ~. ,'(? I 
-:, ,..., >-- ·"8 

U =~-~c~ 1· 

0 c... U ?; 
:: g ~ 7.91• 
;:::; 0 u 20 -.,;:;: 

21 

22 

23 

24 I 

25 ii 
26 11 

27 

"One limited in its operation to certain districts 

of the territorial iurisdiction of the low-making 

power or to certain individual persons or corp

orations, one which pertains to a particular place 

or to a definite region or portion of space or is 

restricted to one place. (Citing cases.)(Emphosis supplied.) 

"One operating only in a port of domain of state. 

(Citing coses.) One whose operation is confined 

within territorial limits, other than those of the 

whole state or any properly constituted class or 

locality therein. (Citing cases.) Exemption of 

one or more counties from low makes low 'local . 11 

(Citing coses.) (Emphasis supplied:) 

Then, the some low dictionary, under the entry, "special low", contains the 

"One relating to particular persons or things; one 

mode for individual coses or for particular places 

or districts; one operating upon a selected class, 

rather than upon the public generally. (Citing cases.) 

"A low is 'special' when it is different from others 

of the some general kind or designed for a particular 

purpose, or limited in range or confined to a pre

scribed field of action or operation .'~Citing coses.) 

The terms "local legislation" and "special legislation" must be considered in the 

28 I 
iight of the Nevada Constitution, e.g., Article 4, Section 20, states: 

29 
"The legislature shall not poss local or special lows 

31 
in any of the following enumeroted coses- that is 

S2 ' to say: 

-6-

. ,; 



l 

-
I 

1 
I 

211 
31 
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'l 

8 

91 
10 

11 

II 

Regulating county and township business; 

For the assessment end collection of loxes for 

state, county, and township purposes. "(Emphasis supplied.) 

Of the some Article 4, Section 21 states: 

"In all cases enumerated in the preceding section, 

and in all other coses where a general law can be 

mode applicable, all laws shall be general and of 

uniform operation throughout the State. 11 

12
1 There can be no validity, logically or legally, to on attempted assertion ri1at the 

13 J 
11
,Tchoe Regional Planning Compact is not special or local legi~lotion. It moy we! I be bot\,. 

14 

15 
't imposes financial burdens "for the assessment and collection of taxes for state purposes" 

l6 Lpon 3 counties and excludes 14 of the state's 17 counties therefrom. It bi= Dou9ics 

aunty jurisdictionally and thereby emasculates the political power the people of Do,.'gbs 

~ I ~ounty hcve delegated to their elected county representatives in that county land use "nd 

.1.S tner ordinances are purportedly vol id and enforceable only in that portion of the county 

20 jt:ial is not geographically within the Tahoe Basin. 

21 

22 

23 

? , 1· 

_ ... 
I 

25 ii 
26 , 

27 

28 

At this point, attention must be directed to Secti::m 5 of Article XIX of the Nev

do Constitution: 

"The provisi,:ms of this article are self-executing 

but the legislature may provide by law for procedures 

to racilitate the operation thereof." 

Notc, thct the sole authority granted to the legislature is the option of proviciing 

·or not providing) procedures to facilitate, not to limit, restrict, or inhibit, the operction of 

2;) I 
the self-e-<ecuting provisions of the referendum power pursuant to .Article XIX. Let us there

SO I 

1~-xe excmine the legislation passed by the Nevada Legislature on the subject of the refere..-.:::·-c. 

: i~OWef. 
...,_ I 

I 
I 
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1 Nevoda Revised Statutes 293 .481, Section 1, provides certain time limits wi1 :..in 

21 which o governing body of o political subdivision may submit o question to l:e placed upor 

the ballot. However, the introductory preposi tionol phrase of said Section l states: 3 

4 

5 

61 
7 I 
sl 
9 ii 

1n I 

"Except as provided in subsection 2, 

Subsection 2 of NRS 293 .481 states: 

"The requirements. of subsection 1 do not apply to 

any question expressly privileged or required under 

Article 19 of the constitution of the State of Nev-

ado or under chapter 295 of NRS or any other 

statute to be submitted if proposed after the dates 11 I 
I 

: ii specified." 

11
1 

The poor syntax of the said subsection 2 tends to obfuscate the meaning therec f 
ti.) ~ 0 141 , Z3 ~ I . 
< - °' l::; in thct the drafter did not comprehend the basic rules of grammar cs to punctuation and an :e-
~ o co ul ~oro~ I . 
c;.; ~ 2; c 16 1 cedents in English usage. For excmp!e, the proper antecedent of the final phrase, "su~:-:ii r-

~"' to I - · . -' :i X 7 M 

;::: 3 '8 ---~ 17 I ted if proposed after the dates specified", is "question" in the first line of the statute, i.~ ., 
~ - • :::-:!-i I 
., ...J ,,-. ·- ,. ... 18 'I 

~ F l s 1911 ::::;::'~ct '.',::;:::'~/ ~:,::.:':::::~ ,:,:':p:',:::;~.:;,:,:.::.::, ::::.:0 ::., ,, ,-
-, <l 

20 
,, cern ourselves·with that porticu!ar aspect of the said Subsection 2. The portion to wh;ch 

21 

-
r l 

22 

23 

2.1 I 
~~ I ~, 

our attenHon should be directed is: 

"The requirements of subsection 1 do not apply to 

any question expressly privile<led or required under 

article i9 of the constitution of the State of Nevada 

or under Chapter 295 of N:l.S or ony other stotL•le. 26 I 
27 ii Thus, it is apparent that the time limitations of sub;ection l of the said NRS 

-,-1 --~ 
293 .481 do not apply to referendum questions under .Article 19 of the Nevada Constitutio 1. 

2J 

I The next legislation, numerically, to be examined is NRS 295 .085 through 
20 
,.,. 11295.125, which, altnough entitled "County Initiative and Referendum," is expressly limit:d 
0i I' -
<:? Ito "ordinances" in contradistinction to the brooder term "legislation." This becomes cleaier 
'-'-

- 8 -

/£tJ-J7-3 



t 

( 

'-" > 
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I 
1 I when NRS 295 .120 et seq. are analyzed. That group of statutes is entitled "County Refere 1-

2 /dum Concerning Specific Legislative Acts or Resolutions." 

3 

4 

5 

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 ~ec • 

tion 4 and a pert of Section l of the said Article XIX: 
6 

7 

8 

9 
II 

lfl 1j 
11 

1111 
12 

13 

14 

"Whenever 10 percent or more of the registered 

voters of any county of this state, as shown by 

the number of registered voters who voted at the 

lost preceding general election, shall express 

their wish that any act or resolution enacted by 

the legislature, ••• " 

However, the legislature foiled to include the consti tutionol phrase "or c:ny 

,,,.. - " ...:; o g; 15 port thereof," i.e., the phrase should read, "express their wish that any statute or resoluti·m 

=<:o .g • h f" '-'-' --; co O .LG 

1

,or any part t ere::> • 
~~Nto 
. ~ g z 2 17 herm "stat-ute," without any authority. It must constantly be borne in mind that the legi sic• 

,_, u ·< ... ~ I! 
1 u ~ ,g ~n lq I , , 5 . Ci ::g '-' il ture was given no other authority as to the referendum power than to "provide by low for p1 ?-
, ::: >,. 0 = i' 

~ ~· ~ l9 I d f ·t· h · " f h If . . . . h . . - § - 0 ce ures to ac1 1tate t e o;,erat,on o t. e se -executing prov1s1ons ,n t e constitution. 

-, < v 20 

Note also thot the word "act" was substituted for the consti:ution\ 

Next, the legislature gratuitously, and with no authorization, cdded a restricr-
21 

' 

tion and limitation on tf.:e referendum power, viz., the phrase, "and pertaining to sue~ 

2211 
23 

lcounty only._" The constitution contains no such limitation that the legislation pertain to 

2-' ~"such co:.i;,ty only," and such a construction is neitf-.er logically nor legally possible in rhct 
• I• --

25 j!s•Jch o construction would enable the legislctt,re to enact laws completely ex!lmpt f•orn the 

"6 !! I • · • f d F I h I · l I ' I · ' - ,
1
·:::eop es 1n:,o:rent re eren um power. or exomp,e, t e eg,s ot-ure cou o poss ows rn breo 

'°~ I 
.:.s '1ica;esories, viz., (l) Luws applicable to all 17 counties, which laws would ce sub;ect to 

I I 

2S !1 
line stct;,,wide referendum power, (2) Laws applicable to one county only, which lcws woul,j ~, --
ce subject to the county referendum power, and (3) Laws applicable to more than one, but 

20 

31 fe·11er ;\,an all 17 counties, which laws, according to the legislature's theory in NRS 295.140 

£2 (·:-::v:d not be subject to tne referendum power~, a manifest absurdity. 

- J - 9 -
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1 The next port of NRS 295 .140 that requires discussion is the time element inje ;-

2 ted by the legislature, i.e., that t_he petition for exercise of the referendum power be filec 

3 1 with the county clerk "not less then 4 months before the time set for the next succeeding gE n-

4 .1 
lierol election." Such language must properly be construed as directory rather than mondot,r; 

5 'I s /rpon either of two bases: (1) The legislature is authorized to enact only such legisloFve pr:>-

. 
7 

lcedures as will 11 focilitote 11 the operotio~ of the self-executing provisions of Article XIX al 

g lthe Nevada Constitution, end if on arbitrary time limitation, without rotionol end justifio!:le 

9

1

6osis, impedes, limits, or inhibits the exercise of the referendum power, such time li:nitathn 

10 Lo legislative act beyond the authority of the legislature, or {2) ordinary rules of stctutor 
, II . 

1- j construction require that such language be construed as directory rather than mandatory, e g. 

121 
I the outstanding authority, since 1802, on statutory construction, Sutherland, Statutory (01-

13 llstruction, Volume 2A, Section 57 .19 - "Time Provisions" - states: 
14 

2:3 

24 I• 

2511 
?·' -0 II 
....,.. 
,:.1 

23 

29 

30 

31 

S2 

"A great many coses involve the determin-:ition of 

whether time provisions shol I hove mandatory or 

directory effects, as where a statute limits things 

to be done within o certain time or prescribes the 

dote on which o thing is to be done. In this de-

termination there is seen on outstanding example 

of statutory construction not on the basis clone of 

ascertaining the cctuol intent of the legislature, 

but on grounds of policy and equity to ovoid hcrsh, 

unfair or absurd comequences. .•• 

"It is difficult to conc-~ive of anything more 

absolute than o time limitation. And yet, for 

obvious reasons founded in foirn,:;ss and justice, 

time provisions ore often found to be directory 

merely, where a mandatory construction might 

do great injury to persons net at fault, as in o 

- 10 -
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3 

4 
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9 

10 

11! 
12 I 
13 I 
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15 h 2.1 

16 I 
11 

171 
18 I 

20 

21 

22 

23 I 

241! 
II 

25 ii 
2S II 
Z7 

28 I 

case where slight delay on the port of a public officer 

might prejudice private rights or the pub I ic interest. 

It hos 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 after the time prescribed ~ 

~; no presumption that, by allowing it to be so 

done, it may work an injury or wrong; nothing in t~e 

act itself, or in other acts relating to the some subject 

matter, indicating that the legislature did not intend 

that it should rather be done ofter the time prescribed 

than not done at all- the courts will deem the statute 

directory merely."' (See Diamond Match Company::_ United $totes, 

F.Supp.952 (1960), citing this portion of Sutherland.) 

"for the reason that individuals or the public should 

not be mode to suffer for the dereliction of public officers, 

provisions regulating the duties of public officers and 

specifying the time for their performance ore in that 

regcrd generally directory. A statute specifying a 

time within which a public officer is to perform an 

official act regarding the rights and duties of oth~rs 

is directory unles~ the nature of the act to be performed, 

or the phraseology of the statute, is such that the designation 

cf time must be considered a limitation of the power of 

the officer." (Emphasis supplied.) 

As alreody noted, the Nevada Legislature was without authority under the Ne-.•ad 

30 
(-onstitution to impose any limitations, of time or otherwise, upon the exercise of the refeifn-

-:i, ,~.;:n power .. Therefore, a proper construction of NRS 295.140, and granting the legislatun 

;; jl,:ie benefit of the doubt that it was intending to provide procedures to "facilitate" the .· 

- 11 -
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1 WHEREAS, the Constitution of the State of Nevada provides for 

2 referendum as follows: 

3 ARTICLE XIX Sec. 5, 

4 Provisions of Article; Self-executing; 

5 Legislative Procedures; The provisions of 

6 this article (Initiative and Referendum) 

7 are self-executing but the legislature 

8 may pro vi de by 1 a11 for procedures to 

g facilitate the operation thereof; and 

10 HHEREAS, Section 4 of Article XIX states: 

11 "The initiative and, referendum powers provided 

12 for in this article are further reserved to 

13 the registered voters of each county."; and 

14 HHEREAS, six hundred and fifty nine (659) registered voters of 

15 Doug1 as County signed and filed ~,ith the County Cl erk, a petition pursuant 

16 to Article XIX Section 1, of the Nevada Consitution, to place the question of 

17 voter approval or disapproval of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact N.R.S. 

18 277,200 on the November 2, 1976 general election ballot and, 

19 HHEREAS, the Douglas County Clerk alleged the said petition ~1as 

20 filed too late, claiming the filing should have been made four months prior 

21 to the November 2, 1976 election instead of three months as was done and, 

22 HHl:REAS, a legal brief filed by Attorney Gerald Lane on behalf of 

23 the petitioners established to the satisfaction of a majority of the County 

21 Co1runissioners that the 1·1ord "shall" in the statute which established the 

25 four month time limit is "directory" end not "mandatory", and because there 

2G was sufficient time for the Clerk to print the question on the ballot, it should 

27 have been done; and 

28 HHEr<EAS, the majority of the County Commi ss i one rs accept Attori:ey 

2 si Gerald Lane's interpretation that "shall" in t11e statute is me,-ely 

30 "directory" a11d that the 1;;a11cL1tor_y interpret,it.ion by the County Clerk 

31 1·;ould deny Douglas County re(Jistered voters the right of referendum; and 

\·!HG:U1S, the County Com;nissioners on '1uly 30, 1976 e>:,~rcising their 
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l authority to place questions on the ballot pursuant to N.R.S. 293.481(a) 

2 ' timely filed the same question; and 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2,3 

27 

28 

29 I 

30 

31 

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 

HHEREAS, at the County Cammi ss ioner' s meeting on September 2, 1976, 

the County Clerk refused to acknowledge the validity of the petition submi'ted 

by the citizens of Douglas County, or the timely filing of the ballot ques ion 

sub,nitted by the County Commissioners, and publicly stated the question 1·1c1;id 

·not be placed on the ballot "even if the Commissioners order me to do so"; and 

WHEREAS, at the same meeting the Conuni ss i oners voted to pl ace tk, 

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 1• 

WHEREAS, 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 . 

HHEREAS, a trial on the matter 1•1as held ~dthin t1·1enty-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 to the general election, and thus 

prevented an appeal to the Nevada Suprene Court; and 

1-!HEREAS, the noven:ber 2, 1976 general election b:1llots 1·1ere printed 

and circulated by the County Clerk 1·1ithout the question appearing thereon; and 

\-'.HEREAS, on October 29, 1976 a Douglas County citizen filed the 

question 1-1 th the County Clerk and recorded it that sallle day as document 

llo. 04321 in Book 1075 Page 1376; and 

1:REAS, pll!'Suant to the "self-executing" clause of the llevada 

Const i tut i c:n, /\rt i c 1 e XIX the citizens the1:1se 1 ves conducted an e 1 ect ion 

1•,hereby the registerf:d voters of Douglas County 1-1ere granted the right to 

vote on a ~:;p,wate b.cllot containing ,he qu.:stion: "Si1all ... lJevadJ Revised 

ra.,e 2 
--------,-.,,= -~ /,IL)_,.. /18 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 - 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

,.., , 
..:..-: 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

\ l 

11 

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 

HHEREAS, the citizens set up and manned polling places adjacent · 

to the nine polling places set up by the county and they were open between 

the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm on November 2, 1976; and 

HHEREAS, the voters cast separate ballots containing the said ouestio. 

and deposited them in sealed containers; and a register was kept and signed 

by the registered voters of Douglas County who voted the separate ba 11 ot, and 

·at the close of the po 11 s the container seal was b:-oken and the ba 11 ots were 

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 1·,ere: 

No - 1078 Yes - 119 Undecided - 13 

WHEREAS, the count established that 24.4% of the registered voters 

who voted in Douglas County on November 2, 1976 voted the separate bol lot, 

and that 80.8;~ of these rejected the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and 

voided it as it pertains to Douglas County; and 

HHEREAS, 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 because the Douglas County Commissioners deem it necessary to 

abide by and preserve the rigllt of referendum for all those citizens 

of the United States to abolish unconstitutional forms of government. 

NO!•/ THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Douglas County Commissioners 

do he•-eby declare the citizens election held on Novc111ber 2, 1976 in Douglas 

County, under the authority of the self-executing clause of Article XIX 

of the Nevada Constitution, be and is an official election, and the 

ballots canvassed b_:,r the Certified Public Accountant, and the results 

reported are hereby certified. 
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23 
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27 

. l 28 

29 

30 

31 
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Dated this S I day of .tlo:iz..imbet, 1976. 

Harold P. Dayton __,. 
Chairman, !loard of Douglas County 
Commissioners 

::tSiiEy ~?! ' rt: «...C L 01! .:. -

· 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 herein. 

Page ·, 

Harold P. Dayton J 
Chairman, Board of Douglas County 
Commissioners 
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