
TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING                                                                                                                                         
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND HOUSING COMMITTEE 

 
Via Zoom          January 6, 2021 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Ms. Novasel called the meeting to order at 9:32am. 
 

Members present: Ms. Laine, Ms. Gustafson, Ms. Aldean, Ms. Hill, Mr. Lawrence, Mr. Rice, 
Ms.  Faustinos, Ms. Novasel 

 
II.            APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 Ms. Novasel deemed the agenda approved as posted. 
  
III.   PLANNING MATTERS 
 

A. Presentation by Opticos Design on Diversifying Housing Choices 
 

TRPA staff Ms. Karen Fink introduced Opticos consultant.  
 
By way of background, one of the ways that TRPA is addressing housing issues with our 
partners is through the Tahoe Living Working Group which is a committee of the APC 
[Advisory Planning Commission]. This working group provides support to the Local 
Government and Housing Committee and the Governing Board in their decision 
making related to housing. The goal of this group is to find ways to meet the regional 
housing need by putting the pieces together at the regional level so that the local 
jurisdictions can then adopt the plans that help them meet workforce housing at the 
local level. This working group has put together a set of priority recommendations that 
they want to start moving into development in February. Those recommendations are 
going to be the subject of item III. B. that the Local Government and Housing 
Committee will be considering and one of those recommendations is to revisit our 
density regulations in town centers and multi-family zones. This is why we have Tony 
Perez here to present today to share some of the experience that his firm has had 
working with other communities with similar regulations. This presentation will lay the 
groundwork as we start getting into this issue over the next several months. Some of 
the things we’ll hear about are things that can be done at the local level and some at 
the regional level. Some of the concepts are already starting to appear in local codes, 
for instance, the City of South Lake Tahoe is bringing some objective design standards 
forward to their council later this month and you’ll see some of these concepts starting 
to be addressed there. Some of you may have seen a similar presentation in North 
Shore that Opticos gave last year so if you’re here again today we appreciate you 
joining us again.   
 
Tony Perez is a senior associate at Opticos Design which is an architecture and urban 
design firm. He’s worked with over 45 communities of all different sizes on revising 
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their zoning codes. He’s also had experience in the public sector and teaches urban 
and planning design to graduate and undergraduate students. Tony’s presentation is 
about 45-minutes and then we’ll have a Q&A afterwards moderated by Alyssa 
Bettinger from TRPA.  
 
Opticos staff Tony Perez provided the presentation.    
 
Mr. Perez thanks everyone for attending. While he’s not an expert on Tahoe, he is an 
expert on Missing Middle housing and inform-based and zoning standards and 
objective standards which is what he’ll be talking about today.  

 
• Why is Missing Middle Housing Important?  

 
For the majority of the 20th century, communities saw their centers, what we now call “walkable  
places” were actually becoming vacant. People were leaving centers of cities and moving to the  
suburbs. In the latter half of the 20th century that started to reverse and in the 21st century  
that’s what it’s all about. People are realizing that because of a need to conserve agriculture or  
nature or because they can’t afford to extend out into nowhere any longer, please are coming  
back to the cities and back to walkable places of all kinds of sizes. There’s a lot of research on  
this and several groups are corroborating this – basically, a majority of people are increasingly  
seeing the value of walkable places and walkable places come in all different shapes and sizes.  
Unfortunately, most of the attention on walkable places was at this [large city] scale. This isn’t  
the only version of a walkable location; neighborhood living can also be ‘walkable’ [shows a  
picture of Sprouts Café in South Lake Tahoe]. This is the kind of walkable place that we’ll be  
talking about today when we talk about Missing Middle Housing and neighborhood-scale  
walkable places.  
 
There’s an increasing trend across the country that these are the three housing choices people  
are given 1) a detached, single-family house which they may or may not be able to afford, or  
want 2) the Townhouse, an attached, single-family house, or 3) the apartment/flat which are  
sometimes in big six-story buildings or in 2-3 story buildings but they’re bigger apartment  
projects and some people don’t want to live in them and some people don’t want those  
buildings as neighbors. These three choices are prevalent across the country in terms of what  
people are offered. Increasingly what we’re finding is that the choices people actually want are a  
little more subtle. Baby boomers, 55-64 years old, are becoming empty nesters and want to  
reconsider where they’re living, they want something smaller. At the other end of the spectrum  
are their kids, millennials, 2/3rds of them don’t want a house of the size they grew up in; they  
don’t want to maintain a yard space, they don’t want to live too far away from the action, they  
want to be closer to things. The other big demographic trend across the county is 1/3 of  
households are actually single-person households which is quite a change from the 1950s, 60s,  
and 70s. The big question here is if you’re planning your housing with these trends in mind – and  
most communities are not, they’re still thinking of households that are larger, which some are  
but not all of them anymore – the point is that about a third of them according to the US census  
data are not. 

 
• What is Missing Middle Housing? 

 
It’s important to think of these as a spectrum. House-scale buildings built in multiple units in  
walkable neighborhoods. In between detached, single-family houses and larger mid-rise  
apartment buildings, in between, until about the 1940s there used to be all these other things  
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[other sized housing] that were built in neighborhoods, duplexes, 4-plexes, courtyards, all these  
other things, for a variety of reasons the zoning outlawed them or made them much more  
difficult [to be built]. Basically missing middle housing is house-scale buildings, with multiple  
units, in walkable places. 
 
Walking through examples of missing middle housing in real places; the following slides will  
show the type of housing in the top left corner and then range of density of units per acre in the  
top right. For those of us unfamiliar with density, density is a numerical standard that has been  
in many cities’ zoning codes and general places and is a way of controlling how much gets built  
on each lot. The sad fact is that it was really a technique to understand how much could be built  
over big areas of land 50-60 years ago when this technique started being used across the  
country as a way to forecast what was needed and how many people would be in a certain place  
to try to prevent overcrowding which was something that was happening in the early 1920s in  
New York City and similar places. This tool that was originally meant to try and help forecast, has  
now become in all zoning codes in Californian cities and general plans and has become a metric  
and people have pretty intense conversations about that number [density]. While it’s certainly  
important, it’s not the most important metric to be talking about. At the bottom right of each  
slide you’ll see the size of the lot and some other sizes that could also work for whatever  
building type being discussed. 
 
Starting with this Duplex: side-by-side, duplexes for a lot of communities has come to mean two  
big single-family houses glued together with a lot line in between which is not what the duplex  
side-by-side was originally meant to be. All of these buildings that we’ll show you is what we call  
“house-scale” so if you think of the biggest house in town as the largest one of these houses  
could be. Duplexes were never intended to be more than the size of one house all put together.  
 
The cousin of that is the duplex: stacked; a duplex with one unit on top and one on the bottom.  
With the side-by-side the building footprint is a little bigger whereas with the stacked unit it’s a  
little narrower. All of these considerations are things to be taken in to account when you’re  
writing standards.  
 
The cottage court where it’s small, individual units arranged around a shared garden or  
courtyard with maybe one building in the back that has 2-3 units. A lot of these types of housing  
I’m showing you were originally intended for people who didn’t have enough money to buy a  
big house on a large lot or they were new to an area and they’re trying to rent a smaller unit.  
The cottage is very popular in southern California. It looks grand but the units  
themselves aren’t that big – perhaps 700-800 square foot units pictured here – one store,  
around a garden. 
 
Triplex/Fourplex in Greenville, South Carolina.  
 
Multiplex (Mansion) in Idaho where I was giving a presentation. And there are multiplexes in the  
Bay area at 82 per acre.  
 
There are two varieties of townhouses. Large where the buildings are 3-4 stories tall and usually  
4 in a “run”. Small townhouses are no more than a few stories and usually 3-4 in a run (side-by- 
side).  
 
At the top end of the spectrum of Missing Middle housing is the Courtyard where there’s  
obviously, a courtyard around which the units are facing. The lot sizes we’re showing [in the  
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slides] reflect two things 1) the lot size on the screen and 2) alternative lot size that would work  
for the footprint of the building.  
 
Lastly, the carriage house is another missing middle housing type here which is a unit attached  
to the side or top of a garage in the back or along the side of a unit with a house. And the  
density here is basically double the size of the lot. There are a lot of different ways to do ADUs,  
accessory dwelling units. 
 
Taking a quick look at your multi-family density existing standard, up to 15 units per acre and  
town center density is up to 25 units per acre. This multi-family density doesn’t really allow for a  
lot of the types of missing middle housing just discussed. Town house density works for more of  
them but there are limitations there as well.  

 
• Where do you find these types of missing middle housing? 

 
These are some of the best examples I’ve seen across the country – in neighborhoods. We don’t  
take credit for inventing Missing Middle, we are simply trying to highlight that this is working for  
communities as a way to vary their housing choices and types. This was just happening across  
the country and then, after WWII and a focus on single-family housing, it went away. Tony  
highlights single-family mansions with four-plexes and duplexes next door in the same form.  
 
Examples from Pasadena, CA; Coeur d’Alene, ID; Greenville, SC. This is not about architecture,  
it’s about building size and how these buildings relate to the street and how they set a pattern  
of what looks like house-scale buildings that happen to have more than one unit in them. Here  
are a couple examples in Tahoe which Karen [Fink of TRPA] made Tony aware of, there’s a 12- 
unit building which we would call a large multiplex or mansion, a stacked 4-plex, and side-by- 
side duplex. 
 
We’ve found that there are 4 general patterns of how these building types either already exist in  
communities or communities work to make them happen. One way is just to allow them in  
existing neighborhoods through zoning rules and you can see the buildings that are grey and  
white [on the slide] are already existing while the brown roofed buildings are the new types  
being inserted into neighborhoods over time. The second strategy is to allow accessory dwelling  
units on existing built lots and allow new construction of missing middle on the end-grain of a  
single-family block. Maybe there’s a busier street going by there. Strategy 3 where there’s  
already a need for higher-intensity housing along corridor and as a transition between that and  
single-family houses, allowing missing middle types. Strategy 4 is a transition from single-family  
to a mixed-use corridor perhaps from a main street into an existing neighborhood. What we’ve  
found across the country is that this [strategy 4] is a very real situation. You’ve got main street  
buildings and then directly adjacent is a house and often that house gets the pressure to  
redevelop but the zoning doesn’t let it happen. Allowing it to become missing middle housing  
rather than extending commercial zoning is what’s happening here. 
 

• What are the important characteristics? 
 

Missing middle housing is not just medium-density housing. Missing middle is house-scale  
buildings with multiple units in walkable neighborhoods, so it might be on a small main street  
area, it might be a moderate intensity neighborhood, a high intensity neighborhood, as long as  
it’s walkable. So, what makes “walkable”? So you see this map is work we did in South Carolina  
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that shows all the centers in this community and the blue dash line around each of them is 
about a 5-8 minute walk so we worked with the community down there and said all the lots that 
are within a 5 to 8 minute walk those lots are within walking distance of these centers. And if 
you start thinking of centers as centers with amenities – and Tahoe has the biggest amenity 
already with the lake – if you start thinking of all these centers as amenities of different kinds 
and you look at the lots that are within a 5-8-10 minute walk of that then that right away tells 
you the areas where you can start to consider allowing this type of housing. That’s different 
from putting these type of housing further out where you’ll just end up making people drive 
further for services and shopping. Secondly, these buildings are all house scale. If you take the 
biggest house that you’ve got in your town then you can start there and find the smallest 
cottage and that will tell you the range and scale of the footprint of this type of housing. It has 
to look like a house not just architecturally, but in its footprint and size.  
 
The other characteristic of this missing middle housing is simple construction. It’s stick, wood-
frame construction because it’s two – two and half stories. Another characteristic of this housing 
type is that units are hovering around 1000 sq. foot average. There are 400 sq foot, there are 
600 sq foot, maybe up to 1200 and 1400 sq foot. Rarely do you find units that are 2000sq feet or 
bigger. You certainly can do that but the idea of this approach is to make their demand on 
parking and area less by making sq footage smaller and more affordable. The problem with the 
density approach to regulation is that if you tell a developer this is the maximum number of 
units you can get because of the density, they’re going to build the largest units they can 
because there’s a limit on the number and so if they make them bigger to that they can be sold 
for more. This approach – let’s see how many [units] you can fit in based on building footprint 
and characteristics, if you can design them right, why shouldn’t you get more?  
 
The other characteristic along with this is that parking is less. Parking is critical and it’s super 
local, nobody wants advice on parking from outsiders. A real critical point to be taken into 
consideration with all of these options is parking. Opticos has done an analysis on parking in a 
development project in Austin, TX. Going from 1 parking space to 2 per unit adds about 30% to 
the income required to keep that unit affordable. We could discuss this topic for 2 hours by 
itself but suffice it to say that parking is super local, parking needs to be worked out, but the 
second you start adding spaces or apply a suburban parking approach to this type of housing, 
you’re going to make projects bigger than they need to be and the lots will be bigger than they 
need to be and neighbors start to object. We advocate very strongly that this idea [missing 
middle housing] be applied to walkable places for this reason so that there aren’t the same 
demands for parking as in suburban neighborhoods.  

 
• What barriers exist to creating diverse housing choices? 

 
Often, multifamily standards don’t work on Infill Lots. We’ve done a “missing middle scan” in 
communities across the country and what it showed was that there are some zoning standards, 
specifically site setback standards to lots that may allow for multiple units, the site setback 
standards render the lot useless. We pointed this out to the agency and they said no wonder we 
don’t get anyone looking to develop multifamily on infill lots. It was either an attempt to 
prevent multifamily or more likely the later of applying a 25’ setback to a big lot property of a 
couple of acres makes a lot of sense but it doesn’t make any sense on an infill lot.  
 
There are also examples of missing middle options that exist within the same density but have 
totally different capacity [slide comparing 49-unit building on 30 units per acre density to 5-unit 
mansion on 29 per acre density]. Communities have long, drawn-out battles and spend lots of 
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time and resources trying to arrive at the right number. Opticos has found that there is no right 
number. Density is a limited tool and limits good infill.  
 
Example of a house-scale 4-plex in Pasadena. Adding 5’ width to the acre changes the density 
from 17 to 16 per acre and yet subtracting it makes the density 19 per acre. Changing the lot 
width 5’ is nearly imperceptible and yet the density goes up and down. The other big metric that 
communities use is Floor Area Ration (F.A.R.). FAR is another tool like density that was derived 
early on in zoning practice where, for example if 1.04 FAR is allowed, that means for the entire 
lot area, you get the same amount of sq. footage coverage i.e. a 10,000 sq foot lot gets 10,000 
sq feet of coverage minus setbacks of course. That’s how it’s intended to be used – it’s the 
amount of building relative to the lot. So in a place where the FAR is 0.67 you might have a 2 
unit, 2-story duplex but you could have a location with a FAR on 0.63, you could have 24 units in 
a 3-story apartment building. The point here is to say that density and FAR are prevalent tools 
that communities use but they’re very limited in what they can do and need to be taken into 
context of how much they should be driving discussion and regulation because the predictability 
that they offer is very low. 
 
Another example of highly regarded buildings despite density/FAR. A well-known hotel in Marin 
county with 25 units, 121 units per acre density, FAR 2.18, lot 60’ x 150’ vs. 2 units in 1 building 
22.3 units per acre, FAR 0.92, lot 30’ x 130’. The Marin county building wouldn’t be allowed in 
Tahoe’s zoning standards but the building with only 2 units would. There’s a relationship 
between form and intensity of buildings that really needs to be there. Opticos experience has 
found that while the tools of density and FAR are really interesting, they don’t really benefit the 
outcome of adding missing middle housing.  
 
Other things we ask you to consider is to stop using “Multifamily” as a term. As soon as you use 
that term, opponents, people really concerned with neighborhood character, scale, and 
compatibility, whether you intend it or not, for a lot of people have a negative association. 
Instead, we commonly talk about “housing choices”. It’s also important to know about physical 
characteristics and not just numbers. We either talk about block scale buildings refer to town 
centers and neighborhood main streets or house-scale which is this missing middle type of 
varying intensities. 
 
This is why it’s so important to understand what missing middle housing is and what is not so 
that we don’t conflate the terms and mess up the work of people who are truly working on 
multifamily housing. It merits its own consideration and standard.  

 
• Who is building missing middle housing? 

 
Developer in NB has been building buildings with corridors and hallways and doesn’t want to do 
that anymore because he couldn’t lease that space – “Non-leasable area.” Small developers 
work on these types of projects. So the messaging to builders in your communities has to be 
that “they perform”! These projects can get the highest per square foot sales prices of any 
attached housing. 

 
• What can you do to enable missing middle housing? 

 
Slide presents 11 zoning hacks or tips to address missing middle housing.  

1. Prepare Zone standards for MMH 
2. Embed MMH types directly into zoning district(s) 
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3. Get the metrics right, don’t just add graphics 
4. Reduce minimum lot size or start with regulating by minimum lot width 
5. Regular maximum building width and depth for house-scale buildings 
6. Increase maximum density to reflect MMH types or use intended ‘resultant’ density 
7. Adjust parking standards based on walkability (5-10 mins) 
8. Eliminate private open space requirements above 4-plex 
9. Identify walkable areas and allow for MMH in those locations 

10. Check comp plan for necessary policy support and for max allowed density barriers 
11. Work with locals on a pilot project 

 
Example of getting started in South Bend, IN – the community asked for direction on analyzing  
different lots and what could be done on them. The community was able to understand how the  
zoning could be tweaked to accommodate MMH projects. Opticos also provides a service called  
Missing Middle Deep Dive to help communities understand what can be done/what they need  
to do to make lots available for MMH development. 
 
Pilot Project example in Kirkland, WA called Danielson Grove. Site: 2.08 acres, 16 unites, 10.7  
per acre, 700 to 1500 sq ft units – this project led to changes in zoning code. Project informed  
how to make changes.  

 
  Question & Answer Period 
 
 TRPA Staff Alyssa Bettinger facilitates Q&A period which is combined committee member and 

public. Alyssa asks a question – Tony mentioned parking but Tahoe has a unique parking 
situation because of the snow in the winter so there’s not a whole lot of on-street parking 
available in the winter. A lot of the photos showing MMH projects looked like there wasn’t 
dedicated parking or hidden parking in the back. Alyssa wonders how other snow-heavy 
communities deal with that issue of parking and/or if he has any recommendations? 

 
 Tony agrees that everything comes down to parking. In snow-country, we’ve found that 

communities can work with their public works departments to allow parking on one side [of the 
street] but that can be problematic so setting that aside, what we’ve found is that parking for 
these types is in the 1-1 ¼ parking spaces per unit range sometimes up to 1 ½ but once you get 
past that as I was mentioning you start to get a parking lot that’s bigger than the lot you were 
working with and it can’t work. That’s why it really has to stay 1-1 ½ spaces per unit just from 
size alone.  

 
 A lot of zoning codes because of their requirements have actually caused across the country, 

projects to “eat their neighbor” if-you-will. They cause a tear down of a neighbor to get more 
open space or produce more parking which isn’t necessarily a good pattern either. So the 
balance we’ve found is between 1-1 ½ spaces per unit and yes, they are in the back and down 
the side for some of the projects specifically highlighted in this presentation. 

 
 Mr. Lawrence thinks this is an extremely important topic and notes that one of the struggles at 

Tahoe is that there are development caps for environmental reasons that are embedded in the 
Regional Plan and for the most part it seems that Tahoe is already developed and 
redevelopment is really the key to the future as opposed to having an abundance of vacant lots 
to start building these projects. He wonders if Mr. Perez has an thoughts or experience with 
that; working with different communities, what are some of the better tools in more of a 
redevelopment situation as opposed to a vacant land situation or is there a difference?  
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 Mr. Perez answered that his presentation and his offices’ approach today is primarily 

redevelopment or what they call ‘infill.’ When he used that term before he was talking about 
redevelopment. He says ‘greenfill’ projects are the rare exception and what Opticos advocates 
for is that instead of communities adding on that they reconsider how they’re using certain 
areas which is why that map about finding the walkable places is so important. Once you start 
looking at your area like that, it helps hone in on what areas geographically make sense to 
consider. He wants to be careful to not imply that that map is all of a sudden becomes the MMH 
and you rezone those properties. You could do that but we’re just saying that’s where you start 
looking. Our office uses the term “Missing Middle Ready” and if you go back and look at the 
slide that uses that term, it’s an approach we’ve found useful. Looking at where structures 
already exist and could be redeveloped such as an unused gas station or a duplex that could 
become a 6-plex. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger asks about affordable housing subsidies; curious about Mr. Perez’s experience 

with these types of developments; are the usually market-rate or has he seen affordable 
housing tax credits go towards these types of developments or is it generally higher level? 

 
 Mr. Perez answers that their position is that MMH can use subsidies but it tends to not and the 

people that we see building it and developing it turns into market-rate very quickly because 
people say I didn’t have that choice and that’s a nice 4-plex to live in. It’s a double-edge sword, 
on one hand you have the housing choices being made available and on the other hand they 
turn market-rate very quickly because of their very presence and absence in the current market. 
Opticos’ experience is that the subsidies are not very prevalent in this approach but it doesn’t 
mean that they couldn’t be used. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger asks another question about ADA requirements relevant to the type of 

developments that are stacked rather than right next to each other. Have you seen any 
limitations with having to provide access with ADA requirements? 

 
 Mr. Perez answers the ground floors of most multi-unit buildings are usually ADA units and then 

the lot doesn’t require that every unit be accessible but once you have an elevator that changes. 
The buildings you’re referring to are not elevator buildings and so what we’ve found is that 
making the ground floor units accessible, 0 grade entry that sort of thing, then that works. The 
second you make an “elevator building” everything changes; differentiating this from 
multifamily apartments. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger reads a question from the public Questions text box. Currently in Tahoe we 

already have a lot of mega-mansions that have already been built, some of them will no longer 
be able to be used as VHRs soon, vacation home rentals, which was their original purpose. Have 
you had success getting people to convert these huge homes into 2-4 units? Do you have any 
experience with that it’d be great to hear. 

 
 Mr. Perez answers that they haven’t seen a lot of that since it’s so specific to the Tahoe area. 

Those kinds of buildings that are already set up as individual units are perfect for conversions 
because you’re not having to put in a new kitchen or a new restroom, they’re already built that 
way. And that’s another thing to not get lost here is if you look at the MMH buildings that we’re 
building and advocating they’re the same as the ones from the 1940s and 1920s in that they 
were always individual units; they always had an individual restroom, maybe a kitchenette, 
maybe a bigger kitchen but they were never a “fraternity house” where it’s as many people as 
you can fit. The vacation home rental actually is easy to convert because it’s individual units 
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already designed that way. The other issue with a VHR is if it’s really one of these things or if it’s 
just a giant building that happens to have individual units which I can’t know without looking at 
it. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger asks if Alexis Hill has a question since she turned her camera on. Ms. Hill does not 

have a question at this time. 
 
 Ms. Bettinger returns to the public question text box with a question about TRPA’s density focus 

and how that relates to our growth management system for the development rights that we 
have available. Ms. Bettinger states that this is an important distinction to make that TRPA’s 
development right system limits the amount of growth that can happen while the density limits 
where that growth can take place. When we talk about increasing density, we’re looking at the 
areas that are already zoned for multi-family or within town centers. It wouldn’t be expanding 
the number of units that are still available in TRPA’s growth management system it would just 
be concentrating them in the areas that we want them. 

 
 Mr. Perez states that another thing to consider there is that very few communities have the 

problem of; or, to put it positively, very few communities actually achieve the amount of 
allowed densities on the properties the way that they general plans says that they’re allowed. 
For example in a community where the general plan says 12 units to the acre maximum, the 
more common problem is a builder will only build 8 because production of what they built is at 9 
and all of a sudden you multiply that deficit over all the other properties and communities find 
themselves short of housing. The other thing to look at is where you’re allowing certain 
densities and ask yourself the question, ‘is that going to be achieved there?’ and if it isn’t, 
should we allow it to be achieved somewhere else? You can do it by density units per acre but 
you can also do it by not regulating density the same way and just regulating the number of 
units which is more work but it’s more accurate. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger calls on Shelly Aldean who states that we’re dealing with a new and unusual 

dynamic and she wonders how the pandemic has affected housing choices when people are 
forced to quarantine for long periods of time? She can only imagine how difficult it is for people 
living in small apartments to confine themselves for months on end and she’s wondering if 
that’s going to change or increase the desirability of larger units and maybe even result in a 
rebounding of the market for single-family homes?  

 
 Mr. Perez answers that that’s certainly a real concern right now. What they’re seeing and 

discussing with developers across the country in different communities is that while that’s a very 
real concern, it’s seen by most people as a probable temporary concern and not necessarily 
something that’s going to last into the following years or that would permanently affect 
multifamily housing. However there probably is a segment of the population that is permanently 
affected and they’re thinking about needing bigger units or a single family house. Opticos’ 
experience is that that is a fraction of the population.   

 
 Ms. Aldean’s next question is on a percentage basis, how many of these MMH types are for sale 

and how many for rent? She would think that people are of the opinion that if you have a vested 
interest in a unit, a townhome unit, condo/apartment unit, you’re more likely to take better 
care of it since it’s an investment you’ve made for the foreseeable future. Have you found that 
there is less resistance from let’s say single-family adjacent neighborhoods if these units which 
are smaller, on smaller lots, and oftentimes more dense, if they’re actually owned by the 
occupants as opposed to rented by the occupants? 
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 Mr. Perez agrees that that’s fairly true although ownership does not universally result in better 

maintenance of a property. Generally that expectation is true that there’s less resistance from 
neighbors if the MMH is for ownership. 

 
 Ms. Aldean asks if Mr. Perez has found that there’s less resistance to the idea of using ADUs as 

rentals than coming into a single family neighborhood and changing the zoning to accommodate 
a new type of housing?  

 
 Mr. Perez answers that it depends on the neighborhood and he has seen examples of both ends 

of the spectrum. In the Bay Area peninsula residents are worried about any house let alone an 
ADU but in other areas where reinvestment is being sought after, it’s a different conversation; 
people are excited to be coming in and seeing that there are MMH projects coming in because 
they’re better living options that what was previously available.  

 
 Ms. Aldean states that the committee has received public input that is of the mind that the 

solution to workforce housing in the Tahoe Basin is to put a damper on short-term rentals. She’s 
not sure of the total number of units that are rented full time vs. being used by the owners part-
time and rented part-time. That would be a useful statistic to have because the assertion that 
that [eliminating short term rentals] is a fallacious argument. What has been your experience in 
other communities; have you found that the presence of STRs is a deterrent to MMH? 

 
 Mr. Perez answers that these are two different topics. STRs speak to the desirability of the 

location of Tahoe and have that local connection as opposed to workforce or MMH where they 
may want to rent out their unit for a short time but primarily live there. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger reads a question about parcel size from the public Q&A box. There tends to be 

smaller parcels in Tahoe and parcel consolidation is not very common to create those larger 
courtyard type projects. Do you have a sense of what percentage of a parcel would need to be 
developed in terms of land coverage in order to accommodate these housing types? 

 
 Mr. Perez answers that looking at available lots in South Lake Tahoe they were all primarily 

50’x100’ and so the duplex works on those. The 4-plex could work with some creativity but in 
order to get more than a 4-plex in that size of a lot you have to combine another lot to get more 
width. He’s not necessarily advocating for that, but they’re advocating for working with the 
existing lot patterns that you have. Too many zoning codes end up making you go next door and 
tear down and it actually freezing things. Want to be very careful to not make your standards 
require parcel assembly. So specially in South Lake Tahoe, only pick the MMH types that work in 
the standard lots (50’x100’) and allow projects to be wider than that but make the standards 
work for the lots that are there. In terms of lot coverage what we’ve found is that the lot 
coverage in most zoning codes is more than you need for these housing types. House-scale is 
often 40’x40’ and often the lot coverage in most zoning codes allow for more coverage than that 
so what happens is there might not be that many units on it but the neighbors are upset at how 
large the unit is which goes back to the footprint. So the footprint on MMH types is typically less 
than what city zoning codes allow. 

 
 Ms. Bettinger asks one more question about parking, there are quite a few examples in the Bay 

Area where the first floor is used as indoor parking, which she imagines is quite expensive but 
can you speak to that at all in terms of it being a good or bad practice? 
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 Mr. Perez answers the thing with parking, the ground floor relationship between the unit and 

the person walking by is a lot of times a big deterrent for people. The second you start being 
more creative with parking putting it down the side or in the back and I know it’s harder with 
the snow and driveways are expensive but the main thing is you don’t want it glued on to the 
front if you can help it. You want to put the parking down the side maybe behind the first 30’ of 
the building. If you’re going to put it inside the building and on the ground floor, put it behind 
because 30’ is a good depth for a unit and from the street passersby won’t see the parking.  

 
 Ms. Bettinger asks when someone builds a 4-plex or another type of MMH, does the contractor 

or developer typically own the building and rent out units or do oftentimes does the developer 
sell the whole building. 

 
 Mr. Perez answers with an example of a development with 600 units on 40 acres in Nebraska, in 

a new neighborhood called Prairie Queen. That developer chose to own and rent all of the units. 
We’ve seen all kinds of things; some developers choose to sell units individually fee simple. One 
of the barriers is above 4 units, usually commercial loan requirements come in and other 
requirements such as the parcel map, condo map, and that requires a lot more sophistication or 
builder on whether to own or rent. That’s why often the duplex or 4-plex is what communities 
go after because it’s just so much easier for everyone. For the policy makers or investment 
encouragers, the big developers probably won’t go for this because they have their models and 
their certain amounts that they need to build and the way they manage those properties. That 
may change in 20 years but right now we find that the majority of developers looking at this are 
smaller developers that may have previously been building houses and now they’re building 
houses with more units in them.  

 
 Ms. Bettinger states that they will wrap this presentation and thanks Mr. Perez for his time and 

presentation. 
 
 Ms. Fink and Ms. Novasel thank Mr. Perez for his expertise and direction. 

 
B. Priority Housing Actions for Further Development by the Tahoe Living: Housing and Community 

Revitalization Working Group 
 
TRPA staff Ms. Fink provided the presentation. Talking about the priority housing action 
recommendations that the working group developed at the end of last year and that they want 
to start moving forward into further development starting in February. This item today is still 
very high level; we’re talking about what are the overarching actions that the working group is 
recommending moving forward with whereas Mr. Perez’s presentation was much more 
detailed. We will be getting to those details a little bit later but today we’re still at the high level. 
We’ll go through the process and explain how the working group arrived at these 
recommendations and then at the end of the presentation we have a slide that shows a 
summary of the recommendations and we’ll ask for the Local Government and Housing 
committee’s feedback at that time and a motion to recommend that or a modified version to 
the Governing Board. 

 
The Tahoe Living Working Group is a direct outcome of the housing action plan that the Local 
Government and Housing committee approved in November 2019. This Tahoe Living initiative 
has become part of the TRPA’s Operations Work Plan for 2021. The Working Group first met in 
August and the purpose of that meeting was to confirm the overall housing need that the group 
is working towards and to confirm a process for identifying the key actions where TRPA can 
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really add the most value to the work that local governments are already doing to meet their 
workforce housing needs. To assist with that, we presented two tools. One is the action catalog 
and the other is the housing cost analysis tool. The action catalog is a compilation of all of the 
housing actions that our partners have already developed through their own work. The Tahoe 
Prosperity Center had worked on a housing action plan for the South Shore. Mountain Housing 
Council had been doing some in-depth housing recommendations. The local jurisdictions have 
housing actions identified in their general plans and some of TRPA’s previous work had 
identified some housing actions that we haven’t yet implemented. So we put all of these 
together in an action catalog; there’s about 150 actions, not all of them are actions that can be 
taken at a regional level, but we wanted to have them in one place as a starting point so that we 
could start honing in on the actions that are most appropriate for TRPA. That action catalog is on 
our website. 

 
The other tool that we introduced and we have actually shown to the TRPA Governing Board 
previously, is the housing cost analysis tool and Alyssa’s going to go over how we applied that to 
the actions in more detail but basically that helped us analyze the actions to determine which 
could result in the greatest cost reduction benefit to the over cost of housing. The working 
group confirmed what the housing need is that we’re working toward and there’s a two-tiers of 
housing need that we’re looking at as the working group. One is California requirements for 
California jurisdictions. California jurisdictions are required to meet the regional housing needs 
assessment’s requirements which is about 1000 units basin-wide on the California side over the 
next 8 years. The Tahoe Prosperity Center in Placer County actually did more in-depth Tahoe 
specific analysis to look at all of the workforce housing need across all income levels and they 
identified that need as closer to 4000 units. In meeting that need, local partners have been 
making significant progress over the last year and the last several months. We’re actually seeing 
about 7 projects that have either already submitted permit applications or they’re about to 
submit a permit application and that will result in about 600 deed-restricted units most of which 
are deed-restricted “affordable” with some form of public subsidy like a public land donation. 
There are about 70 that are deed-restricted “achievable” and 3 that are going to be deed-
restricted “moderate”. These units that we’re seeing come in, we’re actually really seeing them 
take advantage of the workforce housing or the housing incentives that were built into the 2012 
Regional Plan and that were expanded upon in the with the development rights strategic 
initiative in 2018. The exciting thing about having these projects coming through the permitting 
process concurrent with the work of the Tahoe Living Working Group is that we can identify 
where these projects are really able to use the incentives that are built into the Regional Plan 
and where they still need additional modifications in order to pencil so we’ve actually been able 
to take the lessons learned from these projects in real-time and we’ve incorporated them into 
the package of recommendations that we’re going to be presenting to you today.  

 
The working group met again in November and at that meeting we really honed in on what are 
the key priority actions for TRPA to take that we want to prioritize and then recommend moving 
forward on. We wanted to narrow down those 150 actions in the action catalog to manageable 
actions. In preparation for this meeting, TRPA staff met with the staff of the 5 local jurisdictions 
and we also met with 2 workforce housing developers who work in Lake Tahoe. One is Mea 
Kang, she is leading this Sugar Pine Village development and she really focuses on deed-
restricted, subsidized affordable housing development. We also met with a developer who 
works in South Shore who does more moderate-income, market-rate development that’s more 
the type of develop that you saw in the presentation by Opticos Design today. Through those 
conversations we were able to identify some of the main things that are preventing local 
jurisdictions from and those developers from using the existing incentives that are built into the 
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Code and from meeting their own workforce housing goals. I want to highlight some of the main 
themes that led us to these 8 basic actions that we’re recommending. 

 
One of the big themes that came through was that tourists and large single-family homes that 
end up being second homes, they’re easier to build than those smaller, attached workforce units 
that we might see as part of a mixed-use development in a town center or that might go into a 
multi-family zone. Those workforce units are facing more barriers in permitting especially if 
they’re deed-restricted, there’s more uncertainty that they face. Density is another issue. The 
densities definitely advantage tourist units and disadvantage residential units. That was a key 
finding that helped us shape these recommendations. Another thing we heard was that the 
California jurisdictions are very much keying in on using ADUs as a way to meet their moderate 
income RENA requirements. So you saw on the last side that we’re actually having success 
getting deed-restricted affordable housing on the ground and we’re going to see some 
achievable units come in but those moderate, middle income housing is still some of the hardest 
to provide. Finally, we also heard that the coverage incentives that are built into the Regional 
Plan to encourage development in town centers are working well and we’re seeing that in some 
of these projects that are coming through and the working group members and local 
jurisdictions wondered if some of those coverage incentives could also be applied to workforce 
housing outside of town centers.  

 
Those were the main themes that shaped these [recommendations]. We also found that these 
main actions that we were able to hone in on fell into two categories. On the left, we have 
actions where we will need to look at changing regulations to incentivize certain land use types. 
On the right, we would look and changes to policies that are more general and might apply to 
multiple land-use types. 

 
Ms. Bettinger presents on the process developed to prioritize these actions. In order to hone in 
on these actions and understand what their level of impact could be, we developed the housing 
cost analysis tool. We did this because often when we’re talking about housing in Tahoe, we 
hear that the cost to build is very high and so this tool helps us to understand which actions 
would have the high cost-reduction. When we started developing this tool, we looked at 5 
different housing types which are on the X-axis and then we looked at the various cost 
components such as land and construction which are shown in the various colors within those 5 
bars. I won’t get into the specific results of the analysis today; you can see on the left hand side 
of the slide, there’s different boxes you can check to look at the various impacts of the actions 
and this really helped look at the level of impact that we could have to the cost of development 
to get it closer to what locals can afford.   

 
In addition to the cost and affordability, we also looked at the alignment to the local 
jurisdictions’ actions, and finally we looked at the number of units that could potentially result 
from each action to the extent we could. We felt that these 3 evaluation criteria gave us a broad 
idea of the local impact that the actions could have. This and the next slide are the results of the 
evaluation and to reiterate what Karen said, we have split these actions into two groups 
although we’ll need to look at them together because they’re all influential to one another. This 
slide shows the land use actions and is focused on what can built while the policy actions help to 
remove the barriers and can help incentivize those types of land uses. 4 jurisdictions view ADUs 
as a priority, believing that ADUs will provide necessary units in that moderate range. Mixed-use 
residential was identified by 3 jurisdictions as a priority. Mixed-use development really 
contributes to those non-driving centers similar to what Opticos presented on regarding 
walkable town centers such as the Sprouts area in South Lake Tahoe. That’s really what we want 
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to see but we would need to have some more residential units in that same are. Right now, 
mixed-use residential development is dis-incentivized because of the density and coverage 
requirements so we’ll be looking at how we can better focus our efforts on making that more 
feasible. Tourist units and commercial conversions, right now we know that a lot of our locals 
are actually living in tourist units but again right now due to our density requirements, it’s dis-
incentivized to convert from a tourist or commercial use to a residential use. We’ll be looking at 
how to make this more feasible in the areas zoned for multi-family and town centers. Finally, 
land donation; this already happens quite a bit with our larger, multi-family housing 
developments that go in and was listed as a priority by two jurisdictions. This isn’t an action that 
TRPA would directly take on as we don’t own any land but we want to continue to work with our 
local jurisdiction and land bank partners to make that more feasible. This slide shows the policy 
actions. Again, these policy actions help make the land use actions more feasible. To give an 
example; it’s hard to look at ADUs without looking at coverage so again we’re going to need to 
look at all these actions holistically while trying to prioritize a few. First is density, going back to 
Opticos’ presentation, density is very important and we’ll be looking at how we can increase our 
residential density where appropriate particularly in areas that are zoned already for multi-
family or within our town centers or within a certain distance from our town centers. Density 
has the potential for a pretty significant const reduction. This analysis we assumed that a higher 
density development would have smaller units and reduced parking capacity in order to fit the 
larger number of units. Permitting improvements and streamlining; we are hearing from our 
developer partners and contacts that there are still some barriers for building workforce housing 
specially barriers for deed-restricted units and additional hearings and so we’ll focus on how we 
can improve our permitting and make it easier for our developers so that they have more 
predictability and certainty when they’re trying to build. Allowing for more flexible coverage 
requirements was identified as a priority by 3 jurisdictions so we’ll be looking at how we can 
expand the flexible standards that we already have in our town centers to other appropriate 
areas. Lastly, fees. We already waive our application fees for deed-restricted units and so we’ve 
heard from our partners that impact fees are still an issue but they’re rather minimal in 
comparison to all the other costs so we ranked this a bit lower [than other priorities] but we will 
continue to look at our impact fees with other projects. 

 
Ms. Fink continues the presentation discussing the priorities and next steps. Alyssa really 
described these different actions that we’re proposing and she explained why we put some in 
the near-term – the ones that were ranked higher for complimenting local jurisdiction work or 
getting larger cost reductions – we moved up in the process so those are in the near-term 
recommendations. Then the others we put in medium-term and long term. One of the 
important things for us is to break this into manageable pieces which is why we’re only 
proposing to work on two issues at a time. The first two are focusing on looking at ways to 
further incentive ADUs and small homes and revisiting our densities in town centers and multi-
family areas. We anticipate that we would start working on the near-term priorities in February 
and anticipate that we would be bringing Code changes to the Local Government and Housing 
Committee and Governing Board within 3-6 months. After that, we would move on to the 
medium term and start looking at ways to further incentivize mixed-use residential 
development and again look at that permitting parity; how can we make it as easy to get a 
workforce home permitted as it is to get a larger second home permitted. And then if we still 
need to, we could come back to understand if there are still incentives needed to further 
incentivize tourist and commercial conversion to residential and those public land donations. 
Coverage and fees you’ve heard are important although they are a little more challenging and 
they have a smaller cost-benefit overall so we’re keeping those a little later in the prioritization 
scheme. I did want to note and Alyssa mentioned this too, particularly for tourist and 
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commercial conversion to residential, one of the key barriers to this is related to density so we 
may actually get at quite a bit at this last tourist conversion item while we’re talking about 
density and the same with coverage.  

  
Basically at this point, we want to turn it back to Ms. Novasel to lead questions and input and 
we’re happy to go into any more detail on the prioritization scheme or the individual actions.  

 
  Committee Comments & Questions 
 
  Ms. Novasel calls on John Friedrich. 
 

Mr. Friedrich appreciates the overview and states that the City of South Lake Tahoe is very 
supportive of all of these approaches and particularly about the near-term possibilities with 
ADUs in 3-6months. An interest of the City would be able to permit ADU construction as soon as 
possible, in the beginning of this construction season, closer to the 3 month timeline and also to 
allow some to be built as market-rate unit because by their nature they’re small and affordable. 
What hurdles do you need to overcome to complete this change on the shorter side of your 3-6 
month timeline? 

 
Ms. Fink answers that one of the first tasks of the working group in February is to identify which 
elements of these actions are widely supported and could potentially move forward more 
quickly. We’re planning in a buffer of 3-6 months; you heard some of the things that Opticos 
presented related to looking at density; those may be things that we need to take a longer time 
to do a good job on and might need to push some things into a longer term time frame. There 
are some incentives and things that we can do related to ADUs in particular that could happen 
quickly. That will be the task of the working group to understand where there is broad support 
and what we want to move forward on. On ADUs, we do already have built into the Code a Local 
Government Housing program that Local governments can opt-in to and then they’re able to 
build ADUs on parcels < 1 acre if they work with TRPA to pass a resolution allowing that. Placer 
County has taken advantage of that however all 3 of the California jurisdictions have indicated 
that the program as it currently exists is too restrictive; it’s not enough to actually incentivize 
people to actually build ADUs and Placer County has experienced that with having the program 
in place for 3 years and only receiving 1 application. I think there’s a lot of options to look at 
ways to expand that existing program so that jurisdictions can still opt-in but look at making the 
incentives a little stronger. 

 
Ms. Novasel calls on Jim Lawrence. Mr. Lawrence says the way you’ve laid it out and 
understanding our capacity issues it makes sense that we can’t take on too much and still make 
progress. The permitting box gives me a little pause; when I look at that I almost break it up into 
3 different categories, I think of permitting as 1) streamlining; given all of the rules, how do we 
make the process go quicker? 2) Are there rules in place that make it prohibitive for these 
activities to occur? 3) The parity issue. I look at that differently than the first two; having rules in 
place that are applied evenly or fairly across different land use categories is something I think 
we should always strive for. And I think with Tahoe being largely a tourist economy, if we don’t 
address that parity issue between tourism uses and workforce housing issues, are we going to 
be missing opportunities in the short term? Is there low-hanging fruit in the parity bucket that 
we as an agency can take on? Something that might be more helpful to getting these projects on 
the ground; I would hate to have the parity issue wait 9 months if that’s something we can 
address in the short term. 
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Ms. Fink appreciates that comment. One example of the permitting parity issues that we’ve 
identified is that if you have 4 or more deed-restricted units, there’s additional hearing 
requirements and if they’re market-rate units they don’t have those same requirements. Those 
may be things that potentially maybe at the next working group meeting we can find a way to 
identify, even in advance with some working group members. She would recommend still 
orienting on these main categories so that we have something to organize our work because 
one of the big challenges with housing is that everything is very interconnected and it’s really 
hard to decide where to start so in some ways we need a place to start and get going and if we 
feel that there is something additional that we can add in that won’t slow us down too much 
then it’s fine to entertain that within a framework. 

 
Mr. Lawrence appreciates that it’s a complex and interrelated issue and that the basin has been 
working on this for many years. He agrees that if there is some easy, low-hanging fruit, in these 
buckets to not wait for a year to tackle it because of how it’s organized now.  

 
Ms. Fink states that in a way this is how the action items have been structured because when 
they look at ADUs, they’re going to look at permitting related to ADUs and small homes and 
coverage related to ADUs and small homes. 

 
  Public Comments & Questions 
  

Ms. Novasel moves to public comments and questions. 
 

Ronald Yank asks on ADUs, he could see a second home owner decide to build an ADU so that 
other members of the family can have a bigger get-together in the summer. Is there any reason 
that any of our partners, City of South Lake Tahoe, Incline Village, would not want to limit ADUs 
to low-cost or workforce housing? 

 
Ms. Fink answers that she thinks that’s one of the things they need to consider in the ADU 
bucket. Right now that is allowed for someone on a parcel > 1 acre to build an ADU and use it 
for their own guests. If we wanted to expand to allow ADUs to be built on parcels < 1 acre and 
use it as a guest house, they need to get an allocation; waiting in line and also potentially 
transferring in a unit of use so that second home [ADU] would be treated like a full single-family 
home. For our growth management system, that’s what we need to think of but that’s quite a 
hurdle. 1) Maybe someone wouldn’t want to go through that just to build a guest house or if 
they do want to, TRPA would need to decide if we were ok with that because they would be 
taking an allocation so they’re drawing down on our growth allocations. The group may want to 
look at incentivizing restricting those [ADUs] for workforce because maybe we wouldn’t offer 
some of these other incentivize like coverage incentives unless they are deed restricted for 
workforce housing. 

 
Ms. Novasel calls on Jack Padden. Mr. Padden states that this all becomes a much bigger deal 
than in less complex terrain because we’re dealing with a lot of these issues and one of the 
things that I’ve talked with Ms. Fink about is the 28’+/- height envelope outside the town center 
is limiting in terms of taking advantage of a density bonus or trying to limit coverage because 
coverage is such a big factor than height which becomes a compounding factor. Often there are 
project sites that are well suited to a 3rd level but a 28’ envelope and roof slope criteria 
combined just is very difficult, nearly impossible, to get a 3rd level. He’d like to have that 
considered for building outside of town centers. Another thing that comes to mind in terms of 
the ADUs; there’s a project in North Shore right now looking at an attached junior ADUs which 
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don’t tend to have the coverage penalty or coverage issue where they can be under the existing 
coverage envelope especially when there are many sloping sites where underfloor sites can be 
fairly easily converted or designed in under new construction so two things to put in to 
consideration. 

 
Ms. Fink responds regarding the attached, junior ADUs they are part of the California legislation 
that local, California jurisdictions are required to allow. The California jurisdictions have been 
putting in place their ADU regulations and they do allow them so now TRPA needs to look at 
their regulations to see where they can align. As far as the height question, internally in 
preparation for the working group meetings coming up, we’ve started identifying which sub-
actions we would include as part of this and one small height action we wanted to include in the 
density discussion is making sure that modular housing can be allowed. As far as height outside 
of town-centers, that is something we’ll look at the mixed-used action or the tourist/commercial 
conversion to residential action. If it is affecting small homes, we can talk about it there but we 
need to make sure we’re talking about it as it relates to one of the priority actions.  

 
Ms. Novasel calls on Amanda Ross who asks when TRPA looked at cost did you include having to 
potentially buy coverage? She asks because most lots in town that have excess coverage, those 
lots are more expensive and if you want to be able to purchase coverage to add an ADU on your 
lot, that’s very expensive and it’s difficult to figure out what kind of coverage you can have on 
your lot. She and her husband would love to build an ADU that’s workforce housing specific, 
they live in El Dorado County and the county has a great sliding scale of how large the ADU could 
be based on the size of the lot since they don’t own a 1 acre lot as most middle-income 
residents can’t afford that. Is the TRPA looking at ways to make [building] ADUs affordable for 
the middle-income residents? Coverage costs are prohibitive. 

 
Ms. Fink answers that the cost of coverage was included in the ADU cost estimate and we are 
still showing that it costs quite a bit to build an ADU which is why they want to look at coverage 
incentives in that action.  

 
Ms. Novasel asks a question from Bill Yeates entered into the question box – what happens 
when we have a good project come forward like Sugar Pine Village that requires Regional Plan 
changes? 

 
Ms. Fink answers the Governing Board has been seeing quite a few area plan amendments come 
through with these projects because even though they’re able to use our Regional Plan 
incentives, there are still a few things that don’t quite work. We’ve had support from the 
Governing Board in modifying those area plan recommendations. At this point, as these projects 
come through, which is the mechanism for getting those projects through. We’ve been 
specifically watching those projects and where it seems like there’s a change that will be 
applicable basin-wide, we’ll look at that with the working group. For example the Sugar Pine 
project is mixed use residential and public service and we found that in the Code, mixed-use 
projects are not allowed to transfer in soft or potential coverage, they can only transfer in hard 
cover so even though a residential project or a public service project could transfer in soft on 
their own so that required an area plan amendment. This would be in the second tier so we’d 
need to consider if it would apply enough to move it up in priority level. 

 
Ms. Novasel asks a question entered into the question box – would you consider an ADU for 
multi-generational family housing to be similar use to workforce housing? 
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Ms. Fink answers assuming “multi-generational” means for a family member who’s no longer 
working to live in, that’s a use that people find very helpful to have and will be looked into when 
we discuss the incentives. 

 
 Committee Deliberation & Recommendation 
 
 Ms. Novasel asks for a motion. 
 

Ms. Gustafson made a motion to recommend the priority action framework as presented to the 
Governing Board for approval. 

 
Ayes: Ms. Laine, Ms. Gustafson, Ms. Hill, Mr. Lawrence, Mr. Rice, Ms. Faustinos, Ms. Novasel, 
Mr. Friedrich. 

 
 Motion carried.  

      
IV. COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS 

Mr. Rice reports that at the last meeting of the board of commissioners meeting, he retained all 
of his committees and commissions. 

 
Ms. Gustafson reports on Placer County’s actions on their December 15, 2020 meeting. They 
approved the draft housing element of the Placer County plan for 2021-2029 and that will go to 
the state for a 60-day review period and incorporates many issues that were discussed today. 
Placer County also approved the Tahoe Basin Area Plan housing related amendments and those 
address ADUs and consistency with TRPA language and will be coming to the Governing Board 
this month for action. Finally, Placer County formed the Tourism Business Improvement District 
by the Business associations which, once it moves through the whole formation process, will 
free up a dedicated stream of transient occupancy tax funding for housing and transportation 
which is critical to successful implementation for our goals for the regional plan. Moving 
forward, we are still working on the Dollar Creek Crossing site considering some mixed-use 
housing types. We’re also looking at a second round of amendments to our Tahoe Basin Area 
Plan targeting some of the economic sustainability needs in the town centers, working with 
Urban Economics to move those forward. IN the spring we’ll launch our workforce housing 
preservation program which is purchasing deed restrictions similar to Vail Colorado on existing 
housing allowing that middle income group to buy-in and actually purchase homes offsetting 
funding from the freed-up TOT as well as other sources. And we’re in pre-development in the 
Tahoe-In program just across the Stateline up in Kings Beach for a housing project there with 
JMA Ventures.  
 
Ms. Novasel announces that she has a new TRPA alternate, Wendy Thomas. 
 
Mr. Friedrich reports that South Lake Tahoe City council discussed rental assistance with the 
looming eviction moratorium deadline looming to make sure that we don’t have folks pushed 
out with no options. They’re looking at an incentive program for STR and 2nd home conversion to 
long-term rentals. Also, there’s an emerging high school program to train a local workforce to 
build ADUs.  
 
Ms. Novasel announces that from CSAC that the governor is asking for immediate action from 
the state legislature to extend the eviction moratorium. 
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V. PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS 

Steve Teshara comments with a process question for Ms. Fink speaking on behalf of Tahoe 
Chamber where they’re contemplating on setting up a board committee on housing issues. First 
question is, are meetings of the Tahoe Living Working group open to the public?  
 
Ms. Fink answers affirmatively. 
 
Steve Teshara continues to ask if Ms. Fink maintains a list of attendees. 
 
Ms. Fink responds they are maintaining a mailing list to inform people specifically when 
meetings are happening although one of the problems is that it comes from an email 
consolidator which sometimes goes to spam so if that is happening, she encouraged Mr. Teshara 
to reach out for a direct announcement. Ms. Fink generally invites all listening to let her know if 
they are interested in being included in the mailing list. 
 
Steve Teshara asks that if they [the Tahoe Chamber] wants to form a board committee on 
housing, he can reach out to Ms. Fink to learn about meeting dates and times. 
 
Ms. Fink confirms this is correct. 
 
Steve Teshara states that they are looking to get their board members more engaged in housing 
issues so that they have a broader understand of when they take matters to the full board to 
take positions on the issues. Mr. Teshara also welcomes Commissioner Alexis Hill to the TRPA 
and TTD boards.  
 
Mr. Hester wants to add to Ms. Fink’s response that the Tahoe Living Working Group is a 
Working Group of TRPA’s Advisory Planning Commission with APC members and other 
community stakeholders so it’s the same format that Mr. Teshara is used to and he’s welcome 
to bring whoever is interested. Brenden Ferry as chair of the Tahoe Living Working Group 
welcomes anyone else who’d like to attend and meetings are virtual right now.  

 
VI. ADJOURNMENT   
 
 Ms. Faustinos moved to adjourn. 

  Chair Novasel adjourned the meeting at 11:54 a.m. 
       

                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
Katherine Hangeland 

Senior Management Assistant 
 
 


