
TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 
 

                         
               NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Wednesday, March 13, 2024, commencing at 9:30 
a.m., on Zoom and at the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, 128 Market Street, Stateline, NV 
the Advisory Planning Commission of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency will conduct its 
regular meeting. The agenda is attached hereto and made part of this notice.    
 
To participate in any TRPA Advisory Planning Commission meeting please go to the Calendar on 
the www.trpa.gov homepage and select the link for the current meeting. Members of the public 
may also choose to listen to the meeting by dialing the phone number and access code posted on 
our website.  
 
 
March 6, 2024 

  
 
  
 
      Julie W. Regan 

 Executive Director 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

TRPA and Zoom                                                        March 13, 2024 
                                                                                                                                                     9:30 a.m.  
         

  
 

AGENDA 
 
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

        II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 

All items on this agenda are action items unless otherwise noted. Items on the agenda, 
unless designated for a specific time, may not necessarily be considered in the order in 
which they appear and may, for good cause, be continued until a later date.   

Written Public Comment:  
Members of the public may email written public comments to ‘publiccomment@trpa.gov’. 
We encourage you to submit written comments (email, mail, or fax) in advance of the 
meeting date to give our staff adequate time to organize, post, and distribute your input to 
the appropriate staff and representatives. Written comments received by 4 p.m. the day 
before a scheduled public meeting will be distributed and posted to the TRPA website before 
the meeting begins. TRPA does not guarantee written comments received after 4 p.m. the 
day before a meeting will be distributed and posted in time for the meeting. Late comments 
may be distributed and posted after the meeting. Please include the meeting information and 
agenda item in the subject line. For general comments to representatives, include “General 
Comment” in the subject line.  
 
Verbal Public Comment:  
Public comments at the meeting should be as brief and concise as possible so that all who 
wish to participate may do so; testimony should not be repeated. The Chair of the Board shall 
have the discretion to set appropriate time allotments for individual speakers (usually 3 
minutes for individuals and group representatives as well as for the total time allotted to oral 
public comment for a specific agenda item). No extra time for participants will be permitted 
by the ceding of time to others. Written comments of any length are welcome. In the interest 
of efficient meeting management, the Chairperson reserves the right to limit the duration of 
each public comment period to a total of 1 hour. Public comment will be taken for each 
appropriate action item at the time the agenda item is heard and a general public comment 
period will be provided at the end of the meeting for all other comments including agendized 
informational items.  
 
Accommodation:  
TRPA will make reasonable efforts to assist and accommodate physically handicapped 
persons that wish to participate in the meeting. Please contact Tracy Campbell at (775) 589-
5257 if you would like to participate in the meeting and are in need of assistance. The 
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meeting agenda and staff reports will be posted at https://www.trpa.gov/meeting-materials 
no later than 7 days prior to the meeting date. For questions please contact TRPA admin staff 
at virtualmeetinghelp@trpa.gov or call (775) 588-4547. 
 

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES 
 

 
V. PLANNING MATTERS 
                 

A. Active Transportation Plan Update                                               Discussion                   Page ут 
                                                                                                             and Possible 
                                                                                                             Recommendation  
 

VI. REPORTS 
  

A.    Executive Director                                   Informational Only    
  

1) Annual Report        Informational Only  Page фм                                                        
 

2) Upcoming Topics                                                                         Informational Only      
 

  
 
B.  General Counsel                                                                                Informational Only   
                 
C. APC Members                                                                                    Informational Only  

 
       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
VIII.        ADJOURNMENT  
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency      November 8, 2023 
Zoom 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

                         
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Mr. Ferry called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. 
 

Members present: Mr. Alling, Mr. Kuchnicki (for Ms. Carr, zoom), Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. 
Drew, Ms. Sullivan (for Ms. Ferris, zoom), Mr. Ferry, Ms. Setzer (for Ms. Jacobsen, zoom), Mr. 
Letton, Ms. Moroles-O’Neil, Mr. Hitchcock (for Ms. Roverud), Ms. Simon, Ms. Stahler, Mr. 
Stephen (zoom), Mr. Teshara, Mr. Young 
 
Members absent: Mr. Hill, Mr. Smokey 
 

 
        II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
  Mr. Ferry deemed the agenda approved as posted. 
 
 

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 
   Ms. Ellie Waller said she had last been before the Commission in 2017 when the Placer County 

Tahoe Basin Area Plan was approved. Fast forward, she has been to several meetings at Placer 
County, Douglas County, and Tahoe Transportation District. 

 
   She tries to remind people about acrimony. Even at the Governing Board and other committees 

she has been totally dumbfounded how, in her opinion, the agencies have run amok on 
decorum and process. Referring to the 54-minute webinar recently posted, she believes public 
participation was stunted. It wasn't a comfortable meeting, and she is hoping that the public will 
get more respect. 

 
   Changing subject to the Barton Hospital site, Ms. Waller said the Douglas County Area Plan has 

not been updated to allow the hospital to come forward without that zoning change. She knows 
an Area Plan is in the works, but it looks like work has gone forward before it should have.  

 
   Mr. John Messina said he has lived here a long time and agrees with Ms. Waller. These meetings 

are like a secret society. Nobody in town knows they are happening. Nobody gets to put input 
into them, and you guys make decisions that are not in the best interests of the City. 
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   Chair Ferry advised that meeting agendas are posted one week in advance on the TRPA website 
and that has happened for many, many years. 

 
   Ms. Ann Nicols said she hoped this webinar would not be like recent ones. She said that at the 

last webinar on this subject, the people speaking were edited and they weren't able to see the 
online questions from other people. No one could really learn from everyone else. She added 
that as far as noticing for these meetings, this is really significant. These are major changes to 
our housing amendments, and Placer County amendments are going at the same time. In fact, 
we just had a meeting where public comment wasn't allowed at a meeting, which she believes 
is a Brown Act problem. She said 18 pages of new information was submitted at the TRPA 
Operations and Governance Committee, and John Hester and Cindy Gustafson were saying well 
maybe we don’t need public participation if we've heard what they have to say before, which is 
awkward because a lot of the same people are on all these different committees. But then 
there's new people, so the public feels like they have to make their point. She said you can see 
how complicated this is getting - everything is a little bit different, but it's all about housing. 

 
   Mr. Tim Delaney said he grew up in Incline Village and he agrees with Ms. Nicols. He feels the 

way these meetings are being conducted is a horrible, strong-arm tactic against old money and 
local people that own property all around the Tahoe Basin. He said it’s just overwhelming to 
deal with, every single day we're being worked over and pressured into accepting all these code 
changes and new development in our region. The thing is, low, middle, high income, Native 
Americans, Reno Sparks, the extreme athletic community all around the Tahoe Basin, there's no 
way extreme athletic individuals are going to approve of all this. We're the type of folks that are 
one with nature, and building gigantic 65-foot-tall buildings, and shoving more people in our 
community is just wholly unacceptable. 

 
   He said he feels overwhelmed by the way the meetings are being conducted. It’s a pressure 

tactic and he feel a lot of times he’s cut out of public comment. All these slide shows are going 
down and all these buzzwords. We're just being steamrolled and it's highly inappropriate. He 
said for the folks at TRPA, he held jobs too and it’s tough. You’re a young man and you have a 
child, a mouth to feed. Sometimes in life, when you have a job you have to speak up. He said 
some jobs he just gave up just wouldn't do. So he said he just has to wonder about folks at 
TRPA. Mind, body, and spirit here it just seems that there's something wrong when you’re using 
these type of tactics against an older community who’re being overwhelmed with all these 
meetings and everything. It's ridiculous, he doesn’t want to waste his life going to meetings 
defending his property interests. It's absurd and it's vile, and it needs to stop. 

 
   Mr. Doug Flaherty said he wants to know which of you today will have the leadership to speak 

up for the most wonderful Tahoe Basin, its clean waters, clean air, and public safety, rather than 
rubber stamping the TRPA's self-preservation process that has been in place since the 2012 
Regional Plan. He asked the Commission to please ask questions and not continue to rubber 
stamp TRPA's leadership ideology of overcapacity, and degradation of the lake and public 
safety. He said he thinks we’re past the tipping point here at the lake, and doesn’t think any of 
you are envisioning at what point we stop this. He said you can keep saying there are growth 
limits, but TRPA always finds a way of round these things – what will your Phase 3 Housing 
Amendments be? It's a huge, wonderful lake, but has a very small capacity. He is wondering 
why you're not thinking for yourselves. You have a very important role, and you can make a big 
difference, but who within your group is going to supply the leadership to get this done? He 
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thinks it's time that we start thinking about a change in leadership at the TRPA. When you add 
up all the cumulative impacts, and all the negatives since the 2012 Regional Plan, it's been a 
failure. You may not think so, but sooner or later, it's going to be demonstrated somewhere that 
your self-preservation process at the TRPA is not working.  

 
   Mr. Flaherty continued that we're not a bunch of nimby’s out here, we’re reasonable people, 

we love our homes, this is about our homes. This is not about destination, it's about public 
safety. It's about adhering to the laws and regulations of the state of California, Nevada, and the 
federal laws. Your Counsel can manipulate it all he or she wants, but I ask you to use your own 
brains. 

 
   Ms. Kathy Julian said on the issue of process, she appreciates that the agendas are posted, and 

that TRPA have a very good website that talks about a lot of issues. But she doesn’t think people 
know about the agendas list or the website. She thinks TRPA needs to do a much better job of 
outreach to inform the citizens of the basin on what is going on, and the decisions that are 
being made. She added that she is especially interested in having more transparency on these 
advisory working groups like the Tahoe Living Housing Council. She has a list of everybody who's 
on it, but thinks if you were to do a survey of people in the Tahoe Basin on knowledge of TRPA 
and what it is and knowledge of these advisory groups that you oftentimes draw from the 
relatives, the developers, the not-for-profit community, few environmental groups, they would 
draw a blank and absolutely be clueless. And that's a problem because all of these groups are 
contributing to decisions that affect our lives. The lack of voice that people are feeling in the 
basin is palpable, and this is one of the things TRPA needs to address. One simple thing you 
could do when you have these webinars is to share who else in our community is attending. If 
we were doing this in person we could see who is attending and hear their comments. In these 
webinars it's this black box and it's like you're isolated. This is not community. Can we have 
something where we see the list of participants? This makes a community, and it helps us 
connect with one another on issues that matters to us. If you're not acknowledging that, I'm 
afraid it suggests to me you don't want us talking to each other, and that would not be good.  

 
   Ms. Alexis Oller, Executive Director of Mountain Area Preservation (MAP) said the MAP are a 

36-year-old environmental advocacy organization focused on Truckee-Tahoe, and wanted to 
bring just two items to the APC’s attention. I know today you're mostly going to hear about 
Phase 2 housing amendments and the concerns with the fast-paced process along with a 
number of other outstanding concerns. I want to talk about process, and I want to talk about 
regional growth because I think it's very important for the APC to consider these items. The 
process that has come forward with these housing amendments is absolutely egregious. I'm 
tying this to the Placer County TBAP (Tahoe Basin Area Plan) process, and I think it's important 
for the APC to understand how confusing this process has been when Placer County also put 
forward their economic amendments that also included housing. I think it's important for this 
commission to understand that it has been woven together. 

 
   Ms. Oller said your planners, your TRPA staff has admitted that it has been a confusing and 

inappropriate process to many of us as stakeholders, who have said this doesn't make sense. 
There's charts and data that are just not even updated on the TRPA website and we're being 
asked to follow along. So when you hear about process concerns, I hope you all are listening 
today, because it is not transparent, and it is not building community trust in TRPA nor Placer 
County for those of us on the north shore. Additionally, regional growth is something that we 
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seem to not even be considering. The landscape is nowhere near the same as it was in 2012 
when the Regional Plan Update was approved. 

 
   Ms. Oller said we have the town of Truckee who has put forward a twenty-year general plan 

with the hopes of having a 50,000-person population. You've got Reno, Sparks, Carson City, all 
of these communities are planning major growth, and we're not even taking that into 
consideration with this, and how it's impacted the Regional Plan Update. So please, today, think 
about what happens outside and inside the basin because Tahoe is not isolated. We are not a 
bubble, and we deserve better than one size fits all planning. 

 
   Ms. Pamela Tsigdinos thanked everybody for taking the time to read all the comments that 

were submitted. She said she wanted to set a real understanding of the importance of the 
discussion/decision today. Ms. Tsigdinos said she was very powerfully moved back in August at 
the Lake Tahoe Summit when one of the leaders of the Tahoe Basin, Herman Fillmore of the 
Washoe Tribe, reminded everybody who was there about the destruction and degradation of 
the Tahoe Basin over generations. He talked about the fact that the land was dug up, that the 
waters are no longer clean. To quote him directly, he said they're sick. Today our land is no 
longer good. We owe it to ourselves and to future generations to make sure that anything that 
we do in the Tahoe Basin honors the land, takes care of the environment, the wildlife habitat. 

 
   Ms. Tsigdinos said she just cannot underscore enough the powerful words that we heard, and 

the importance of setting that as a high bar for today's discussion. 
 
 

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

Mr. Teshara moved approval of the October 11, 2023 meeting minutes, as amended. 
Mr. Alling seconded the motion 
 

 Motion passed. 
 
 

V.        PUBLIC HEARINGS 
                 

Agenda Item No. V.A. Phase 2 Housing Amendments 
 
Ms. Karen Fink, TRPA Principal Planner, introduced the item. She said she wanted to talk about 
how these amendments fit into the work of the Tahoe Living Working Group and TRPA’s Tahoe 
Living Strategic Priority. This is phase 2 of 3 phases of work that we've been bringing forward 
with the Tahoe Living Working Group - that working group is an APC Committee, chaired by the 
APC Chair Mr. Ferry. 
What you're seeing today is the work of that group coming to fruition in this phase. The purpose 
of the Tahoe Living Strategic Priority is to look at TRPA's role in addressing the shortage of 
affordable and workforce housing, and how through that effort we can also achieve the 
environmental and sustainability goals that are called out in the regional plan. Having sufficient 
affordable and workforce housing, in places that are walkable and close to transit and existing 
stormwater infrastructure, is very tied to meeting environmental goals. 
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When we first introduced this phase to the Tahoe Living Working Group in October, staff initially 
proposed just focusing on density. What we later heard from the Working Group, and then from 
the Governing Board, was that we should look at density, height, coverage, and parking 
together, because when builders are trying to build affordable and workforce housing projects, 
all of those development standards work together as a package. 
 
The Governing Board also wanted us to take this opportunity to do some analysis to understand 
what are the full range of development standard changes that would be needed to allow 
workforce housing to be built, without a public subsidy. We have included as many of those 
recommendations as possible in this proposal. But in order to keep this phase moving, staff 
committed early on to keeping the scope to within a level that could be analyzed under an Initial 
Environmental Checklist (IEC). So the scope is very narrow, it's focused only on the remaining 
bonus units, which we have already analyzed and planned, would be distributed throughout the 
existing bonus unit boundary. That's the area where we have our town centers, multi-family 
zones, and are walkable - close to transit and services. The changes also don't go beyond what 
can be mitigated through our existing regional code. All the changes need to use existing 
findings, or existing programs, like our existing coverage and transfer program. Ms. Fink said, we 
do believe that these amendments are critical for reducing the cost to provide affordable and 
workforce housing for both the private market, and for publicly subsidized projects. 
 
Alyssa Bettinger, TRPA Senior Planner presented the item. She said that amendments will focus 
on addressing the affordability crisis that we're facing here in Tahoe today. Over the past few 
decades, the cost per unit of housing has skyrocketed. We need more housing units at an 
affordable price. She noted that over the past few decades, the cost per unit of housing has 
significantly increased, emphasizing the need for more affordable housing units. 
 
Smaller units inherently tend to be more affordable, and the proposed changes to development 
standards are aimed at achieving more affordable housing. 
 
Ms. Bettinger emphasized that the discussion is not limited to housing alone. Environmental 
gain and affordable housing are interconnected, especially when affordable housing is 
developed as compact development near town centers. This development allows people to walk 
or bike to their destinations, reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Compact development is 
more likely to use less coverage on a per-unit basis and can integrate with stormwater 
treatment systems in and around town centers. Also, compact development along corridors 
provides the necessary density for effective transit systems, aligning with various regional plan 
goals. 
 
The Tahoe Living Strategic Priority, initiated in 2020, started with changes to accessory dwelling 
units and incentives to convert old motels to residential areas. We are currently in Phase 2 of 
the Tahoe Living initiative, which focuses on development standards. The plan aims to kick off 
Phase 3 to address larger changes to growth management systems, development rights, and 
policies for improved equity, including a review of fees and permitting. 
 
Ms. Bettinger clarified that development is capped by the 1987 and 2012 regional plans, and 
there are no proposals for changes or new growth beyond these caps. The specified number of 
remaining bonus units in the TRPA pool is 946. Bonus units are given to projects that are 
building deed restricted housing. 
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Regardless of the approval of these amendments, the 946 bonus units specified can be built 
today, so there is no change in the development capacity under the proposed amendments. The 
focus is on expediting the utilization of bonus units in and around town centers through the 
proposed changes. Ms. Bettinger said development standards, including coverage, height, and 
density, play a crucial role in influencing what gets built on the ground. These standards are 
typically set at the regional level through local area plans. TRPA defers decisions on parking and 
setbacks to the local authorities, and these development standards directly influence what gets 
built on the ground (see slide 6). 
 
The pink area on the graphic (slide 6) represents lost square footage due to parking 
requirements on the ground floor. Significant space is allocated to parking and the garage, and 
the roof pitch requirements on the top floor result in a loss of living space. A single-family home 
can work within this building envelope, but when you add in more than one unit, the units 
become so small that it is financially unfeasible. The constraints imposed by current standards 
contribute to the construction of large single-family homes, often catering to the second home 
and vacation home rental market. 
 
Over the past couple of years, TRPA has collaborated with a third-party consultant to assess 
development standards and explore changes to enhance housing affordability. The analysis 
revealed that modifications to all development standards, not just density, could lead to a 
potential reduction in rents by nearly 40%, showing the potential for cost-effective housing 
without extensive subsidies. 
 
Building on this baseline analysis, TRPA conducted extensive outreach and received community 
input on the proposal, evolving it over the past couple of years, particularly intensifying 
outreach efforts in the last 6 months. Slide 8 shows a list of groups with whom TRPA engaged 
during the outreach process. Acknowledging the diverse opinions on the proposal, TRPA views it 
as a middle ground that aligns with housing goals and broader regional plan objectives. 
 
Ms. Bettinger repeated that the proposal presented applies exclusively to deed-restricted bonus 
units. TRPA has 946 bonus units available for projects that commit to deed restrictions for 
housing. There are three deed restriction levels: affordable, and moderate (income-based), and 
achievable (targeted at the local workforce, no income limit but requires at least one person in 
the household to work at least 30 hours per week within the Tahoe Basin). 
 
The proposal varies by location. Two specific areas are targeted: town centers and corridors. 
Town centers, often concentrated around existing commercial zones, lack residential support. 
The proposal aims to encourage higher-density housing in these areas to support shops, 
restaurants, and transit. 
 
The first area is the town centers, such as those on the South Shore, where the proposal 
suggests allowing an additional 9 feet of height, increasing the maximum height from 56 feet to 
65 feet. It is emphasized that additional findings will need to be made when proposing 
additional height. Ms. Bettinger noted that projects exceeding 56 feet in height are required to 
step back one foot for every one additional foot of height, resulting in a steeper roof pitch. The 
proposal also suggests allowing coverage over 70%, as opposed to the current limit of 70% in 
town centers. However, this would require stormwater runoff treatment through area-wide 
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treatments, which is currently available only in specific areas like State Line, Harrison Avenue, 
and Tahoe City. Coverage over 70% is subject to the availability of area-wide stormwater 
systems, and the hope is for more systems to be built over time, expanding opportunities for 
additional coverage tie-ins. 
 
The proposal aims to remove density maximums, enabling more units to fit within buildings 
without forcing developers to build larger units. Density at the parcel scale is presently limited 
by factors such as lot size, building coverage, and height.  
 
The final change proposed for town centers pertains to parking. Currently, local jurisdictions 
mandate between one to two parking spaces per unit. The proposed changes to parking 
standards would allow developers to go lower than the current requirements. However, 
developers would need to provide a parking analysis demonstrating how parking demand is 
being met, either through parking spaces or potentially via shared parking agreements with 
adjacent landowners. 
 
Ms. Bettinger acknowledged the diverse opinions on parking and said that this was the direction 
received from the Regional Plan Implementation Committee.  
 
Ms. Stahler asked for clarification on whether in a town center, a development could only take 
advantage of additional coverage allowances if they could contribute their stormwater flow to 
an existing area-wide treatment facility, and that existing facility had capacity to treat that 
stormwater. Ms. Bettinger said yes, but the one caveat would be for developers to work with 
Public Works to build a new area-wide system, but that is a lengthy process. 
 
Ms. Setzer asked about the distinction between "constructed" and "active" regarding area-wide 
stormwater treatment facilities. Ms. Bettinger explained that "constructed" means the facility 
has been built but is not yet registered with the TMDL system, indicating it's in the final 
construction process. 
 
Ms. Simon sought clarification about the term "bonus pools" and understanding the 946 bonus 
units that remain. Ms. Bettinger said that during the community planning phase they allocated 
bonus units to each jurisdiction, who each have their own “bonus pool”, all of which make up 
the 946 total bonus units.  
 
Ms. Bettinger continued that they are also proposing changes to in areas zoned for multi-family. 
Maps are shown on slide 13/14. Within these areas TRPA are proposing to allow: 
 
• Additional flexibility/height for shallower roof pitch 
• Additional land coverage up to 70% 
• Exempt deed restricted units from density requirements to encourage smaller sized units 
• Allow project to provide alternative parking strategies to meet parking demand, with 
parking analysis, .75 parking spaces per unit on average 
 
In order to create a transition between the town center locations and the multi-family areas, the 
proposal includes an additional height allowance for parcels adjacent and contiguous to town 
centers. 
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This would be an additional 11 feet of height (slides 16/17) over what is allowed right now - that 
additional high would be subject to the same findings, so any additional height would have to be 
stepped back. 
 
Ms. Bettinger said the proposal would apply to mixed-use and ADU’s. The proposal aims to 
encourage walkable development with ground floor commercial and residential above. It applies 
to mixed-use developments with 100% deed-restricted residential units above. The commercial 
portion cannot exceed 50% of the total square footage. 
 
ADUs in town centers and multi-family areas are eligible for additional coverage incentives 
based on property location, with size limits up to 1,200 square feet. The proposed mixed-use 
definition involves 100% deed-restricted affordable units, with no more than 50% of the total 
square footage allocated to commercial space. The proposal has evolved based on input since 
the packet was posted, the changes include: 
 
• Shade: a provision for shade has been included at the project level through a shade analysis 
• Parking and Coverage: projects utilizing coverage incentives cannot exceed local jurisdiction 
parking minimums, ensuring a balance between building and parking space allocation 
 
TRPA has historically delegated height and density standards to locals when they are developing 
area plans. Because of the need for affordable housing, the proposed changes supersede local 
area plans' height and density standards. Local jurisdictions have the option to opt-out but 
would need to go through an area plan amendment process. Any reduction in height, density, or 
changes to parking must be supplemented by strategies reducing the cost of deed-restricted 
housing. 
 
Local jurisdictions can set their own standards through an area plan amendment process. The 
process requires an analysis, similar to the performer analysis in the proposed changes, 
demonstrating that alternative standards provide the same level of affordability. 
 
Ms. Bettinger said TRPA did complete an Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC), and a round of 
revisions is expected in time for the Governing Board packet next month. The staff report will 
include a list of comments received and how the document was changed based on those 
comments. 
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Young expressed concern in the disconnect or misinformation in how we are able to 
communicate the importance of workforce and lower income housing to the environmental 
quality of the basin. He knows it’s in every presentation, but some point we haven’t been able 
to make that connection. The fact that we have a maximum amount of development is well 
known, but doesn’t seem to be communicated well enough. He understands the value of 
bringing in workforce housing, and how that in turn, helps us accomplish some of our other 
missions.  
 
Mr. Young questioned the 50-50 split for mixed-use developments, suggesting a higher 
allocation (e.g., 55-60%) for residential use might be more incentivizing for property owners. 
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Mr. Young sought clarification on whether local jurisdictions with area plans would be required 
to amend those plans to reflect the proposed changes, or if the superseding concept would be 
perpetual. Mr. Marshall responded that the concept of area plans was to allow local jurisdictions 
to deviate from TRPA's basic standards, assuming they can make appropriate findings. Area 
plans provide a mechanism for folding local planning into the regional plan, allowing deviations 
from regional standards based on local needs and conditions. 
 
TRPA is now enacting new standards (e.g., height requirements) to promote both environmental 
and housing objectives. The proposed changes are seen as the minimum necessary to achieve 
environmental and housing goals, preventing local jurisdictions from imposing lower height 
requirements. TRPA's new standards will supersede local rules in areas where there is a 
deviation. Local jurisdictions are preempted from imposing lower height requirements until they 
adopt area plan amendments justifying the deviation. 
 
For example, if a local jurisdiction hasn't updated its area plan to reflect TRPA's new standards, 
TRPA's rules would supersede local rules. TRPA would control the process until the local 
jurisdiction adopts an area plan amendment reflecting the changes.  
 
Mr. Ferry asked for clarification on a hypothetical scenario where a project is proposed under 
TRPA rules before the local area plan is amended - would the TRPA rules control the project until 
the area plan is updated? Mr. Marshall said the TRPA rules would be effective 60 days after 
Governing Board adoption. At that point, those sections inconsistent with any area plan 
provisions will have control, until the local jurisdiction adopts, and TRPA approves, an area plan 
amendment that meets the same housing requirements. 
 
Mr. Young advised that when Washoe County adopted its area plan, they included the entire 
portion of Washoe County in the Tahoe basin. One of the reasons we wanted to do that was to 
get as far away from two sets of codes and two sets of rules as possible, because we had lived 
for many years trying to explain to customers whose rules applied when. One of the things we 
have benefited from since the adoption of the area plan is much better customer relations and 
customer engagement because there aren't so many different places that you have to look. So I 
understand this opt out process and I'm not against it, but I am going to ask for help in customer 
engagement, and in explaining that this does supersede our rules. We have made significant 
progress lately and this is a bit of a step backwards in terms of process. 
 
Mr. Marshall replied that if local jurisdictions wanted to deviate from the standards he would 
strongly encourage them to adopt an area plan that would do so. He added that the TRPA Local 
Government Coordinator has been working with local jurisdictions on education around ADU 
permitting, and that could be an example of how they could work together to educate 
customers on these new amendments. 
 
Ms. Simon asked for clarification on coverage vs parking. Ms. Bettinger replied that the coverage 
proposal allows projects to use the minimum amount of parking required by the local 
jurisdictions. For example, if someone is building 4 units, and the local jurisdiction currently 
requires one parking space per housing unit, the developer would need to build 4 parking 
spaces, but they couldn't build more than 4, and receive the additional coverage. If they provide 
more parking than the parking minimums of the local jurisdiction, they will no longer qualify for 
the additional coverage incentive. 
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Ms. Chandler commended the Tahoe Living Working Group's work but expressed concerns 
about misinformation in the community. She emphasized the need for more transparency and 
community awareness, highlighting the importance of proper communication about 
development locations, transit centers, traffic reduction, and the population decrease in the 
basin. She suggested responding to misinformation, clarifying points, and ensuring the 
community understands the plan's benefits, including reduced traffic congestion and housing 
near transit centers. 
 
Ms. Moroles O'Neil inquired about deed restrictions, the number of units, and whether lenders 
have assessed the plan's viability, especially given the current market conditions. Ms. Fink 
explained the split (50:50) of bonus units into pools for deed-restricted affordable units and 
moderate/achievable units. TRPA also recently brought changes to the achievable definition, 
and worked with a lender on those changes to ensure lenders could finance properties with the 
deed restrictions. She reiterated that the plan's intention is to benefit affordable, moderate, and 
achievable housing. Affordable and moderate will still probably need help from local 
jurisdictions, but the plan will also make that easier by lowering overall construction costs. 
 
Mr. Kuchnicki asked for clarification on the requirements for connecting to area-wide treatment 
systems. Ms. Bettinger replied that it depends on the location. Within town centers, we are 
requiring that the projects tie into area wide stormwater treatments. Outside of town centers, 
within multi-family areas, there are less opportunity for area wide systems, so we have included 
the option to do onsite BMPs. That includes a requirement that the local jurisdiction monitor to 
ensure those BMPs are being maintained over time. 
 
Mr. Kuchnicki asked if project owners will be required to pay into a maintenance fund for the 
respective jurisdictions. Do these local jurisdictions have the mechanisms in place to accept this 
funding. Ms. Bettinger responded that area wide projects typically do pay an annual 
maintenance fee, depending on the location is. For onsite BMPs they will be setting up a process 
with the Public Works Department, and she assumes there will be a fee associated with the 
annual monitoring of the BMPs. Mr. Marshall added that it would be between the developer 
and the local jurisdiction or the operator of the area wide. They have to demonstrate that they 
are a participant of that area wide. Mr. Kuchnicki said he thinks that is a great concept. Mr. 
Hester added that they want the local entity, city, county, or district utility to take responsibility 
for that, and for the local government taking responsibility to include that in their clarity credits 
to meet their TMDL requirements.  
 
Mr. Kuchnicki pointed out the need for snow removal on pedestrian paths during the winter in 
Tahoe to ensure walkability. He inquired about outreach to jurisdictions regarding keeping paths 
clear during snowy periods. Mr. Hester said they were having ongoing discussions with local 
jurisdictions regarding snow removal and funding for specific pedestrian corridors. He 
acknowledged efforts to clear bike paths and multi-use paths, emphasizing the importance of 
keeping paths open. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock raised concerns about the responsibility of local jurisdictions for on-site BMPs 
(Best Management Practices). He suggested considering a deed restriction requiring the 
developer to complete a BMP maintenance log, providing a mechanism for enforcement. 
 

14

DRAFT



Mr. Hitchcock asked for clarification on the additional 11 feet in height outside centers. He 
sought details on how the one-to-one stair-step requirement would work, especially regarding 
the starting point of the slope for the step-back. Ms. Bettinger said the way it is written now is 
that any height above 11 feet would have to be stepped back. Mr. Marshall proposed further 
collaboration to refine the language. Ms. Bettinger suggested sitting down with Mr. Hitchcock to 
discuss and fine-tune the wording. 
 
Mr. Alling expressed concern about the feasibility of having BMPs maintained by a public entity 
in multi-family areas with increased coverage. He also raised the issue of potential water quality 
impacts due to decreased parking in these areas, leading to on-street parking and questioned if 
the plan addressed BMPs along streets where cars may park. Ms. Fink said that the developer 
would need to conduct a parking analysis to justify reduced parking. The parking plan must be 
legal and could include strategies such as car-sharing or aggressive transit plans. She clarified 
that on-street parking would need to be legal and not on dirt, with the plan addressing it as part 
of the project approval.  
 
Mr. Alling said he was concerned about potential disconnection between the plan and people's 
willingness to park where they want. He acknowledged the need for decreased vehicles but 
worried about pushing parking into areas without full BMPs, potentially causing impacts. 
 
Mr. Alling raised concerns about Phase 1, specifically addressing the process and analysis for 
accessory dwelling units and motel residential conversion (slide 4). He sought clarification on 
how the overall environmental process was considered, ensuring that the analysis was not 
piecemeal but considered the holistic impact of the entire process. Ms. Fink responded that for 
Phase 1 (allowing Accessory Dwelling Units) and Phase 2, they conducted an Initial 
Environmental Checklist (IEC). For Phase 3, they have funding to conduct an EIS, and anticipate 
that may be needed. The Phase 3 kick off meeting with the Tahoe Living Working Group is 
currently scheduled for January 31, 2024. A grant has been received from the State of California 
to partially fund the process, and they are currently soliciting for a consultant to assist with the 
process. Mr. Alling expressed the importance of the revised Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) 
coming back to the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) before going to the Governing Board, 
considering the role of the APC as a technical advisory committee. 
 
Mr. Drew mentioned concerns expressed by the community regarding transparency and the 
pace of the project. He asked staff if they could speak to those concerns so he could better 
understand the process.  
 
Ms. Fink replied that the process started in October 2021 with the Tahoe Living Working Group. 
Those meetings are publicly noticed and open to the public. They then went to the Governing 
Board in July 2022, to workshop and vet the work, and then back to the Tahoe Living Working 
Group in April 2023 with a more fleshed out proposal. After that began intensive outreach 
program throughout the summer, including farmers' markets and meetings with various 
community groups, website, webinars, surveys, articles, and ads in the Tribune. She said we do 
feel we have done quite a bit of outreach and gotten feedback, but we understand that people 
are seeing this could affect their community, and are willing to consider additional outreach. 
 
Mr. Drew asked if staff could walk through the process to the end. Ms. Bettinger said that they 
would be going before the Regional Planning Implementation Committee (RPIC) the following 

15

DRAFT



week, and then on to the TRPA Governing Board meeting on December 13, 2023, giving at least 
two more opportunities for public comment on this item. 
 
Building on Mr. Alling’s comments, Mr. Drew acknowledged that many of the public comments 
received so far expressed concern about the adequacy of the environmental review, particularly 
regarding potential cumulative impacts. He asked for more details on the depth of the 
environmental review to date and future steps.  
 
Mr. Marshall reminded the group of the scope of the project, amendments that apply to 
relatively restricted, both in number and location. So that is the project that was analyzed in the 
Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC). Mr. Marshall offered clarification that the revisions to the 
IEC are mainly language clarifications and not substantial additions to the analysis. Ms. Fink 
added that feedback received led to clarifications in how the proposal aligns with strategies 
related to wildfire and evacuation. 
 
Mr. Drew also referenced concerns and questions from the community about potential 
undesirable density overwhelming town centers. He is struggling with community members 
feeling like town centers will be overwhelmed, when the number of units is capped. These units 
can, and likely will happen, at one time or another, so really what is changing is the potential 
increase in density within town centers. 
 
Ms. Fink acknowledged concerns and emphasizes that the proposed changes don't increase the 
overall number of units but allow more flexibility by parcel. Basically, although this encourages 
already allowed density to be further concentrated in town centers, the only place it’s moving 
from is within the bonus unit boundary. This amendment would just allow individual parcels to 
have higher parcel density than before. 
 
Mr. Drew said the concept makes sense to him and he guesses it will make sense to a lot of 
people, but what’s hard is when you own the property next door to a parcel that will have 
increased density. He expressed the need for the community to decide the importance of the 
issue because it has to go somewhere. The whole point of town centers was to create a 
situation where some of these issues could be dealt with in the town centers. He recognized the 
importance of addressing concerns related to parking, water quality, and other impacts during 
the implementation phase, and the importance of sensitivity in addressing the challenges 
associated with increased density within town centers. 
 
Mr. Drew said concerns were also raised regarding the potential for luxury developments taking 
advantage of the proposed changes. He’s looking for where and how that can happen and asked 
for clarification. Ms. Fink said that one of the things that has come up is that people fear the 
term "achievable" is a euphemism for luxury development. Ms. Fink said that achievable deed 
restrictions limit the resale or rental of units to a certain income group, reducing the likelihood 
of luxury development. Anyone who can afford to buy at market rate will do so. 
 
Mr. Drew acknowledged the complex, emotional nature of the issue, and mentioned comments 
from both community members and developers, who felt these changes didn’t go far enough, 
highlighting the need for a balanced solution. He believes there are limitations on what can be 
addressed at the policy level and stressed the importance of local jurisdiction partners 
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addressing certain concerns during permitting. But the status quo is not acceptable, we need to 
move forward with something. 
 
Mr. Ferry also raised a question on the luxury development topic. He mentioned a recent 
approval for the 947 Tahoe project, that took advantage of the two-step subdivision process, 
leading to luxury condominium projects. He believes we learned from that, and it has led to 
some further changes. He asked about the possibility of a similar scenario occurring with the 
proposed changes. Ms. Fink said no, the proposed changes include requirements for affordable 
deed restrictions on units resulting from a two-step subdivision, if the current residents are 
low/moderate income. A monitoring and reporting program is also in place to ensure 
compliance with those deed restrictions. 
 
Mr. Drake agreed with Mr. Drew’s point that we are still taking about the same number of units, 
but the configuration has changed. We have a very serious problem, and we need action, and 
the reality is that changing height and density changes a community’s character – we need to 
decide what is most important -  expediently solving the problem, or preserving long-term 
community character. Regarding the proposed change to height, Mr. Drake asked if there has 
been any analysis of how many properties that would potentially unlock. Ms. Fink said we don’t 
know which parcels will take advantage, but we have about 180 vacant developable parcels in 
our town centers, and about 4 times that in multi-family areas. Again, there's only 946 bonus 
units left, and around half of those are already reserved for projects like Dollar Creek and Lake 
Tahoe Community College dorms. So we’re really only talking about 446 units that will be 
distributed among these areas and those parcels. 
 
Mr. Drake said the height issue is a hot button issue and it's not going away. He is personally less 
concerned about it, but through conversations with his community he has come to understand 
where people are coming from, and feels it's a very site-specific question to answer. He is pretty 
uncomfortable with proceeding with a basin wide solution and believes there are opportunities 
to do a zoning text amendment to allow for increased height on a particular parcel. Is that 
accurate that there is a process today to make a project work on a couple of key parcels where it 
makes sense. Mr. Marshall said the short answer is no. That would be a type of variance, and 
what they want to create is areas in which those individual projects can occur. That is why you 
see a general zoning approach to density, height, and coverage. The parcels would still have to 
meet all the project level findings, including height shading provisions. 
 
Mr. Drake observed the challenges faced by larger projects in terms of capital, public resources, 
discounted land, and lengthy CEQA processes. He sees smaller neighborhood-scale projects with 
fewer units and quicker turnaround times as potential opportunities. What can we do to reduce 
barriers for smaller projects, where it is more about density and less about height. This may 
meet less resistance and have a faster turnaround time. Ms. Fink said they had heard comments 
that they shouldn’t allow additional height, density, or changes to parking, but instead 
communities should focus on generating subsidies to offset the cost. That is the reasoning 
behind allowing local jurisdictions to opt out with alternative strategies, including the potential 
for local funding sources to subsidize projects. Another way to get at some of these projects will 
be addressed in Phase 3, which aims to assess TRPA's regulations, growth management system, 
and coverage transfers for equitable application based on project size. The expectation is that 
Phase 3 will make it easier for smaller projects. 
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Mr. Hitchcock expressed concerns about a one-size-fits-all approach, especially outside town 
centers. He suggested they consider an opt-in approach for local jurisdictions, allowing time for 
community discussions, particularly regarding the additional 11 feet in height. 
 
Ms. Setzer highlighted the unique housing situation in North Lake Tahoe and Placer County, 
where they have a majority (80%) of second homes. Given that, some changes are necessary for 
them to have workforce housing projects. They aren’t seeing these projects on the private side, 
and don’t have enough funding for subsidizing beyond tax credit-affordable projects. She added 
that she had recently participated in the Moving Mountain Summit, focused on workforce 
housing in western mountain towns. She can safely say we are behind compared to other 
mountain towns and there is an urgency to catch up. No one solution will be the answer, and we 
can find flaws in every approach. We’re hearing that from the public, but we don’t have a choice 
if we want our workers to live here. The upcoming Phase 3 will be very important in this toolkit 
of solutions. She clarified that the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area plan Amendments that we 
are bringing forward to TRPA in the next couple months are a completely separate process. I 
know there has been a lot of confusion from members of the public and I think it's because we 
are all playing catch up right now. 
 
Mr. Young reminded the group of APC members' involvement in the Tahoe Living Working 
Group, and encouraged others to check the group's members and attend their meetings in the 
new year. He said the group is thoughtful, focused, and dedicated to solving issues. He 
emphasized the diverse backgrounds of group members, contributing valuable viewpoints and 
asking challenging questions. The meetings are public and extremely transparent. He also gave 
recognition to the extensive research conducted by staff in response to questions raised by the 
working group. 
 
Mr. Young reflected on the adoption of the town center concept in the regional plan update, 
and said they had anticipated challenges and compromises. He emphasized the importance of 
not giving up on the concept despite the initial challenges. We really have just begun the work 
on implementing the town center concept. 
 
Mr. Ferry, in response to some comments that members are pro-developers and/or don’t care 
about the lake, gave clarification. He said they all care deeply for the lake and the community's 
environmental protection. Many live at the lake, and work every day to better the lake and 
ensure the protection of the basin. They are only pro-developer in the context of supporting 
affordable housing projects, and gave recognition of the need for developers to make a 
reasonable profit to incentivize affordable housing construction. He acknowledged the critical 
need for affordable housing units and the urgency to address the issue. He further clarified that 
these types of housing projects will involve a discretionary process involving public hearings and 
environmental analysis. So there will be additional analysis conducted at the project scale, with 
public comment and approval. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Mr. Stephen Prescott, co-owner of the Kings Beach Mountain Town Center, asked if the 
watershed improvement program would count as a stormwater treatment system for the 
additional coverage. 
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Ms. Bettinger responded that she would defer to Placer County to answer, but if it is certified 
area wide, recognized by the local jurisdiction, it would count.  
 
Ms. Ellie Waller said she thinks is bad timing - since we're in a financial paradigm shift in the 
world. She said localized impacts are really what we're talking about. She doesn't believe that 
any of us want to live next door to something that we didn't buy into originally. Yes, we need 
more affordable housing. The terminology is confusing to everybody. It's not about luxury. 
Sometimes there are reasons people don't want to rent or they have an unrealistic expectation 
of what their first homes are going to be. All of this comes into play. She noticed that Glenbrook 
was not shown as a multi-family area, but said it's very unlikely some developers would want to 
come in there. 
 
She said Placer County got ahead of the game and are trying to keep the height down, and 
would like to believe they won’t come back with another amendment for increased height.  
 
Ms. Waller said we are not addressing the lower-income issues, a lot of our workers won't be 
able to afford this. We call our community nurses, teachers, doctors, we don't call them 
bartenders, or restaurant workers. Phase 3, the equity, I just don't even know where to start 
after hearing all your comments today, some very thoughtful. With the Initial Environmental 
Checklist (IEC) coming out December 13th , why did the meeting not get postponed until then? 
 
Ms. Peggy Borland said she has been a resident of South Lake Tahoe since 1972. She thinks 
some of TRPA's policy of our past is worth reviewing. For decades, going back to the 1970’s, the 
TRPA allowed only one residential unit to be built on a parcel. No, duplexes, triplexes, or 
apartments were allowed to be built. Any multi-unit construction would have, according to the 
TRPA, been growth-inducing. New homes were being built no matter how large were only 
allowed to have two bathrooms, again because the TRPA considered that to be growth inducing. 
Also in the 1970’s the TRPA's warnings to be severely limiting any building going forward in the 
basin backfired and set off a building frenzy. El Dorado County, where I worked as a property 
appraiser at that time, was issuing 1,200 single family building permits a year in Tahoe. That 
happened two years in a row, a classic example of unintended consequences. Later during the 
redevelopment era in the 1990s, mobile home parks and apartment buildings were being torn 
down to make room for the tourism industry, and none of those workforce type housing were 
allowed to be replaced.  
 
Ms. Borland said these TRPA policies may have seemed like a good idea at the time, but they 
have created more problems than they ultimately solved. Fast forward, and today, using 
questionable Prosperity Center data, we're told that thousands of residential units are needed 
for workforce housing. In response the TRPA is proposing sweeping policy changes under a 
deceptive banner of housing and community by revitalization, that would promote the 
urbanization of parts of the Tahoe Basin. The new plan defies environmental protection. For 
decades building sprawl was forced on the basin by the TRPA's policy of one lot and only one 
unit to be put on it, with no option to build multi-units for workforce housing. Now the TRPA is 
proposing to fix the problems they created, by allowing five-story buildings, higher density, and 
almost no parking requirements - all this with no environmental impact study.  
 
Before new regulations are approved to allow more and more development, we need to first 
revisit the short-term rental issue. There are more than 5,000 permitted short-term rentals left 
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in the basin, and estimates of hundreds and hundreds more operating illegally. Contrary to what 
you might think, the vast majority of short-term rentals are what you would call workforce 
housing, 2- and 3-bedroom modest homes - not the multi mansions you hear about. This is 
existing housing that has been allowed to be converted to commercial use lodging. And because 
we have a housing crisis and not a tourist accommodation crisis, this is where the TRPA needs to 
turn their focus. Five years ago, in the City of South Lake Tahoe, the citizens took it upon 
themselves to find a remedy to what they identified as lack of housing. It took the form of a 
citizen’s initiative that ended up being called Measure T. That passed and today there is 
additional housing in that jurisdiction. And right this minute, residents of Douglas County are 
gathering signatures to do the same thing in their jurisdiction. It's time for the TRPA to start 
doing what the residents have taken the initiative to start the process of. 
 
Ms. Linda Witters said she attended the Meyers meeting on October 4, 2024, and some of what 
was said there has been left out today. Part of it is that the goals under this proposal include 
equity and climate change, which isn't even proper English. She said nobody talked today about 
the HIT grant. You took 2.5 million dollars to cause these new proposals to happen. And to not 
mention it, even when on your own website, Julie Reagan is quoted as saying, and I paraphrase, 
that TRPA has completely screwed up and incentivized luxury development over the years. No 
kidding, we know that. And then you're going to come out to Meyers, which isn't a walking 
town. Last year, the snow removal on the bike path couldn't be done. We got 60 feet of snow on 
South Upper Truckee Road 
 
When something like this came before the Douglas County commissioners last month, they said 
there's no such thing as no parking. There's not even such a thing as limited parking. You know 
what there is? There's parking in other people's neighborhoods. And that was vocalized by one 
of the Meyers advisory committee member who was there at the meeting on October 4th,  and 
he said when they did this in Oregon, the effects were not contained in the area which was 
addressed. The effects went to the neighboring neighborhoods. And when you talk about, well 
maybe they'll park on the road and if we have curb and gutter that'd be okay. What about snow 
removal conditions? This presentation has not been transparent, and you didn’t have your ducks 
in a row before you started this meeting, or the process. And then you think that because you've 
been out at farmers markets that people know? Are you not listening to people saying they have 
jobs and families? After the October 4th meeting, I tried to get on TRPAs website and look at the 
maps. I could not pull up the map of the town centers. Why? And you're saying we're all 
perfectly informed and this is transparent, I disagree. 
 
Ms. Witters said that anybody on the Advisory Planning Commission, which does not have an 
ombudsman, the person who represents the public. That position needs to be filled for this 
committee right here. And if you are a person who needs this housing in order to live in Tahoe, 
then you need to recuse yourself, whether you're on the Governing Board or you're on this 
advisory committee, because that is a conflict of interest. That's just the least of what I could 
say. 
 
Mr. John Messina said he liked what Linda had to say. There's an elephant in the room. I moved 
into a quiet little neighborhood, which you've now designated as a town center. There is now 
over 1,000 affordable housing and workforce housing units within a mile of my house. You know 
how many units are within a mile of the TRPA building here? Zero workforce or affordable 
housing. This is all what we call nimbyism. Let's build it over there. What are you doing in 
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realistic stuff? You're dumping everybody in our neighborhoods getting us higher densities, 
lower value properties. This is not the way to improve things. If you have more people that can 
live in a city, take some of this land over here and create a new city. Don't squeeze it until the 
quality of life here sucks. Because your job is supposed to be to preserve the quality of life in the 
Tahoe Basin. Just adding more people to it dilutes the quality of life. There's so many things that 
came up in this 3-hour meeting, I can’t address in 3 minutes, but you’re talking about setbacks. 
One of the worst things in this whole area is a 20-foot setback from the street is not sufficient. 
Cars are 20 feet long, then you add a 10-foot snowbank for snow removal, it’s not enough 
space. They just built a whole roll of duplexes with one parking space per unit, and in the winter, 
they're shoveling their snow out in the street because they have no place to dump it. Your job is 
supposed to be making sure people have places to dispose of their snow. You're talking about 
the quality of life for people who don't live here, you should be worrying about the quality of life 
for those of us who have lived here for 20 or 30 years. 
 
Mr. Patrick Taylor, with Alpine Corporation, said they specialize in developing achievable 
housing in the Lake Tahoe basin. He said he would address some of the questions and 
comments heard in this meeting. Most of the changes he’s heard for the new code are definitely 
needed, and some could go a little further. Particularly, what we need around the basin wide is a 
stormwater drain system. If there was a stormwater drain system, then we wouldn't have this 
problem. Now how do we implement that? That's the real challenge because that costs money.  
 
The next thing, the parking issue is easily done because when you build these buildings, they all 
should have parking underneath. That's where the height thing comes in. I sat down with my 
architect looking at these new code amendments on designing a new project. One of the 
questions that I heard today was, how many more units can you get with these code changes? 
With these new code changes, we were able to double the number of units, from 70 units to 
150. 
 
Mr. Taylor said what he hears from the public comments has no solutions. I haven't heard 
anybody talk about how we are going to solve the workforce housing issue. We all know it's a 
huge issue, and it doesn't help the environment. 
 
The next thing we're talking about is the lenders. I deal with lenders all the time because I have 
to finance these projects, and they cost an enormous amount of money. Basically our returns 
are so small, lenders ask me all the time, “why are you even doing this?”. I have no investors in 
our projects because I couldn't attract an investor, we make less than 3% of our return. So if I 
wasn't fortunate enough to have my own cash and capital put into these projects  it wouldn't 
get done. We really have to recognize all these facts and how difficult it is to build these 
achievable housing projects. The only other way you can do these affordable housing projects is 
to get money to come in like they did for Sugar Pine Village, which that's very hard to get 
because the basin is not really qualified to get most of that money. So you have to really look at 
all of this. These changes are desperately needed, and all of these changes help address this.  
 
Ms. Stacey Ballard, a 30-year resident in South Lake Tahoe, said she falls under extremely low 
income because I am on security disability. I was not disabled when I moved to South Lake 
Tahoe and just like most people, we will all get sick as we grow old. Many of us who are low 
income need our cars because we cannot rely on public transportation to get us to the places 
we need. My biggest issue is that I am now walking down streets I've walked down for the last 
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30 years and I'm seeing 10,000 square foot homes going in with 4 and 5 car garages, and yet you 
all want to shove us into a smaller places and take away our cars. I know this has to be done, but 
I think there has to be a middle ground found as far as coverage and heights that you are 
demanding the whole basin follow your rulings on. It’s not coverage just because we need more 
parking, it's coverage because we want bears walking through our neighborhoods. A lot of the 
drawings that you guys’ show are so deceptive because there's large trees around these huge 
buildings going in but that's not realistic. Also, I think the height is going to be a huge problem 
you are going to deal with. Again, I'm low income and I don't want 5 story buildings in here. 
I think we have to find some middle ground so I'm asking that you don't decide anything today. I 
think the public is confused because you haven't educated the community enough. This needs 
to be done. I think there needs to be more transparency. I'm wondering what input you've 
gotten from our different city councils and our elected members, that really care individually 
about each of our cities. Also be sure to build accessibility into all this please.  
 
Mr. Bill Chan, Tahoe Prosperity Center, said I'm commenting to thank TRPA for its efforts to 
increase workforce housing the basin, and to support the proposed housing amendment 
package. There are no perfect solutions to this incredibly complex housing challenge in Tahoe. 
However, these proposed changes will help increase the supply of the types of housing we need 
here, while preserving the environmental and community characteristics of the basin that we all 
cherish.  
 
Mr. Bob Poet said he agreed with Mr. Young on the mixed-use zoning ratio. The 60% might even 
have to be boosted to something like 70%. On your slide you show a picture of Alpine Coffee 
and that's on Highway 89. I'm familiar with the property and the upstairs portion is by no means 
50% of the total square footage unless you were to say that that upstairs would have access to 
the downstairs kitchen area. He likes the idea of having mixed use because you can alleviate the 
problem one at a time, dispersed over a wide area. That wouldn’t add to the density, which is 
one of his main concerns. If we have an emergency evacuation it could be a problem, especially 
if people don’t have cars. He advocated the need for taking baby steps in addressing housing 
challenges rather than trying to solve the complex housing problem in one swift move. Mr. Poet 
added that he presumes the presented amendments comply with federal housing laws. 
 
Ms. Ann Nichols, North Tahoe Preservation alliance, said it was an exaggeration to say these 
amendments were middle ground. She referred to a table she had distributed to the APC and 
staff, detailing the amendments' impact on the transition area. Ms. Nichols expressed 
disappointment in the complexity of the TRPA code, and highlighted the need for additional 
findings and a schedule for compliance measures. Ms. Nichols raised concerns about 
enforcement and income policing, and about increased density leading to potential traffic 
issues. Referring to the Boulder Bay project she questioned the claim of reduced traffic despite 
significant growth in square footage, and said that the studies always work for the project. She 
said these amendments are not ready and called for more time spent on environmental review 
and impact analysis. 
 
Ms. Kristina Hill, long term resident and ex-TRPA staff, said that a TRPA application for garage 
addition must make findings to show it won’t exceed the thresholds. She is really disappointed 
in the TRPA not being able to make those findings. There is a section in the staff report that says 
the findings were made in the 2012 Regional Plan Update – citing old, outdated documents as 
having done your homework for you. That is really troubling, and on that basis alone, the 
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process should be delayed to make the required findings. It also says in the staff report that 
amendments for additional height were not analyzed, leaving the developer to make the scenic 
research findings. If TRPA can’t make them, how can the developer? She is flabbergasted at the 
lack of environmental review for the proposed, monumental changes to the code. 
 
Ms. Helen Neff, Incline Village resident, highlighted safety concerns for residents and visitors 
due to proposed amendments. She called attention to the lack of clarity on achieving 
transportation goals, especially in areas where walking and biking are not safe. She shared a 
personal experience of being hit and severely injured while legally crossing State Route 28 in a 
crosswalk in 2021. Ms. Neff described Incline Village as not safe or comfortable for walking or 
biking due to safety concerns on State Route 28, and questioned how these amendments 
promote safety for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit users. Housing code amendments should 
address safety improvements and a crash rate far above the national average, and public transit 
options need to be provided before parking requirements are relaxed, not afterwards. Land use 
must also provide safe fire evacuation for all residents. She asked that they do not pass the buck 
on safety to other agencies or local jurisdictions – safety is part of equitable, comprehensive 
planning . 
 
Mr. Doug Flaherty, Tahoe Clean Air, said, as substantiated in my written comments, per the bi-
state compact, TRPA regulations and CEQA, the TRPA must prepare a new or supplemental 
EIS/EIR to the 2012 Regional Plan EIS/EIR before deciding to approve the proposed 
amendments. Failure to do so represents a prejudicial abuse of discretion on the part of the 
TRPA. The new or subsequent EIR must address the identification of wildfire evacuation routes 
and their capacity, safety and viability, and evacuation locations under a range of emergency 
scenarios, in line with California Government code 65302.15 A & B. Further, the new EIS/EIR 
must discuss significant new, important, life safety planning information contained in the CEQA 
2020 California Attorney General guidance best practices for analyzing and mitigating wildfire 
impacts of development projects. Failure to do so represents a prejudicial abuse of discretion on 
the part of the TRPA. He asked the APC to please read his written documents, and said finally, 
here we go again.  
 
We just learned that the Wednesday before the Governing Board meeting, we're going to get to 
see a brand new, revised Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC). Why do we keep doing this? You 
say on the one hand you're concerned about transparency and public trust, and we hear today 
on this very important item that you're going to roll out a revised environmental checklist. This 
is really egregious, it's shameful, it's outrageous. Why do you keep doing this? Just to use an IEC 
for this item, which is significant, is egregious shameful and outrageous. One of your members 
finally boldly spoke up. Please, let us see that environmental checklist long before it goes to the 
next committee or commission, and please bring it back to the APC before allowing this to go 
forward on your part. 
 
Ms. Pamela Tsigdinos said she like to really underscore this question of timeline and process and 
how difficult it has been for the public, those of us who do not understand acronyms, jargon, 
developer speak, to be able to parse exactly what is being proposed here. She wants to really 
underscore that the fact that there is no ombudsman means the public has no person to contact 
to really ensure that the public's perceptions, as well as issues are being adequately addressed. 
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Ms. Tsigdinos added, there's also no dedicated media, and I say this as someone who's a 
columnist. It is remarkable to me that an agency this large, that has this much scope of power 
has nobody monitoring, tracking, and giving the public a really clear understanding of what's 
happening. Without this media scrutiny, I believe there have been many decisions made that 
have never had the level of transparency that the public deserves.  
 
Ms. Tsigdinos said, I'd also like to talk about the timeline, in relation to how this is being laid out. 
The fact that we are not getting all the data up front, but it's coming close to when the 
Governing Board is going to make a decision. I want to double down on what Doug Flaherty said, 
we need more than two weeks to review an Environmental Impact Checklist. It really needs to 
be much more substantive - frankly, we need a much bigger environmental impact overview, by 
virtue of the fact that in 11 years much has changed, not only in the basin, not only in the 
climate, not only in the local populations. We have a very different world today than we did 11 
years ago.  
 
Ms. Tsigdinos added, I'd like to also point out that in 2022, Stanford University put out a study 
published in Nature Magazine, about the very real hazards of building in double hazard zones. 
This is exactly what TRPA is proposing. It sounds like you are creating a potential disaster by 
virtue of trying to put more building, more construction, into a very densely wooded area. Just 
imagine, we had one lane available to use this summer because of roadwork. If all of this 
construction goes on, and the green light goes, we are going to have some significant problems 
not only just going about our daily lives, but getting out of the basin in the event of an 
emergency. I'd also like to really underscore the importance of going slow. What is the rush? 
You could do a proof of concept in one area. If it's so wonderful, it will wow everybody, and we 
will understand how this will happen in other parts of the basin. 
 
Mr. Gavin Feiger, League to Save Lake Tahoe (LTSLT), expressed his appreciation for the work of 
the staff and commissioners. He highlighted concerns, which have been the same since the 
start, related to coverage, transportation impacts, and the need to protect the environment. 
The League to Save Lake Tahoe (LTSLT), want to support deed-restricted housing, and see the 
dire need for local housing, but emphasize the importance of balancing housing needs with 
environmental preservation. They very much support concentrating the remaining allowed 
development only to town centers initially, until they see they are working, and are opposed to 
expanding incentives to adjacent parcels. They would much prefer to see that in Phase 3, 
alongside a more detailed environmental review.  
 
Mr. Feiger said the two issues for League in these amendments are coverage and parking. These 
are inextricably linked – coverage may be the strongest protection for the lake in terms of land 
use development, and cars are bad for the environment. We need to change our car-centric 
planning. We need to ensure that the proposed coverage amendments only apply to the current 
946 bonus units, and the commercial needed to support those units (mixed-used definition). 
What it cannot do is condone additional coverage, above the base allowable, for any other 
development. For parking, they are unwilling to accept any additional coverage, over the base 
allowable. We need places for people not cars. As proposed, these amendments don’t require 
less parking, but they do allow it for renters that don’t need a parking space – and there are 
many of them out there. 
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Sophia Heidrich, Advocacy Director for Mountain Area Preservation (MAP), voiced concerns 
about the proposed amendments, particularly the potential for sprawl outside town centers. 
Sprawl goes against everything the TRPA stands for. Town center boundaries were thoughtfully 
developed – let’s respect them. Secondly, the proposed height, density, and coverage are out of 
character with the area. These amendments have the potential to drastically impact Tahoe. 
Some sites may be able to accommodate, but not 100’s across the basin. The TRPA needs to be 
more thoughtful about this process. Ms. Heidrich said she supported Mr. Drake’s comments, 
and urged TRPA to conduct a site analysis to identify specific parcels suitable for affordable and 
workforce housing. Third, she emphasized the need for thorough environmental review, 
pointing out flaws in relying on outdated analyses. Finally, she stressed the importance of 
enforcing restrictions on affordable and workforce housing. Without enforcement, this simply 
won’t work. 
 
Mr. Rob Olsen, full-time resident/employer for over 17 years, architect/builder, said there are 
major pitfalls in the current codes that hinder the number of workforce housing units that could 
be built today. He is working on his own workforce housing unit in Tahoe City, aiming for at least 
16 units. He expressed support for the proposed amendments, emphasizing potential benefits 
for both local and external developers. He advocated for keeping the momentum and pushing 
for approval from TRPA and local jurisdictions. He highlighted the positive environmental impact 
of having local workers living closer to their workplace, and urged action, arguing that inaction 
could further jeopardize the housing situation. Pushing these amendments down the road is a 
stall tactic, we need these updates. 
 
Ms. Tobi Tyler, Sierra Club - Tahoe Group, said they object to the proposed amendments, and 
requests APC members to vote against them. She expresses concerns about the lack of 
assurances and enforcement mechanisms for ensuring truly affordable housing. The proposal is 
a giveaway to developers, accusing it of incentivizing/encouraging, rather than mandating 
affordable housing. The TRPA sanctioned Tahoe Prosperity Center have devised this charade to 
increase development by masking it as affordable housing. The Sierra Club also opposes the use 
of the Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) for inadequate environmental evaluation, which will 
severely impact public safety during evacuations and stresses existing environmental issues in 
the Tahoe Basin. 
 
Ms. Leah Kaufman, retired 40-year land use planner in the Tahoe Basin, expressed concerns 
about impacts on transition areas and multifamily units not adequately discussed. She 
highlighted the need for notification of affected parties and suggested improvements (in a letter 
to the APC) to the achievable housing definition - land use planners and attorneys are always 
looking for loopholes. She said she criticizes the transparency of exhibits presented to the 
public, emphasizing the importance of clear information, and advocates for the bifurcation of 
outside town centers and references specific language in the Tahoe Area Plan for concentrating 
development and preserving SEZ (Stream Environment Zone) restoration.   
 
Ms. Emily Blackmer, Tahoe City resident, said she strongly supports measures to address the 
housing crisis. She wanted to share a voice/story to the people these amendments will support. 
Some are commuting from Reno, and some, like her, are already in the basin and living in 
unsuitable conditions. As a professional public servant, an involved community member, and 
lifetime resident of the basin, she and her cohorts are in a similar position – priced out of ever 
buying a home, while being worried about being kicked out of their rentals. Her family lives in a 
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400 sq. ft. apartment in Tahoe City, it’s small but provides a high quality of life in a denser, 
walkable community, per the proposed amendments. As two public servants, they would like to 
start a family, but can’t find anywhere affordable. When you’re talking about community 
character, and housing, you’re talking about me and my husband, and our future children, and 
whether we can live in this community I call home. 
 
Ms. Niobe Austere said she had sent three separate comments for the attention of the APC. 
Firstly, she asked why Phase 3 had not been considered before Phase 2. She emphasized the 
importance of addressing existing multi-family units and transition zones first. She expressed 
concerns about building heights and density, which takes a longer time to get through the public 
process. 
 
Ms. Austere questioned the accuracy of renderings presented to the public and highlights the 
need for transparency. She raised concerns about the ‘Achievable Housing’ definition, and 
suggests addressing loopholes related to business licenses, and opposed developments 
exceeding three-four stories, emphasizing the impact on community character. She supported 
the idea of identifying specific lots for multi-family development around the lake rather than 
implementing an overall zoning change. 
 
Mr. Jackson Rialo thanked TRPA staff, and all involved in bringing forward the proposed 
amendments, acknowledging the extensive research and effort. He said he agrees with 
comments made by Emily, Rob Wilson, and Patrick Taylor, emphasizing the need for 
amendments to incentivize desired housing types. 
 
Mr. Rialo highlighted the need to bring amendments that support affordable housing. Many of 
the people that would benefit from these amendments are unable to show up these meetings. 
As a professional South Lake Tahoe resident, and as a land use planning consultant, he said 
current code standards incentivize luxury housing that everyone complains about. These 
amendments offer a step forward to incentivize the housing we need to see in our communities. 
Looking to Phase 3, he encouraged TRPA to evaluate whether including condominiums, or 
creating a separate use category for specific subdivisions could address equity concerns. 
 
Ms. Kathy Julian expressed agreement with Emily's comments on the need for workforce 
housing. As a resident of Incline Village, she understands the need to incentivize that. But 946 
units are precious, and she is concerned that the amendment language is not ensuring that units 
go to local workers. She suggested a focus on rental housing and consideration of income caps. 
Ms. Julian recommends dropping changes to non-town centers, and making amendments to 
language to address suggestions made during the meeting accordingly. 
 
Ms. Rebecca Bryson said she had been working on housing issues for 5-6 years. She fully 
supports no parking minimums and is glad to see that highlighted, she also strongly advocates 
for the density amendments – small, environmentally-friendly housing, she also supports 
coverage as mitigate by stormwater requirements. 
 
Mr. Alex Tsigdinos said he would like to add his skepticism around this plan, with the objective 
of more workforce housing, that include dramatic changes to town centers. If you move forward 
with this an easy way to get there is limiting or capping STR’s (short term rentals). We have 
5,000 STR’s units in the basin, 1,000 here in Incline Village, and it’s wrong that young families 
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living might be lucky to find 1-2 rental options. Secondly, I’m skeptical of deed restrictions. I 
understand we have 50+ deed restricted units that have not been enforced – which may also 
apply to new buildings that would become STR’s. The 947 project is a potential example. 
Regarding, the ‘walkable downtown’, it’s a great thought, maybe for San Diego, but it’s a 
challenge it the basin, where we get snow by the foot.  
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Chair Ferry invited additional clarification from staff. Ms. Karen Fink replied to comments 
around enforcement on deed restrictions, and the issue related to that part of the definition of 
‘achievable’ relies on the occupants of the household having a business license or tax address in 
the Tahoe-Truckee region, and concerns that it may be too easy to get a business license in 
Truckee. She said that Ms. Kaufman had submitted language from Summit County that 
tightened down that requirement, to require that, if a household is self-employed, they need to 
demonstrate that at least 30 hours of their average week work, requires them to be in the 
region. We did not specifically include that when we brought this forward because we feel like 
we have a lot of people (contractors etc.) who may some years have more work outside of the 
basin. So those are the people that we want to capture. But if the APC wants to discuss that I 
want to put that out as something we would like to hear from local government, in terms of 
what workers you want to make sure we capture, and who you're not as concerned about. 
 
Ms. Fink said she also wanted to speak to the enforcement of deed restrictions. We have 
embarked on a pretty robust enforcement system this year per the requirements in the code, 
and also based on some violations that we saw in Incline Village, we started reaching out to all 
of the Incline Village homeowners, who have deed restrictions, and that has been successful. So 
we are enforcing these units, and we plan to continue that with funding to continue the 
enforcement. 
 
Ms. Bettinger added that these amendments do not propose changing any setbacks with this 
proposal. She added that the bonus unit boundary right now encompasses both town centers 
and the areas that are zoned for multi-family.   
 
Mr. Steve Teshara asked Mr. Marshall if TRPA code amendments had to apply region wide. Mr. 
Marshall agreed that was generally accurate, but said we also have the ability to provide zoning 
to smaller or special areas. Mr. Teshara said he learned two basic things this morning. One was 
that because you have to have an existing registered area wide storm drain, the areas of the 
basin where this could apply if it went forward are pretty limited. Mr. Marshall confirmed that 
was correct for the increased coverage incentives. Mr. Teshara said that the practical reality is 
that it's pretty limited opportunities that we're talking about. He thinks a lot of people are 
concerned that this is a broad swath of new opportunities, or a gift to developers, although he is 
pretty certain that people are not in the affordable housing business to make a huge profit. 
 
Mr. Teshara said he is concerned about the whole issue of who goes first, whether it's the TRPA 
or local governments, and whether you opt in or opt out. He questioned whether by doing this 
we are creating additional challenges and work for the local governments. Mr. Marshall said he 
does not think so. Code amendments become effective 60 days after Governing Board approval. 
If local governments agree with these provisions, they don't need to do anything. If they want to 
do something different, then they need to opt out and say, we want a different mix of criteria 
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here. We're going to get the same result, but we think we can do that by utilizing inclusionary 
zoning, plus this or that technique. There is no requirement for the local jurisdictions to do a 
plan amendment to have these go into effect. But if they wanted to do something different 
there would be. Mr. Hester said they (TRPA) have spoken with the City Manager, Assistant City 
Manager, and New Development Services Director, and they asked for the option to create their 
own version, so that's part of the reason it is the way it is. 
 
Mr. Teshara said some local governments have more capacity to process things than others, and 
that’s a concern. He added that the fundamental principle of the Regional Plan of 2012 was that 
TRPA would partner with local governments to implement the Plan. He wants to make sure 
we're not unduly burdening some of the local governments that may not have the capacity to 
keep up with their end of the deal. 
 
Mr. Teshara added that he does not recall any time that the APC has received so many 
comments. To him that means we're probably not ready to move forward today, we have some 
things to address. He’d like to see the revised IEC come back to APC before moving onto the 
Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC) and Governing Board. He also expressed 
concern around the timing and complexity of many different meetings at this time of year, and 
said that it is hard for the public to follow. 
 
Then there's the APC and the RPC and the Governing Board and it's hard to follow, if I didn't just 
do this full time it would be hard to follow, and so I appreciate the public having some struggles 
with trying to understand where we're going and what we're doing. He thinks it would be 
important for us to not stop the process, but to slow it down to give it a little bit more thought. 
 
Mr. Marshall said that the APC can recommend the IEC come back to them if that is their 
direction of choice. Mr. Ferry said his thought on it is that if the changes are non-substantial, 
(say, just some context, and adding reference to the Attorney Generals’ memo on wildfire 
evacuation), he does not need to see that again for a technical review. If the changes are 
substantial (changes to the analysis or conclusion for example) then yes, I think we should see it. 
 
Ms. Simon said I would like to associate with Mr. Teshara's comments and added that I'm 
concerned that we seem to be dependent on 2012 data to base decisions that will affect us for 
years to come. While the scope of the universe that we're discussing here might be small, the 
decisions that we make will have implications for the basin as a whole. One thing that really 
bothers me is the transportation and parking issues. In most areas of the basin we do not have 
reliable transportation, so one car per unit seems to be a reasonable amount, not 0 or a 0.75. 
And I'm not sure how increased height will result in more achievable or affordable housing. I 
don't think I can support the amendments as they're presented today. 
 
Mr. Young agreed with Mr. Ferry that he does not need to see the revised IEC unless something 
really remarkable comes of it, which he does not expect. I think that we've had a very good 
review and discussion today, and it's time to try something. It's time to get started and keep 
moving, there are no disasters here. If the new checklist turns out to show us something 
significant, the TRPA as a whole will surely act on that. I am ready for a motion and ready to 
move forward on this item. 
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Mr. Drake said STRs (short term rental) and VHRs (vacation home rental), and how they have 
wildly distorted our market, came up several times. How much discussion of STR reform has 
there been as part of the housing working group? Mr. Hester said the Local Government 
Committee of the Governing Board spent two years on it. Their direction was to have each local 
government address it. While that sounds like a nice solution, where those units are, and the 
types of people who need affordable housing, are not the same – it’s different locations and 
different types of units. Ms. Fink said that the numbers show that even if restrictions were 
applied it would only add 500-900 units, which is not enough to address the problem. She added 
that vacant second homes are really causing the vast majority of the inequities that we face. 
 
Mr. Drake said another comment that came up was about considering adding an income cap to 
the definition of achievable. He believes that could eliminate the concern about any these deed 
restricted units becoming high end or luxury units. Ms. Fink said we previously had an income 
cap that was tied to the income needed to afford the median priced home. We got a lot of 
feedback that the income cap was not very useful. For instance, in Washoe County it was 540% 
of AMI, because that's the level of income you need to be able to afford the median price home 
in Washoe County. Then in Placer County we heard that it was too low - even people who are 
making two professional incomes still could not afford the median price home under those caps. 
So, we looked to other areas like Summit County, Eagle County and Vale, who have just a 
workforce restriction, not an income restriction, and we made that change in April of 2023. So 
we did take that specific change to the Governing Board. If it's a big enough issue we can revisit 
it, but we have vetted that and brought it forward for consideration already.  
 
Mr. Drake said the height piece is the most contentious for obvious reasons, it's the most 
sensitive to our community. Has there been any analysis on what gains we could see with just 
density and parking improvements. Ms. Bettinger said the affordability level would be higher 
because you can fit more units in a taller building. Mr. Hester said the amendments all work 
together, without each piece the costs can’t be pushed down to moderate/low levels, and 
subsidies would be required. 
 
Mr. Drew said a more cautious approach could be to focus on the town centers first. That could 
also support the concept of deed restrictions enforcement because I know that was also an 
issue. I think it is pretty unrealistic to relax the parking standards completely. It is the Tahoe 
Basin and people are going to need automobiles to get to services off the hill. So he would 
suggest that one parking space per unit is probably more realistic. Mr. Drake said I think the idea 
is to decouple parking from the building itself, and let the market, the developer decide what 
they want to provide. That would allow some of these units to be even less expensive for people 
who don't own cars. For those who do, and value that, they can choose to rent a unit that has a 
parking spot with it and pay a little more for it. While they may be the minority, there are quite 
a few low-income people who do not own cars, and would love to have a more affordable unit 
and not be paying for somebody else's parking space. To me, that's the bigger piece of this 
equation, and I strongly support the parking reforms - if we do one thing today I want to see 
that pass. 
 
Ms. Chandler said I'm just not comfortable with going ahead and approving all of these at this 
point. It almost seems like it would have made more sense to go through each chapter 
individually because it's too much of a bundle for us to go forward. I really agree with Mr. 
Teshara that we need to think a little bit more about this. 
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Mr. Ferry said it's bundled because these things all work together, and that’s why we see a 
complicated motion. Mr. Ferry said he is comfortable moving forward, with the addition of a 
motion to say that if the IEC changes substantially it will come back to the APC for consideration.  
To him, these amendments are very narrow and targeted, and these 946 units are already ready 
to be used, in basically the same areas. I understand height is a big issue and I think locals need 
to take that on and change that if it’s a local concern. 
 
Ms. Setzer said she was ready to move forward with approval of the entire package. She agrees 
these amendments are very targeted and don't apply to a blanket area of zone districts or 
parcels. They still have to meet scenic standards, and will still need County environmental 
review. So there are many steps before major change actually happens. 
 
Mr. Teshara said if somebody wanted to propose a motion that was narrower in scope than the 
whole package, he could be okay with that. He added that Placer County did a pretty good job in 
responding to the public comments they received on the Tahoe Basin Area Plan amendments, 
with a detailed comprehensive response to comments. He suggested the staff consider creating 
a similar document for these amendments. 
 
Mr. Young made a motion to recommend approval of the required findings (Attachment A), 
including a finding of no significant effect, for the adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances Chapters 1, 13, 36, 37, 31, 30, 34, 52, and 90; and changes to the Goals and Policies, 
Land Use and Housing Sections; that would only apply to projects applying for deed-restricted 
bonus units 
 
Ms. Stahler seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Moroles O’Neil, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Kuchnicki, Mr. Drew, Ms. Setzer, Mr. 
Hitchcock, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Young, Mr. Ferry 
 
Nays: Ms. Simon, Mr. Teshara 
 
Mr. Teshara quantified that the only reason he voted no is because he believes we should do a 
little bit more work on responding to the public comments. 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
Mr. Young made a motion to recommend approval and adoption of Ordinance 2023-__ 
(Attachment C), amending Ordinance 87-9, as amended, for the adoption of amendments to the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 1, 13, 36, 37, 31, 30, 34, 52, and 90; and changes to the 
Goals and Policies, Land Use and Housing Sections; that would only apply to projects applying 
for deed-restricted bonus units 
to the TRPA Governing Board. 
 
Ms. Stahler seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Moroles O’Neil, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Kuchnicki, Mr. Drew, Ms. Setzer, Mr. 
Hitchcock, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Young, Mr. Ferry 
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Nays: Ms. Simon, Mr. Teshara 
 
Mr. Teshara quantified that the only reason he voted no is because he believes we should do a 
little bit more work on responding to the public comments. 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
Mr. Ferry made a motion to recommend that in the event the Initial Environmental Checklist 
(IEC) is substantially amended, the proposed amendments return to the Advisory Planning 
Commission for review and recommendation, before proceeding to the Regional Planning 
Implementation Committee 
 
Mr. Drew seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Moroles O’Neil, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Kuchnicki, Mr. Drew, Ms. Setzer, Ms. 
Simon, Mr. Hitchcock, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Young, Mr. Teshara, Mr. Ferry 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
 

VI.A. Agenda Item No. VI.A. 2020 US Census Demographics for the Tahoe Region 
 
 This item was continued to the December APC Meeting. 
 
 

       VII. REPORTS 
  

A. Executive Director 
 

TRPA Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Director, Mr. John Hester provided an update on what 
Governing Board actions have been taken on recent APC recommendations. Threshold 
Standards have been referred to a meeting of the TUISWG (Threshold Update Initiative Strategic 
Working Group), tentatively scheduled for December 19, 2023. 
 
As far as upcoming topics, Placer County will be bringing Tahoe Basin Area Plan amendments 
before the APC in December 2023, and in the Spring we will see mixed-use amendments, 
climate smart amendments, possible area plan amendments for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 
Washoe County and Douglas County 
 

       B.    General Counsel 
 

Mr. Marshall said we got a positive recommendation out of the magistrate overhearing the 
Miller versus TRPA case which challenged the Ski Run cell tower. This was a very limited case to 
the increased depth of excavation required by a different type of foundation. The court 
recommended to the district court that TRPA prevail against all the claims of Mr. Miller. 
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C. APC Member Reports  

Mr. Hitchcock advised that the City council held the first reading of the City's inclusion housing 
ordinance this week. The second reading is scheduled for December. 

 
       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

None. 
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Ms. Simon moved to adjourn 
 
 Chair Ferry adjourned the meeting at 2:07 p.m. 
 
 

                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
 

Tracy Campbell 
Clerk to the Advisory Planning Commission 

 

The above meeting was recorded in its entirety. Anyone wishing to listen to the recording of the above-
mentioned meeting may find it at https://www.trpa.gov/meeting-materials/. In addition, written 

documents submitted at the meeting are available for review. If you require assistance locating this 
information, please contact the TRPA at (775) 588-4547 or virtualmeetinghelp@trpa.gov. 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency      December 6, 2023 
Zoom 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

                         
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Mr. Ferry called the meeting to order at 9:32 a.m. 
 

Members present: Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Drew,  Mr. Ferry, Mr. Hill, 
Ms. Jacobsen, Mr. Hitchcock (for Ms. Roverud), Ms. Simon, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Drennan (for Mr. 
Stephen), Mr. Teshara, Mr. Young 
 
Members absent: Ms. Ferris, Mr. Letton, Ms. Moroles-O’Neil. Mr. Smokey 
 

 
        II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
  Mr. Ferry deemed the agenda approved as posted. 
 
 

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 

Ms. Ellie Waller said she wanted to address the overarching theme of regional growth, and how 
it directly relates to both agenda items, particularly focusing on Truckee, Carson City, and Reno. 
 
Reno has had over 35,000 permits in recent years, and it does affect the basin. She said the 
current economic issues have a widespread impact, affecting both residents and the tourist 
population. It's often a roller coaster ride for developers navigating through these challenges. 
 
She is conscientious about the cost of living in Tahoe. Although she no longer reside there, this 
remains her backyard, and she is happy to continue participating.  
 
Shifting to the second topic about recusal, Ms. Waller said that yesterday, Placer County 
Supervisor Gustafson, who also happens to be the TRPA Governing Board Chair, had to recuse 
herself from discussions on two Kings Beach projects. Ms. Waller said her recusal was related to 
financial issues, highlighting the importance of addressing such matters. She understands that 
from time to time, similar situations may arise for each local jurisdiction, and it's important to 
be prepared for these occurrences. Ms. Waller proposed that we consider delving into further 
discussions about recusal policies to ensure transparency and fair representation in our future 
endeavors 
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IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

November minutes continued to the next Advisory Planning Commission meeting. 
 
 

V.        PUBLIC HEARINGS 
                 

Agenda Item No. V.A. US Census Demographics Tahoe Region 
 
Mr. Ken Kasman, TRPA Research and Analysis Department Manager presented the item. He said 
he was there to discuss critical issues within our community, specifically addressing concerns 
related to overuse of resources, traffic problems, and a perceived gap between local sentiments 
and actual data.  
 
Mr. Kasman said the efforts involve a comprehensive analysis of diverse datasets, attempting to 
better understand the concerns expressed by community members during public meetings and 
engagements. 
 
At a national level, the repercussions of COVID-19 have significantly impacted outdoor 
recreation, with approximately 7 million new participants since 2019. This surge has not only 
enriched the local economy but has also strained the region's infrastructure. Challenges have 
become evident, ranging from overcrowded national parks to increased litter on beaches post-
holidays. The inadequacy of infrastructure to support this influx has become apparent, 
particularly concerning parking and overall facility management. 
 
Mr. Kasman said that Tahoe's economic landscape has shifted from a focus on gaming to 
prioritizing outdoor recreation. This transition is reflected in the decline of casino-related 
employment and revenue. The impact extends beyond casinos, affecting schools, population 
dynamics, and the broader employment sector. 
 
Mr. Kasman said the data also shows that climate change has positioned Tahoe as a refuge for 
communities seeking respite from valley heat. Data from the Science Council indicates a 
doubling in traffic to Tahoe when temperatures rise in the valleys, emphasizing the region's 
appeal during temperature spikes. 
 
Addressing concerns about the 2020 census data, Mr. Kasman said it is crucial to recognize that 
the US Census Bureau conducts a census every 10 years. The 2020 census data stands as the 
most accurate and up-to-date information available for understanding the region's population 
dynamics as of December 2023. He said the Census Bureau produces other products that are 
slightly timelier than the decennial census. The American Community Survey, conducted 
annually, has the current vintage of information from 2021. The 2022 data is expected to be 
released next week, providing updated population information for the country and for Tahoe. 
 
Mr. Kasman said we acknowledge the importance of using the 2020 census data, as it is the 
latest available information. While we await more recent data, we are exploring various 
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indicators and datasets to address the observed disconnects between public perceptions and 
actual population trends. 
 
The regional population in 2020 was 55,800 full-time residents, showing a relatively flat trend 
from 2010. Notably, between 1990 and 2000, there was a nearly 20% increase, but since then, 
one in every nine residents has left the region, leading to a significant decline. 
 
Drilling deeper into the data, on the Nevada side, there was a 7% increase in population from 
2010 to 2020. In contrast, the California side experienced a 2% drop, while the state of California 
grew by 6%. This divergence is noteworthy and runs counter to statewide trends. 
 
Examining the North and South Shores separately, the North Shore saw a 2% increase overall, 
with Incline Village and Crystal Bay contributing most to this growth - Incline Village experienced 
the fastest growth at about 8%. On the South Shore, the population remained flat. 
 
Mr. Kasman said that contrary to some public perceptions of a significant population increase, 
the census data indicates an average annual growth of about 1% between 2010 and 2020, 
showing a more modest change than what some community members have reported. 
 
Looking at age demographics, slide 9, a notable trend is that Tahoe's population has been aging, 
indicating a significant shift in population composition beyond the natural process of aging. The 
median age in Tahoe is currently 44 years old, with more residents over 50 than under 35. This 
signifies a significant shift from the peak in 2000, when 40% of the population was under 30. The 
region gained 8,000 residents over 55 but lost 15,000 residents under 30, illustrating a 
substantial demographic change. 
 
Mr. Kasman said another trend is the doubling of high-earning households since 2000. While 
this may initially seem positive, it indicates a loss of lower-income residents, not just an increase 
in income levels. The data reveals a 44% increase in households earning more than $75,000 and 
a 35% decrease in lower-income areas. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen asked if they have data on local job trends versus commuters? Mr. Kasman replied 
that the American Community Survey provides insights into commute patterns and work 
locations. However, due to the five-year average nature of the data, the most recent available is 
from 2017 to 2021. We anticipate more accurate post-COVID trends with the 2022 data, and 
efforts are underway to collaborate with employers for additional insights. 
 
Moving on to various data sets, Mr. Kasman said they explored different patterns to bridge gaps 
between census data and community perceptions. Analyzing entry and exit volumes, slide 12, it 
was noted that traffic volumes have not yet reached historical peaks, even with the post-COVID 
recovery. Looking to hotel rooms rented, slide 13, there's a consistent theme of recovery post-
recession and post-COVID, but numbers remain below historical highs. Passenger volumes at 
Reno Tahoe Airport, slide 14, show a similar pattern, with a slow recovery, expected to surpass 
2019 but remain below early 2000’s levels. 
 
On slide 15, regional employment data reveals a 20% drop since 2000, with over 9,000 jobs lost. 
Twice as many jobs were lost on the south shore compared to the north shore, directly related 
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to decreases in casino employment. While the number of business establishments is slowly 
increasing, the employee count continues to decrease. 
 
Mr. Kasman said this troubling trend persists in K-12 school enrollment, with a 46% loss on the 
Nevada side and a 22% decrease overall since the peak in the 2000’s. 
 
In seeking additional insights, Mr. Kasman said they examined regional water use data, 
indicating fluctuations but no clear pattern pointing to a substantial increase in population. 
A travel time analysis on various road segments throughout the region revealed that congestion 
is more linked to seasonal factors like road construction and winter conditions, rather than a 
fundamental increase in population. 
 
Mr. Kasman said the perception of overcrowding might stem from changes in behavior and an 
increase in second home use, impacting popular areas such as trails and beaches. He added that 
second homes account for 50% of the residential units in the region, many of them vacation 
home rentals, with up to 80% on the West Shore. Even a 1% change in usage of those second 
homes could represent 500-600 additional people. Day use visitation has certainly increased, 
with a lot more activity on the east shore. Mr. Kasman said they are seeing that people recreate 
in different places because of the availability of information, so locals are feeling that their 
hidden spots are now overrun, and there are more people out on the trails and beaches where 
they didn’t use to be. That makes it feel more crowded. 
 
Traffic patterns on Highway 50 showed a 30% decrease in southbound traffic (towards South 
Shore Casinos) and a 50% increase in northbound traffic (towards Incline and the East Shore).  
In some data, there's a significant change in the number of trips ending in certain corridors. 
Although volumes are not large, we're witnessing an increase in traffic going north on the East 
Shore, leading to issues like roadside parking. 
 
Mr. Kasman said trips to Sand Harbor during COVID showed record visitation in 2020, with a 
potential to surpass in 2021. However, closures due to the Caldor fire in 2021 and a drop in 2022 
indicate that the COVID peaks did not sustain, and visitation has subsided in recent years. 
 
Changes in behavior show earlier trips ending at Sand Harbor on weekends, aligning with earlier 
parking lot occupancy. Another pattern shift is seen in the distribution of trips through casino 
corridors, indicating people are exploring different locations rather than staying at casino 
parking lots. In the late 1980’s-1990’s, for every 100 vehicles that came into the region, we 
would have 120 vehicles pass through the casino corridors. Today it is half that, at 60 trips 
through the casino corridors, but the volumes are the same. People are going to different 
places, so the strategic focus is on accommodating these shifts in usage patterns and managing 
behaviors rather than focusing solely on capacity. 
 
Mr. Kasman closed by thanking his team, and providing links to interactive tools accessible 
through the open data page, providing access to census data and more: 
 
Demographics Data: https://data-trpa.opendata.arcgis.com/pages/demographics 
2020 Census Report: https://monitoring.laketahoeinfo.org/socioecon 
Tahoe Roadway Congestion Report: 
https://monitoring.laketahoeinfo.org/MonitoringProgram/Detail/77 
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APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Drew said there's a need to differentiate between macro and micro data, especially in 
regions like Placer County, El Dorado County, and the Truckee Meadows. The population growth 
and trends at a micro-level may differ from broader regional perspectives. The bottom line is 
that the populations of both California and Nevada have grown substantially, but the areas 
adjacent to the Lake Tahoe basin have grown substantially faster, and those have direct impacts. 
 
Mr. Drew added that the shift in travel patterns, like the number of people per car, is 
challenging to obtain but crucial. Some places in the country have observed more people per 
vehicle, increasing the number of individuals. That data is really important to a place like Tahoe 
with limitations in physical growth. There will never be enough beaches or trails for the amount 
of people. Mr. Drew highlighted the challenge of managing this increasing visitation. The impact 
of population changes and outdoor activities on existing resources is a significant concern. 
 
Mr. Drews suggested that the change in how people interact with Tahoe is related to how Tahoe 
is being marketed. Fundamentally, visitors are going to where they are being directed. He said it 
would be interesting to explore the relationship between marketing campaigns, outdoor 
recreation amenities, and visitor behavior. The impact of marketing efforts on trailhead and 
parking lot usage could provide valuable insights. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said she appreciates the data presentation and finds the shift from casinos to 
recreation encouraging. She emphasized the need to manage the increasing tourism and focus 
on strategies to bring back locals to support the service industry. Ms. Jacobsen expressed 
concern about the decline in local employees and businesses facing challenges due to a lack of 
workforce. She suggested they think strategically about projects and programs to address 
housing issues and make the region more affordable for locals. 
 
Mr. Kasman added that one of the reasons for this item/presentation was due to its relevance in 
connecting the various TRPA strategic priorities, including transportation, destination 
stewardship, and workforce housing.  
 
Ms. Stahler agreed this was very valuable information and inquired about any plans to share the 
information with other groups, such as the Tahoe Executive Interagency Steering Committee, or 
the Environmental Improvement Program (EIP). She noted an emphasis on the Nevada side 
examples (Sand Harbor, SR 28 Corridor, Incline Village), and said there are a lot of planning 
efforts underway to address visitation and enhance recreation facilities along the corridor. Mr. 
Kasman said this presentation has also been given to the TRPA Governing Board and the Tahoe 
CEO roundtable. He emphasized TRPA’s willingness to share this data, and added that the 
detailed information is available on the TRPA website. 
 
Mr. Drake commended the presentation and asked about micro-level data, specifically about 
data on employees in the Tahoe Basin and commuting patterns. Mr. Kasman referred to the 
upcoming American Community Survey for updated information. It is a five-year average, so he 
acknowledged the research gap. They would like to have more data and are reaching out to 
local employers for more precise data. Mr. Kasman said they are also exploring big data tools, 
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especially regarding changes in commute patterns post-casino job loss, and post-pandemic work 
schedules. Mr. Hester added that 25% of TRPA employees are from outside the basin, and he 
imagines that is fairly typical depending on job type. 
 
Mr. Young expressed gratitude to TRPA for maintaining a science-based approach. He 
appreciates the data presentation, and its role in raising important questions. Mr. Young said it 
validates the perception that homes in the region are marketed based on proximity and access 
to Tahoe, not for gaming participation but to enjoy outdoor recreation. It’s in every real estate 
brochure and the data shows some of the impact of that. 
 
Mr. Young questioned whether local employment is coming back. He said that with the 
redevelopment efforts in Crystal Bay there are significant environmental redevelopment 
opportunities aligned with the Regional Plan, and the number one barrier is finding employees 
willing to work the projects due to housing and commuting affordability issues. 
 
Mr. Young raised concern about the potential for unintentional invalidation of community 
members' feelings and experiences. He acknowledged the importance of being careful in 
framing presentations and project discussions. He said while it is important for us all to know 
that the data doesn’t always show what we are hearing, we must be careful to not accidentally 
invalidate community members' emotions and experiences. He requested careful consideration 
in how information is presented in future interactions with community members. 
 
Ms. Simon agreed with Mr. Youngs remarks and described her direct experience of sitting in 
traffic for four hours for what used to be a 20-minute drive, so people do have these real-life 
experiences.  She suggested staff explore the influence of technology, such as computer-based 
systems in gaming and restaurants, on employment trends. She also recognized the role of 
social media in influencing visitation patterns and activities in the region. When the spring 
flowers bloom everyone heads up to see them and there is now a sign to Chickadee Ridge, so 
they will be very well fed this year. 
 
Looking to demographic shifts Ms. Simon said we do have an aging population in the United 
States and that’s reflected in the demographic statistics presented. She noted the implications 
of an aging population on travel, residence choices, and the need for senior services. 
 
Ms. Chandler questioned if any consideration had been given to undocumented workers and 
how that might affect the data presented. Mr. Kasman said they used data from the Census 
Bureau Report, and he doesn’t know how that report treats illegal workers – his guess is that it 
does not, but he will investigate 
 
Ms. Chandler also asked about water use in the basin, and whether any consideration was given 
to factors like drought, watering restrictions, and water usage during events like fires and 
evacuations. Mr. Kasman said the data showed some of the efficiency improvements in water 
use, which he believes are indicative of conservation measures. But the drops in overall water 
use exceeds those efficiency improvements so it does show a larger reduced use of water.  
 
Mr. Drake said we have two seasons in Tahoe – snow removal and construction. He expressed 
concern about the impact of road construction on travel times and suggested a need for better 
coordination. He asked if there were any interagency efforts to coordinate construction projects 
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and strategic discussions about optimizing the timing and execution of such projects. Mr. Ferry 
said El Dorado County does attend coordination meetings, but it’s far from perfect. He 
acknowledged the challenges in achieving perfect coordination due to factors like funding 
availability, environmental documents, and workload balancing. Ms. Jacobsen said Placer 
County also have coordination meetings but it’s a limited season so it’s a constant challenge to 
keep up on that. Mr. Drew said the single biggest impact on coordination is the low bid 
contracting that local governments are forced to use. If they could use best value, and have 
more flexibility it would provide tremendous opportunity for improved coordination.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Ms. Ellie Waller thanked Mr. Kasman for the American Community Update and what that 5-year 
data may change in all our planning documents going forward. Lots of conundrums of things to 
address and manage. She has been in Tahoe for 20 years and is part of the aging demographic 
that tries to stay put in the region. There’s also not just finding employees but keeping them – 
each jurisdiction has different levels of employment payment, and we lose good people to 
different states. Lots of conundrums with short term rentals and how we look at them, is it high 
season when the people are feeling more compacted in their local neighborhoods. Just the 
general impacts of short-term rentals that should be analyzed more. We have an event center 
now, we’re going to get a hockey team, what is that going to do to the South Shore. Our 
shoulder seasons don’t look like shoulder seasons anymore. We’re all discussing different ways 
to look at this data, and how the general public lives there, the general public commutes. A 
report from the Reno-Tahoe regional airport said they are expanding their market. Lots of things 
lend not just to the specific data in Tahoe, but also to regional issues. Technology has changed 
our lives, COVID has changed our lives. 
 
Ms. Yolanda Knaak said the most important thing is that there is no evaluation of the South Lake 
Tahoe evacuation for the Caldor Fire. There’s also no evaluation of the Hawaii fire or the 
Paradise fire. These are really serious issues, evacuating us on a 2-lane road, that cannot be 
widened. Her community has had meetings about how they will evacuate and even though they 
are working on plans, the bottom line is that there are 3 exits from Incline Village. She said that 
when South Lake Tahoe evacuated it was like a parking lot. We want to be able to get out, these 
are our lives we’re talking about. 
 
Ms. Knaak said that the data presented is flawed. Some people up here work in Reno or Carson 
City. You have not taken into consideration that Nevada schools are dead last in the nation. 
Some people go to private schools in Reno and Carson City. She added that the last few years 
have seen tons of parking on SR 28, all the way from Incline Village to US 50. It was totally 
dangerous. They are starting to make that no parking and build a bigger lot at Chimney Beach, 
she is not sure if all of that was taken into consideration. 
 
Ms. Knaak said if we are not a congested are she wants her money back from the Animal 
Control. They say that all congested areas have to have dogs licensed and she has her dogs 
licensed. She doesn’t think they’re congested but because of the fires NV Energy has spent a lot 
more time trimming the trees around the power lines. Plus there are multiyear developments 
going in at Crystal Bay and Incline Village and that is going to affect traffic. The bottom line is 
that we need to be able to evacuate and as it is she is not sure she could get out alive. 
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Ms. Jacobsen said she appreciates the public comments and appreciates people’s fear, 
particularly around evacuation. She said that Placer County emergency responders and planners 
have been testing and modifying evacuation methodology based on lessons learned from other 
fires. Even with the Caldor evacuation, they had looked at what happened in Paradise, and 
changed their methodology to make sure people got out. Ms. Jacobsen added that Placer 
County conducted a recent town hall workshop focused on evacuation, which was deemed 
super helpful for the community. She suggested it might be possible to provide a similar 
presentation at the APC to enhance understanding of the coordination, mutual aid, and 
methodologies involved during evacuation events. 
 
In response to the comment about the data being flawed, Ms. Jacobsen asked that commenters 
describe how it is flawed, and request that they suggest alternative data sources that may 
provide more accurate information. Mr. Kasman added a request for local jurisdictions to share 
relevant data that could contribute to the modeling effort for the regional transportation plan 
and forecasts. He also expressed their openness to consider various data sources and a 
willingness to incorporate additional information into the analysis. 
 
Mr. John Hester said that in October 2023, the Tahoe Fire & Fuels Team (TFFT) and the MAC 
(Multi Agency Coordinating Committee), representing law enforcement and fire officials from 
across the basin, provided the TRPA Governing Board a presentation on their work. The 
Governing Board members asked them what TRPA can do. They responded with two things, one 
is to prioritize thinning around evacuation routes to enhance fire safety measures, and the 
second is to support ongoing efforts to improve the Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) for 
better communication during emergencies. TRPA have submitted a grant to pursue those 
activities. 
 
This item was informational only. 
 
 

VI.A. Agenda Item No VI.A. Tahoe Basin Area Plan Economic Sustainability and Housing Amendments 
 

TRPA Senior Planner Jacob Stock introduced the item. Mr. Stock said that Placer County staff 
have developed both policy and implementing code changes aimed at adapting the Tahoe Basin 
Area Plan (TBAP) to achieve housing and economic development goals initially envisioned when 
the plan was adopted in 2017. Building on years of study, these amendments aim to provide a 
systemic approach to encourage desired investment in environmentally and economically 
beneficial redevelopment and workforce housing. 
 
Mr. Stock was joined by Placer County staff, Interim Community Development Director Crystal 
Jacobson, and Principal Planner Stacy Wydra to present a detailed summary of the amendment 
package. Mr. Stock said that after reviewing the proposal, the Initial Environmental Checklist 
(IEC), conformance documents and findings, TRPA staff have determined that the proposed 
amendments are in conformance with the Regional Plan and will not result in significant 
environmental effects.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen said the revisions proposed in the amendment package focus on economic 
sustainability, redevelopment in town centers, and the production of workforce housing. 
The Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) was adopted in January 2017, and has been adaptively 
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managed since that time.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that this amendment process began in mid-2021, and included extensive 
public outreach meetings, workshops, hearings, and engagement with stakeholders and 
associations. Work on the package included preparation of an environmental analysis and a 
CEQA addendum to the 2017 EIR/EIS. An errata to the CEQA addendum addressed cumulative 
analysis. In addition, an implementation report and written responses to public comments were 
also prepared. Ms. Jacobsen walked through the public outreach timeline (slide 3). 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that these amendments are the result of years of feedback about the lack of 
reinvestment and redevelopment in town centers. The TBAP was adopted in 2017 and included 
allowances for increased height and density allowances with aim of shifting redevelopment into 
the town centers to meet Regional Plan goals. The TBAP is comprised of two documents, a 
Policy Document, and Implementing Regulations Document, which serves as the zoning 
ordinance for the Tahoe area of Placer County. Since then the county has spent a lot of public 
money on town center streetscape improvements and water quality improvements, and had 
hoped to see similar reinvestment from the private sector. That hasn’t happened. A 2020 
Economic Study was initiated to look at this issue and identified key recommended actions, one 
of which was to look at the TBAP for areas of improvement. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said these amendments are minor in nature, and are intended to move the needle 
and redevelopment and investment. She outlined what the amendments do and do not do: 
 
What the amendments do: 
 
Businesses in Town Centers: 

• The amendments help small businesses, entrepreneurs, and starts-ups in Placer 
County’s Tahoe basin town centers of Kings Beach and Tahoe City by: 

o Complying with SB 946 to legalize sidewalk vending and clarifying mobile food 
truck requirements 

o Streamlining new small-scale hotels, restaurants, retail, and other local-serving 
land uses 

o Enhancing compatibility between mixed use/commercial zone districts and 
adjacent residential zone districts 

o Increasing creative solutions to address parking, transit, and mobility needs for 
projects in town centers 

 
Workforce Housing: 

• The amendments help promote the construction of workforce housing by: 
o Streamlining permitting of deed-restricted workforce housing 
o Limiting new single-family housing in town centers if not deed restricted for 

workforce housing 
o Clarifying requirements for tiny homes 

 
 
What the amendments do not do: 

• Increase density standards (allowed units per acre) 

• Increase building height (no change proposed from current TBAP allowance of 56’ in 
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town centers) 

• Increase carrying capacity (build out of TBAP area) 

• Increase overall development potential, as this is capped by TRPA growth control 
system; as such, the amendments do not result in uses or activities that increase wildfire 
risk 

• Conflict with TRPA scenic or environmental thresholds, including traffic/VMT 

• Create a change of circumstances requiring CEQA supplemental analysis 

• The amendments are not connected to any specific project and do not result in 
piecemealing under CEQA 

 
Ms. Jacobsen clarified that staff had initially proposed height and building length increases in 
town centers; however, this proposal has been removed from these amendments. She added 
that they may look to add those to targeted areas in town centers in the future, but they are not 
part of this package.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen stressed that there is a cost to doing nothing. There is a lot aging infrastructure in 
our town centers, that includes some blighted county-owned properties in Kings Beach. But if 
we're not trying to move the needle on getting redevelopment on those sites, we're not getting 
environmental improvements to help with runoff to the lake. Ms. Jacobsen said they’re focusing 
on moving lodging into the town centers - trying to get the short-term rentals out of the 
neighborhoods, and put them in the town centers where people can walk. These amendments 
are intended to help revitalize and redevelop those town centers. 
 
Regarding congestion, they are trying to focus keeping local workers here, so that they're not 
driving from distant areas such Carson City or Reno or Auburn. How can we promote the 
construction of housing workforce, deed restricted housing, to keep workers local and reduce 
congestion and VMT. 
 
These amendments are also just one tool to address the lack of vibrancy, vitality, and walkability 
in the town centers. We have town centers that are deteriorating, and we're trying to address it. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen described the amendments to the TBAP Policy Document (slide 8): 
 
 

Scenic Resources Policy to support for: TRPA Scenic Evaluation to direct private reinvestment 
into Town Centers 

Vegetation Policy to support for hardening, green waste, and defensible space incentive 
and/or rebate programs 

Socio Economic Policies to support for: High-speed broadband infrastructure  capacity; 
Childcare facilities to meet the needs of the local workforce; Mechanisms to 
prevent ongoing blight 

Land Use Policies to support for: Reservation and conversion manual for the allocation 
and conversion of TRPA development rights; Funding sources for 
infrastructure such as sidewalks, curbs, and gutters; Parking management 
plans; Community-wide snow storage plan 

Mixed Use Policy to support to encourage mixed use, and residential components in 
business park, and light industrial space 
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Town Centers Policies to support for: Active ground floor uses; Mobile vendors and food 
trucks in Town Centers; Retention and expansion of businesses from the 
North Tahoe-Truckee region; Relocate industrial and public utility land uses in 
the Town Centers to free up Town Center sites; Parking maximums and 
creative parking solutions 

Community Design Policy to support for Local public art in North Tahoe 

Redevelopment Policies to support for Adaptive reuse of vacant or underutilized retail and 
office space; Revitalize and create new high-quality lodging; Multipurpose and 
flexible gathering spaces in private and public parking areas; Expedite building 
permit processes; New business innovation space and flexible light industrial 
spaces 

Housing Policies to support for Streamline affordable, moderate, and achievable 
housing; Require that 50 percent of units converted from multifamily to 
condominiums be deed restricted to affordable, moderate or achievable 
housing; Monitor and track housing data in the region; Adaptive management 
of the short-term rental inventory to balance housing availability (each new 
lodging unit = decrease in STR cap); Allow local worker overnight camping in 
public and private parking lots; Build local worker housing above public and 
private public parking lots 

 
 

Ms. Jacobsen handed it over to Placer County Principal Planner, Stacy Wydra, to describe the 
changes to the Implementing Regulations.  
 
Ms. Wydra acknowledged Ms. Jacobsen’s high-level (10,000-foot elevation) overview, and dove 
into the specifics (2,000-foot elevation) of the proposed amendments - how do we get some 
movement on the ground. 
 
Starting with town center amendments: 
 
 

Allow small-scale 
uses “by-right” 

No use permit for small projects that generate low VMT (projects “screen 
out” from TRPA VMT threshold); most would still require Design Review 

Allow Food Trucks & 
Mobile Vendors 

No Use Permit; no Design Review; would require permits from 
Environmental Health & cannot be parked in roadways 

Prohibit Real Estate & 
Property 
Management Offices 

Do not allow (new) on ground floor highway frontage 

Allow 
Hotels/Motels/TAUs 
“by-right” 

Allow by right if 20 units or less; would still require Design Review 

Prohibit NEW Single 
Family units 

Allow existing SF units; new SF units only allowed if part of mixed-use 
project or if SF are deed restricted for affordable/workforce housing 

Prohibit ADUs Allow existing ADUs; new ADUs not allowed on highway ground floor 
frontage 

Allow MF, Multi-
person, Employee 

Allow “by-right” if 100% of units are deed restricted for 
affordable/workforce housing; would require Design Review 
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Housing Units 

Clarified 
Streetscape/Roadway 
Requirements 

Added references to County Code related to roadway standards 

Clarified Frontage 
Improvements 

Added language to provide consistency with County Code related to 
sidewalk, curb, gutter requirements 

Shorezone 
Requirements 

Added references to County Code “Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance” 

Building Length Added language to provide consistency/clarity; decreased length for 
commercial buildings adjacent to residential zone districts 

Building Height Maintain allowed height of 56’; eliminated reference to number of 
“stories” allowed 

Setbacks Removed rear setbacks when adjacent to residential zones with substantial 
rear setbacks; addresses constraints of small-town center lots 

Ground Water/Snow 
Storage 

Allow ground water interception for below-grade parking; require snow 
storage for projects 

 
Looking to other sections of the TBAP, to ensure that they are being consistent throughout the 
document,  Ms. Wydra described some additional amendments to the Implementing 
Regulations: 
 

Community 
Service Zone 
Districts 

• Allow SF, MF, multi-person, employee housing and encourage deed 
restricted housing  

• Allow mobile vending uses  

• Modify/modernize development standards to encourage affordable 
housing 

Recreation and 
Tourist Zone 
Districts 

• Allow employee housing within 64-Acre Tract Zone District 

• Allow residential uses within Granlibakken Zone District if 100% deed 
restricted 

West Shore Mixed-
Use Zone Districts 

• Allow mobile vending within Tahoma, Homewood, and Sunnyside Zone 
Districts 

Parking • Modernize/reduce parking requirements for residential uses 

• Eliminate parking requirements for projects that add under 1,000 SF in 
town centers 

• Allow parking management plans for projects in town centers to provide 
parking flexibility if project contributes to transit and mobility and 
commits to participating in community-wide parking management 
program 

Tiny Homes • Added Movable Tiny House uses and development standards 

Signage • Removed sign requirements and refer instead to TRPA requirements 

Various Revisions • Modified areas of miscellaneous cleanup, typos, etc. 
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Finally, looking to housing related amendments: 
 

Allow MF, Multi-Person, 
Employee Housing “by-right” 
where currently allowed with 
a use permit 

No use permit required if in a residential district currently 
designated as preferrable areas for workforce housing and if 100% 
deed restricted; may require Design Review 

Modified/Modernized 
Development Standards 
within Residential Zone 
Districts 

• Matched minimum lot size to existing density maximums 

• Reduced minimum lot width to match existing development 
patterns and encourage smaller scale development 

• Deleted minimum lot area per dwelling unit (excessive 
restrictions, rely instead on setbacks and coverage) 

• Allow for zero-foot setbacks to accommodate duplexes 

• Cleanup: Matched multiple family density with existing 
employee housing density in Fairway Tract Northeast 

 
Ms. Wydra emphasized that they have received some great public comments along the way, 
recognized some of the key topics and environmental concerns around food trucks, parking, lake 
clarity, carrying capacity, piecemealing, wildfire risk traffic and VMT. All of these comments 
were taken into consideration, and vetted through the environmental review. 
 
Regarding the environmental review, the county prepared an addendum and errata to the TBAP 
EIR/EIS, in compliance with CEQA. It concluded that none of the conditions described in CEQA 
guidelines 15162 called for the preparation of a subsequent EIR. It further concluded that the 
proposed amendments would not result in any new, or substantially more severe significant 
impacts than those identified in the original 2017 Area Plan EIR. 
 
The errata, which was prepared as a result of additional public comments, concluded that no 
alterations to the conclusions of the EIR addendum were found. As a result, the Board of 
Supervisors did adopt and certify the addendum and the errata for the TBAP amendments. 
 
Similarly, coming before TRPA, Placer County staff prepared an Initial Environmental Checklist 
(IEC), in accordance with the TRPA Rules of Procedure and the Code of Ordinances, and found 
that there was no conflicts. As a result, we need to make the required findings, and those 
findings were prepared in accordance with the Code of Ordinances. As such, those findings 
made the following conclusions about the proposed amendments: 
 

• No significant effect on the environment, 

• Consistent with, and will not adversely affect implementation of the Regional Plan, 
including all applicable goals and policies, community plans/plan area statements, the 
TRPA Code, and other TRPA plans and programs, 

• The Amendments would not cause the environmental threshold carrying capacities to 
be exceed, 

• The Amendments do not affect or change the federal, state, or local air and water 
quality standards applicable for the Region and projects developed under the Area Plan 
will meet the strictest applicable standards and will be attained, maintained, or 
exceeded pursuant to Article V(d) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, 

• The Amendments continue to achieve and maintain the thresholds of the Regional Plan, 
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• The Amendments are consistent with and furthers the goals and policies of the Regional 
Plan. 

 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Chair Ferry thanked staff for a thorough, clear presentation and invited questions and 
comments from Commissioners. 
 
Mr. Drake acknowledged the need for these amendments. He said they don’t go as far as he 
could see them going, but they are a step in the right direction. He added that staff did a good 
job in clarifying that these amendments are not proposing an increase in density in the area, it is 
shifting the priorities and trying to streamline the process for the type for the types of 
development we need to see.  
 
Ms. Stahler thanked staff for the presentation and applauded Placer County for taking a step 
forward – she is looking forward to a more vibrant and walkable future in Tahoe City and 
surrounding areas. Ms. Stahler inquired about the frequency and process for evaluating the 
impact of amendments. Ms. Jacobsen said they don’t have a formal structure in place, but their 
agency focuses on adaptive management. They track projects annually, and TRPA has a re-
certification process. Placer County focuses on what is happening in their region and areas of 
needed change. Since 2017 they have already made one set of changes in 2021 related to 
housing. There is no specific timeline, but there is a process for tracking what is happening in 
town centers and reprioritizing for necessary amendments. 
 
Ms. Stahler said she works for the Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL), where the state owns 
500+ parcels within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). So while this does not pertain to the 
Placer County jurisdiction, she asked if they had received any feedback from the California 
Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) who also own urban lots, about changes to setback requirements. 
NDSL experience is that sometimes when variances are issued adjacent to state-owned lots it 
can have some impacts to sensitive forested parcels. Ms. Jacobsen replied that they had not 
received feedback from CTC. 
 
Mr. John Hitchcock said these changes seem like common sense amendments to the TBAP. It 
tracks well with the City of South Lake Tahoe who will be proposing similar changes, particularly 
around parking, employee housing, and multi-family development. 
 
Mr. Drew asked about any feedback the county had received on the prohibition of real estate 
offices on frontage parcels. Ms. Wydra said the issue was raised by the public as a result of a 
new structure occupied by a real estate office in Tahoe City. Others had been trying to occupy 
the building and it caused some anger. The public came to the county to question what uses 
were allowed on the ground floor. That resulted in the proposed language to allow no new  
real estate offices on the ground floor, while recognizing a for these services in town centers but 
with limitations on dominating frontages. Mr. Drew asked if they had considered the possibility 
of variances, especially in cases where spaces might remain vacant. Ms. Wydra replied that the 
amendment only applies to new property managers or real estate offices. Ms. Jacobsen added 
that you cannot apply variances to use, so they have not considered that, but it was something 
that is very important to the constituency base. Mr. Drew said it might be important for other 
local jurisdictions to think about – you don’t want to get into a situation where you’re telling a 
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property owner what they can/cannot do about leases when they may or may not be able to do. 
Maybe you find other ways to incentivize other businesses than property management and real 
estate, but you don’t prohibit it.  
 
Vice Chair, Ms. Jennifer Carr, said she appreciated the part of the presentation on what the 
proposed amendments are not doing, it definitely provided some clarity. One of the comments 
she read yesterday talked about the allowance or requirement for zero parking for some 
development. She couldn't tell if that was for new residential, and assuming people aren't going 
to have a car, or if it was more of the shared bank/restaurant type concept.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen replied that there were a couple of things around parking. One is to bring the 
parking requirements for residential units more consistent with where the state is going with 
parking. So we didn't eliminate, we reduced the number of stalls for both multi-family and 
single-family. It's not eliminated. It's just reduced. She added that what you may be hearing in 
the comments could be about what we're doing in town centers. Our board adopted a pilot 
program a couple of years ago that applies only to town centers, and allows for projects to 
propose a waiver of parking. It's a case-by-case basis, where they would come in with a request 
that is reviewed by staff, and has a plan for parking. It's mostly for mixed use projects, where 
they might have a hotel and also some residential and some commercial. We could look at that 
that project and potentially allow a waiver for the units that would have been allowed for the 
retail piece, understanding that we need to make sure the project is parked right for the lot, 
because you need to have stalls for that hotel use. But the waiver is only allowed if that use is 
contributing on an annual basis to transit. We want to promote transit, so if you're reducing the 
parking in your town centers for retail uses, you want those people to be using transit/micro 
shuttles and such, so we're collecting fees for that.  
 
The other thing that they are required to do is to participate in the county's parking 
management program currently under development. We want to bring those sites into a 
comprehensive management program that has public/private use in the town center so that we 
get better use of our stalls. So there's some stipulations around when you can have a waiver, on 
a case-by-case basis. That was a pilot program that has now been memorialized in these 
amendments.  
 
Ms. Carr said she wanted to be sensitive to the idea of Tahoe being an exclusive destination or 
the over gentrification of basin areas. As we saw earlier today - the housing costs, the age and 
income of people in Tahoe is higher. And yet, coming out of Carson City, there are a lot of folks 
that work for me, and barely making ends meet, that may want to go to a sandwich shop, and 
take it to Tahoe. If paid parking becomes a limitation to their ability to access those sorts of 
activities, that's a real concern. I want to protect against the over gentrification of the basin, and 
maybe look at local discounts and other ways that keep the basin accessible for everyone. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen replied that the paid parking program is separate and apart from what we're 
bringing forward today. It is something being worked on out of our Department of Public Works 
Office in Tahoe. It’s coupled with our micro-shuttle programs where we're trying to get people 
to shuttle instead of hopping in their car. It's not just the paid parking, reducing VMT is the 
intent. 
 
Mr. Young said Washoe County are working on similar Area Plan amendments and thinking 
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through many of the same challenges. He appreciates what Placer County are doing and hopes 
to learn from that.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Ms. Ellie Waller said she has participated in many planning processes since 2007 with the 
Regional Plan Update. She expressed concern that community members are not being equally 
represented in what is being heard. She believes the process had a breakdown in the first two 
years. You have had comments submitted from the Sierra Club, TahoeCleanAir.org, and 
Mountain Area Preservation, all with concerns that have been inadequately addressed in my 
opinion. Three minutes will not give adequate perspective, there is a lawsuit. 
 
Ms. Rhonda Tyser said Cascadia’s primary suggestion for making affordable housing in Tahoe is 
to eliminate minimums for parking lots and garages for living units. In fact, eliminating parking 
garages was more critical to making development affordable than increasing height, coverage, 
or density.  
 
She continued; Cascadia presented several visuals that showed how many more living units 
could be included on a parcel if the old mandate for at least one parcel space was eliminated. 
Cascadia relied on research showing how other towns had managed to eliminate parking 
garages and increase units, thus decreasing developers per unit cost. But eliminating parking for 
a low-income Tahoe resident worker is a non-starter. She can’t think of anyone in Incline who 
doesn’t need a car, except maybe temporary J1’s using micro-transit for summer months.  
 
Ms. Tyser said, Cascadia published a memorandum, “Parking Management for Housing 
Affordability and Complete Communities”. They estimate people would pay a rent on a tiny unit 
of less than 700 sq. ft. of $2,400 per month. She was struck by the idea that these residents 
would need to make about $85,000, assuming housing makes up a third of their salary, and tried 
to imagine who would live in these units without a car. Cascadia refers to many other towns that 
have eliminated minimal parking on site, but the references are for almost 99% urban settings. 
Those areas don’t have Tahoe’s topography or weather.  
 
Ms. Tyser said that with red flag days in winter there is no place for on-street parking when the 
snow falls. Nor can workers walk in snow. So the idea of eliminating parking for affordable 
housing in Tahoe town centers is wishful thinking. Resident workers need their cars. They have 
to park somewhere. Developers need to build one covered parking space per unit on a lower 
floor of any affordable development in Tahoe - even if it means getting public money. Jennifer 
Carr is right, paid parking is a limitation to access for locals. It will create a lack of accessibility. 
And shuttles don't work for shopping especially in winter. We need at least one parking space 
per unit in Tahoe. 
 
Ms. Suzanne Pechi said is a resident of Elk Grove, and has been a second homeowner in Tahoe 
Vista for 50+ years. She moved to the rural community of Elk Grove in 1978. Since the 
incorporation of her area in 1978, planning and development had increased density to almost 
200,000 people. Time across town used to take 10 minutes, now it takes 20-30 minutes. They 
left urbanization in the bay area but are experiencing it now. Listening to this presentation from 
Placer County sounds like the same playbook over the last 20 years – destination city, outdoor 
by-right wine and beer venues, by-right worker housing on farmland, sidewalk venues, industrial 
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uses in sensitive areas, unlimited food trucks, packing in high-density housing without 
appropriate environmental review, vibrant, walkable communities, transit centers. Nothing 
about this is new except this if for Lake Tahoe and not Elk Grove. 
 
As a long-time property owner I remember when TRPA was formed, with a lofty mission of 
saving the lake for future generations. This is very disappointing because nothing is new or 
tailored to a unique natural resource. Nothing supports the reason that TRPA was formed. 
When will there ever be enough development in Lake Tahoe. Sounds like the TRPA is already 
contemplating changes to the very amendment they’re looking for approval today. 
 
Mr. Gavin Feiger, Policy Director, League to Save Lake Tahoe (LTSLT), said they submitted a 
detailed comment letter, and he wanted to summarize briefly. Basically, we're just not seeing 
the need or justification or additional environmental benefits from these amendments. We 
asked repeatedly to the county for some specific information on progress since the TBAP was 
first adopted in 2017 - how implementation is going, effectiveness of mitigation measures, 
what's working, what's not. We haven't seen that information. Economic development isn't part 
of our mission - our mission is to protect and improve the environment. With that said, we do 
very much support the proposed parking changes and some of the focus on providing affordable 
housing, and would have liked to see the amendments limited just to that. 
 
Mr. Feiger said he doesn’t want to spend too much time talking about parking, but is more than 
happy to get into detail about the importance of parking management, including paid parking 
and reduced parking requirements. This is for as all area plans amendments coming along in the 
next year or two. I lived car free in Tahoe for 6 years. I currently drive very infrequently. I have a 
lot of stories and real-life experiences. I can share stories from others who are not car 
dependent by choice, or not by choice. There is demand out there for car free living.  
 
Focusing on area plan conformity, Mr. Feiger said community character is a big one. We put 
some detail on our comment letter on this. The role of TRPA by allowing area plans, means that 
the local jurisdictions still have to align with TRPA's Regional Plan, and the whole series of 
documents. That includes community character with a conformity checklist. I can't speak for the 
North Shore in detail because I live on the South Shore, but I’m hearing a lot of pushback from 
the community about conforming with their vision for their community character. 
 
Mr. Feiger said that thresholds is the big one. I could talk an hour about the (VMT) vehicle miles 
travel threshold. But there is a 2021 VMT threshold, and achieving that threshold is paramount 
to all of our transportation efforts. TRPA needs to be the backstop, and require the due 
diligence to achieve and maintain them. The TBAP amendments as proposed were not analyzed 
under the current VMT threshold, and that is probably the biggest shortcoming in our opinion. 
 
Ms. Kristina Hill, a former TRPA Shorezone planner at TRPA for 4 years, and planning consultant 
in Tahoe for 43 years said she is against these amendments. The adequate environmental 
analysis of what these amendments will result in has not been done. An Initial Environmental 
Checklist (IEC), are you kidding me? This is just a checklist. There needs to be a comprehensive 
environmental analysis done such as an EIR or EIS to evaluate these far-reaching, growth 
inducing impacts on the proposals to change the character of our communities. An EIR/EIS 
would have alternatives to the preferred alternative, it would have cumulative impacts 
analyzed. It would be a much easier pill to swallow if this environmental documentation had 
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been done correctly. With just an environmental checklist I can't buy off on there is going to be 
no significant environmental impact based on these amendments. And, I think having that 
presentation by Ken Kasman prior to the presentation of the amendments was kind of 
interesting. To see that the population has decreased. The basis for his analysis was the 2020 
census data, which is so outdated, it's hard to believe that anybody can swallow that. I live in 
Incline Village. I've seen increases in traffic, in population, in garbage, in parking, and it's been 
very disheartening to see the whole basis for this. These changes are based on inadequate 
information such as the 2020 data. Since then there's been the COVID migration, and we have 
been at the end of our rope trying to deal with all these tremendous changes in our community. 
 
Ms. Pamela Tsgdinos said she is also a full-time Incline Village resident who has seen 
tremendous impact over the last several years. She urged the APC to vote against any motion to 
recommend adoption and to reject staff findings. Ms Tsgdinos said that there has not been 
sufficient analysis on the environmental analysis, or the infrastructure’s overall limitations. 
Ms. Tsgdinos said she would encourage people to take a listen to this presentation on rewind. 
She heard the word food trucks mentioned more often than she did any other concern, and  
wished there had been similar amounts of time given to accessibility for residents to leave the 
basin in the event of an emergency. Accessibility of residents to move around the basin, to just 
get to doctor appointments, or to get shopping, but not competing with food trucks and visitors. 
 
Ms. Tsgdinos continued, the growth inducing component of this particular set of amendments 
boggles the mind. She encouraged all to watch the 60 Minutes episode that aired on November 
16, 2023. There was an extensive analysis of the lack of sufficient planning of infrastructure for 
Lahaina. And there was absolutely tragic discussion about the lack of available infrastructure for 
residents and visitors on roads. There were fire hydrants that ran out of water. These are real 
life concerns; this is not an academic exercise. Relying on consultants who don't live here, who 
don't understand the topography, the climate, the extreme weather risks, frankly, is a bit of an 
insult to those of us who live here. It is really critical; you are our public servants; you are the 
individuals who we rely on to make good policy. I would encourage you to table and go back to 
the drawing board and take into consideration all of the valid concerns that have been raised 
both by the public and some of the commission members. You don't have a chance to do this 
twice – once these buildings are in place and the roads are jammed, our lives are at risk. 
 
Ms. Sophia Heidrich, Advocacy Director for Mountain Area Preservation said there is a wide 
variety of proposals in this package of amendments - everything from code cleanups to roadway 
frontage standards to prohibiting new single family uses in town centers And I actually don't 
think there's a lot of concern or controversy related to many of these proposals. But there are 
concerns related to the changes in setback requirements, allowing deed restricted multifamily 
housing projects by right, and associated impacts, and particularly related to the incomplete 
environmental analysis. We've heard from Placer County staff that the county just isn't seeing 
the redevelopment that was envisioned in the 2017 TBAP, or the 2021 amendments. I think 
that's a tough argument to make given that it's only been 6 years since the TBAP was adopted 
and two years since the amendments were adopted. And we went through a global pandemic 
which slowed down everything. 
 
There are a number of projects that have already submitted applications or in the hopper and so 
we don't understand what projects made these amendments to be viable. We pointed that out 
last year, but that's still an outstanding question. 
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In terms of environmental analysis, we feel that the review of the cumulative impacts is still 
lacking. The EIR addendum and errata did not consider the cumulative impacts of increase VMT, 
particularly related to the projected growth in the town of Truckee’s recently adopted general 
plan. There was some discussion of the village of Palisades plan, but it essentially says that 
because a different project has been taken off the books, that somehow offsets the impact from 
the Palisades development. We feel that that is an insufficient analysis. And there are a number 
of other projects proposed in the reasonably foreseeable future and their cumulative impacts 
must be considered as well. 
 
I also wanted to briefly comment on the building height discussion, and I think that the reason 
that there is so much confusion and concern on that particular issue is because of the TRPA's 
parallel housing amendments planning process. Following Placer County's workshop in March, 
the proposed increase in building height was taken out of the proposal, and we super 
appreciated and supported that. Since then we've learned about the TRPA’s proposed housing 
amendments which would put those heights right back on the table. And I just don't think that 
feels transparent to the community. It's created a lot of confusion, a lot of concern. 
 
And then finally, I wanted to bring up wildfire, and I hope that a key takeaway from these 
various planning processes is that wildfire is a very real threat in the Tahoe Basin, and the 
community is asking for more analysis. We want to know how the potential development 
allowed under the TRPA's regional plan will impact evacuation and what can be done to better 
prepare and plan for wildfire. I think we keep bringing this up, hoping that this analysis will be 
part of these planning processes and evaluated under CEQA, but we keep hearing that because 
overall density will not increase, that's not an impact the jurisdictions need to consider at this 
point. Please hear the community on this one; evaluate wildfire, if it's not in this process then 
through an alternative planning process. 
 
Ms. Nyobe Burden said I am just a resident of Tahoe Vista, having come back to the Tahoe area 
after 10 years away. I just found that it was an extreme difference from what I knew prior to 
when I was living here in the early 2000’s. To say that there's no increase in tourism and 
population is just absolutely crazy, especially with Truckee, Reno, and Carson also involved. 
 
I want to reiterate Mr. Feiger of the League's public comment, and I think it's great that they're 
supporting some changes. We've come a long way, but it's not where it needs to be. Parking 
management needs to be in place before zero parking in town centers and 0.75 per unit in 
multifamily zones is put into place. I submitted a comment showing pictures of Incline Village 
and parking on the roads everywhere. Who's to say that doesn't happen as we go forward 
without parking management in place. 
 
The achievable definition is a loophole, which has already been brought up many times. It's 
being advertised in three projects, Alpine View Estates, Alpine Estates, and another one. It's a 
loophole that is going to allow a lot of development that's not intended for the real need. We 
need affordable and moderate housing units, and this achievable is going to take away that 
possibility because, of course, developers are going to go for the achievable. Why would they go 
for affordable and moderate? It's not an incentive at all.  
 
Thank you to Sophia of MAP, for clarifying the height issue. Yes, the parallel TRPA amendments 
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are just going to put it right back in, so that's a huge concern. And lastly, the environmental 
analysis, why is an EIR required for an area plan and rezoning for Reno housing requirements, 
but not for these amendments? I think this is why there's a lawsuit. Please consider taking this 
back for more detailed analysis, the devil is in the details. 
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Chair Ferry thanked the public commenters and said themes included questioning the 
environmental analysis, which staff talked about with the addendum and the errata to CEQA, 
along with the IEC, lots of comments about growth inducing and expansion, but I think staff 
addressed that head-on by saying nothing is expanded beyond what was already approved and 
contemplated in the 2017 TBAP. Also, continued concerns about wildfire evacuation. I think all 
of us are always concerned about that. We live here, our families live here, that's a peak concern 
for all of us. And then the VMT discussion that continues to come up in the comments we're 
hearing, including the league's comments. Does staff want to respond to any public comment to 
clarify anything? 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that on CEQA, the Placer County board acted on the CEQA document and felt 
that those were appropriate. When we look at preparing CEQA documents, and when EIRs and 
EIS’s come into play, it's typically when you have land use changes – when you’re rezoning land, 
you're changing colors on a map, you’re increasing density, you're putting residential where 
maybe there was recreation or something. And so you really need to look at what does that 
density increase do? What are the impacts associated with that on the environment? But we are 
not doing that here. We are not increasing density, we are not rezoning land, we're not 
changing any designations. We are making mostly changes to development standards to try to 
achieve the goals of the former plan. So from a CEQA perspective, our Board is very comfortable 
with the addendum that was prepared. We're comfortable with the IEC, it's appropriate in this 
case. These are very minor changes related to standards to try to meet the overall goal of the 
TBAP and of other regional plans. And that goal really is what was analyzed before, that build-
out and the carrying capacity has not changed. So that would be the comment on CEQA.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that growth inducing is the same. Again, we're not increasing density. I know 
some folks may think we’re trying to encourage redevelopment. The fact is that those projects 
in the town centers can come in today under the existing code and develop, but they're not. 
We're seeing some people come in, but they're not moving forward fast. So the opportunity for 
them to come in has not changed. They were allowed today, and they would be allowed with 
these amendments. So from a growth-inducing perspective again, we're not changing the build-
out of the plan. 
 
On the VMT, again, it's the same thing. These amendments are not increasing density, not 
increasing population, not increasing the VMT - that analysis had been done in the area plan. 
Same thing with wildfire and evacuation. The former 2017 EIR/EIS that was prepared for the 
TBAP did analyze wildfire risk and evacuation based on the population that would have been 
associated with that build-out. That build-out is not changing, so the addendum then relies on 
that analysis, because that population base associated with that density is not changing as a 
result of these amendments. 
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Ms. Ferry said that Mr. Feiger from the League to Save Lake Tahoe (the League) requested an 
implementation report from Placer County. Mr. Ferry said that is Attachment K in the staff 
report for this item. Ms. Jacobsen said the implementation report was prepared in response to 
those comments from the League. She said they wanted to try to provide a written summary of 
what they have done to implement. When you're talking about implementation of mitigation 
measures, that occurs with development. So the EIR/EIS that was prepared as part of the Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan looked at the impacts of future development that could occur under that area 
plan, right. And then it identified mitigation measures that you would apply to those projects as 
they come forward. The fact is we haven't seen projects come forward. So those mitigation 
measures that are in that EIR/EIS will happen when the development comes forward. But there 
are a lot of policies and programs in the area plan that we have been working on, and so we 
have tried to summarize that in the Implementation Report.  
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that Placer County have spent millions of dollars on improvements in Placer 
County. The Implementation Report illustrates where those dollars have gone, we have had 
improvements in transit and mobility, active transit, trails, and housing. In addition, there's an 
implementation plan chapter that's part of our document, that lists different projects that 
mostly public agencies are working on, and we have provided a status of every one of those. A 
lot of them are water quality improvement or trail projects, and 24 of them have been 
completed. So while the mitigation measures maybe have not been implemented as much as we 
would have liked to see because we haven't seen that development, we have been actively 
working on the implementation of the TBAP, actively working on the implementation of TRPA's 
Regional Plan, and really meeting regional goals around housing and transportation. Those are 
two of the big areas of focus for us.  
 
Mr. Garth Alling referred to last month’s APC meeting where we were talking about area-wide 
stormwater plans that have been approved. I think there's one that's active in South Lake Tahoe 
and asked if the active one was in Tahoe City. Mr. Ferry confirmed that there is an active 
regional treatment system in Tahoe City. Mr. Alling asked about the status of such a plan in the 
Kings Beach area. Ms. Jacobsen said the Implementation Report has a section on TMDL and talks 
about work in that area. She’s not sure on the specifics but will track that down. Mr. Alling said 
the reason for the question was the same comment he made last month in regard to reducing 
parking. I think you're just kicking the can down the road. You're going to have people that end 
up parking in non-paved areas, and you have the potential for increased erosion associated with 
that. I didn't see any of that covered in the IEC, so I think there's a small deficiency there. 
 
Mr. Alling asked about all of these public comments that we've been hearing, and also received 
via email - were all of these comments, or the majority of these comments, also given in 
response to the draft EIR that was prepared, and were those comments all responded to? I think 
there are some comments that people have made where they feel a little frustrated that there 
has been no response. Ms. Jacobsen replied that when you prepare an EIR, and you prepare a 
draft, that goes out for public comment. So when that was prepared back in 2016, we were 
obligated to respond to those. So that final document that was adopted and certified included 
those responses. In an addendum, it's a little bit different. We don't have that requirement of 
preparing formal responses. What I can say is that we have sifted through stacks and stacks of 
comments. Along with a traffic study that was submitted to our board on October 16, 2023, 
right before the board hearing. And that was one of the reasons the board said we're going to 
press pause, we're going to come back on October 30, 2023, because we want staff to look at 
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this. So that written response that has been submitted here is the result of sifting through those 
comments, identifying themes, and then providing written response. Do we have to do that 
legally? No, but we did it because we felt it was important to include for our board’s 
consideration, and for the Commission here today, and moving forward to the Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Alling asked for clarification for the public, if when people make comments and send 
comments to us right now, is there a requirement that a response is given to them for each 
comment that they make. Mr. Marshall confirmed that was correct. 
 
Mr. Teshara said he thinks the attachment Ms. Jacobsen was referring to is Attachment M. 
Attachment M came from the Board of Supervisors review of all the comments received. He 
thought Attachment M was a very comprehensive detailed analysis of response. Even though 
not legally required, he thought it was prudent. As part of our record here, there’s a whole 
section about wildfire and evacuation which was spoken to by the people responsible for that in 
Placer County. He encouraged people to read that Attachment.  
 
He added that he has lived and worked in the area, and it is sad to see the state of Tahoe City 
and Kings Beach – these communities are much less lively than they were back in the 1970’s-
80’s. They’re more walkable, and there’s some environmental improvement to stormwater, but 
they are a shadow of their former selves. Yes you can walk, but where do you walk to? Buildings 
that are boarded up, lots that are fenced off. Those are not environmentally appropriate 
communities, and I do believe, as Mr. Drake said, that this is a step in the right direction. Having 
talked with people that are trying to build affordable housing, deed-restricted housing, 
achievable housing, they see this as a step forward to building the housing we need. It doesn’t 
come easy, we’re trying to break the addiction a lot of developers have to just build things that 
are big, that people will pay a lot of money for. I believe the package before us today is an 
attempt to break that cycle. I appreciate Placer County’s leadership on this, it hasn’t been easy, 
it's tough to be vilified and excoriated for trying to do something. I have a strong feeling of 
wanting to see the communities of Tahoe City and Kings Beach come back to the vibrancy they 
used to have, in a way that is environmentally appropriate – that’s not happening now. 
 
Mr. Alling thanked Mr. Teshara for bringing up Attachment M, and that all that information is 
there because I think it's important for the public to know that that comments are being 
responded to and are being listened to. He also thanked Ms. Jacobsen for reiterating all of that, 
and what has happened during the CEQA process. That's extremely important. 
 
Mr. Drake said he feels compelled to put some of the minimum parking language in context. I 
hear Ms. Carr’s comments loud and clear about it seeming impractical to build without at least 
one car per person. I heard that many times in the community. People are fearful of this. But the 
reality is that there is, as Mr. Feiger said, a demand for car-free living. It's a tiny minority, but 
guess what, that minority is the population that needs housing as well. And giving our 
developers the opportunity to decouple parking from a living space, just gives people the 
option. It doesn't mean building a 50-unit place with zero parking, it might mean 25 spaces and 
you pay an extra $400 a month if you want a parking space, and if you don't you get much more 
affordable rent. I can speak from experience, because when I was in graduate school I got a very 
inexpensive apartment without parking. It was very convenient, and I was willing to give up the 
convenience of having dedicated parking, for a very affordable place to live. That was a long 
time ago, but there's still people who work for me today who don't own cars and are not J1s 
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and they walk to work. It's a small percentage, but they exist. If you live in central Incline, you 
can probably walk to Raley's or the new Grocery Outlet, or soon the new Natural Groceries. If 
you live in Kings Beach, it's pretty easy to walk to Safeway when the paths are plowed. There is a 
small segment of our population that would benefit from this, and those are the people at the 
low end of the income spectrum. If we take the maybe 5% of people who don't own cars they 
are almost certainly going to be in that lower income bracket. If that can help to move these 
projects forward, I think it's important. The other thing is that Kings Beach has quite a bit of 
underutilized parking, as I think most of our communities do. For broad numbers, last I checked, 
Kings Beach had twice the number of parking spaces as Truckee, and half the amount of 
commercial floor area. We're talking about the need to better utilize the parking we have, and 
figure out how to do that between businesses, between a bank and a brewery for example.  
 
Mr. Drake added that everyone is on edge about wildfire evacuation. It's an ongoing concern 
and we do a lot of modeling. There are plans in place, and I know our agencies are doing their 
best to figure out what the best options are. I think the reality is that the proposed changes 
before us today are about creating vibrant town centers and affordable housing. Stopping that 
progress will definitely keep our towns from becoming the vibrant towns that everybody 
deserves for people who live here. We need to be addressing the day use visitors. We need to 
be addressing the number of people who can freely drive into the basin any time, and pack the 
basin full of as many cars as we can literally fit. We need to be talking about a basin entry fee or 
some type of system like that. For the public who are very concerned and vocal about wildfire 
evacuation I want to steer the focus back to the bigger conversation about how we manage day 
use visitors and inter-regional transportation. Because if we let our fears about evacuation stop 
progress in our town centers, we're going to lose our schools, we're going to lose the ability for 
this to be a year-round community. That's my fear, that we're throwing the baby out with the 
bathwater by lawsuit after lawsuit stopping progress to make our small-town centers more 
vibrant. They're related, but they're separate issues with separate solutions. 
 
Mr. Drake made a motion to recommend approval of the Required Findings, as described in 
Attachment D, including a Finding of No Significant Effect, for adoption of the Area Plan 
amendment as described in the staff summary 
 
Mr. Young seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Chandler, Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Mr. Drew, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Drake, Mr. Hill, Ms. 
Simon, Mr. Young, Mr. Teshara, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Ferry 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
Mr. Drake made a motion to recommend adoption of Ordinance 2024-__ , amending Ordinance 
2021-02, to amend the Tahoe Basin Area Plan as shown in Attachment C. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Chandler, Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Mr. Drew, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Drake, Mr. Hill, Ms. 
Simon, Mr. Young, Mr. Teshara, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Ferry 
Motion Passed. 
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       VII. REPORTS 

  
A. Executive Director 

 
TRPA Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Director, Mr. John Hester provided an update on what 
Governing Board actions have been taken on recent APC recommendations. Firstly, APC actions 
on the Phase 2 housing amendments were forwarded to what is now called the Regional 
Planning Committee, previously known as the Regional Planning Implementation Committee 
(RPIC), who moved it on to the Governing Board, who will be hearing that next week. The 
motion from the Regional Planning Committee had a few explanatory text clarifications added 
to the code, but nothing significant. 
 
Upcoming, the APC is the lead entity delegated for the Threshold Update Initiative Stakeholder 
Working Group (TUISWG). The APC Vice Chair is the Chair of that working group, and that group 
will be meeting on December 19, 2023. The other working group is the Tahoe Living Working 
Group, and the APC Chair is also the chair of that committee who will meet on January 30, 2024.  
 
As Mr. Hitchcock mentioned, there are some area plan amendments coming from the City of 
South Lake Tahoe, and we anticipate some other area plan amendments, as well as some 
climate amendments coming forward, but specific dates are unknown. 
 
The report on how the local governments are doing on delegated area planning will be sent to 
the Governing Board next week on the consent agenda. It recommends all of the area plans 
continue to be certified. If anyone wants to get that report, I can send you the link or you can 
find it in the Governing Board Packet.  
 
Finally, the two-year terms of your Chair and Vice-Chair have come to an end as of today. One of 
the two has asked to step back from being an officer, and the other member is willing to serve in 
either position. We thought we would open it up to anybody who wants to be considered. You 
can call me or email me or contact Mr. Ferry to discuss what it really takes to be chair. From the 
staff perspective, we appreciate what you do as chair and work closely to plan the agenda and 
presentations to make these meetings as meaningful and smooth as possible. We hope some 
others will step up. Not that we don't want Mr. Ferry to continue, but just wanted to invite you 
to contact me or Mr. Ferry , and we'll get in touch and try to have a slate of officers for your next 
meeting. Mr. Ferry encouraged his colleagues, if anyone wants to step into this role, don't 
hesitate to call me.  
 
Mr. Alling added that he thinks it would be very important for the APC to do a field visit to the 
NV Energy project implemented underneath the power lines. He attended the Tahoe Douglas 
Fire Protection District board meeting last week, and NV Energy gave a presentation on the 
project. With all the talk of wildfire and evacuation concern, I think it's very timely and 
important that everyone on the APC understands the project. I have some contacts, and I think 
it would be a great field visit, maybe even having NV Energy come and give us a presentation. 
 
Ms. Carr offered another idea. She went on a legislative tour around the time of the Lake Tahoe 
Summit, and one of the stop was the Meeks Bay area to learn about fire management and forest 
management from the Washoe Tribe. She had some awareness of those topics, but until she 
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was out there hearing from the tribe and seeing it on the ground, it made a different impact. It 
might be another opportunity to bundle those ideas together. 
 
 

       B.    General Counsel 
 

Mr. Marshall said as you have heard referenced today, a lawsuit has been filed. The North Shore 
Citizens, Green Friends of West Shore, TahoeCleanAir.org, and North Tahoe Preservation 
Alliance has sued the County of Placer over the county's adoption of the area plan that you just 
recommended. That's been filed in state court as a lawsuit based under CEQA. Basically, the 
complaint is that conditions regarding fire risk and population in the basin have changed such 
that you could no longer rely on the 2012 Regional Plan Update or the 2016 Tahoe Basin Area 
Plan EIS/EIR.  
 
Ms. Simon asked if in the event the lawsuit prevails what would that do to the motions that we 
passed today. Mr. Marshall said that’s an interesting question because we have the County 
acting under its own state laws and CEQA, and then APC, as part of TRPA are acting under TRPA 
ordinances and Article 7 of the compact, which is the environmental documentation 
procedures. The lawsuit is just about CEQA and the Placer County Board of Supervisors' action 
under state law. We anticipate that if the TRPA Governing Board approves these amendments, 
and perhaps even the housing amendments that are coming next week, there will be another 
lawsuit associated with that approval. So, in some sense, it may not matter. But assuming there 
is not a secondary lawsuit, and the plaintiffs do prevail, then that only impacts the Placer County 
decision. If the TRPA has taken an action by the time that is not sued, then those changes to the 
Regional Plan and the Area Plan will be made, because those are within the discretion of the 
Governing Board. It maybe that any additional provisions that are purely related to state law 
may be stayed, or they may choose to pull back some of the things associated with why there 
was a deficiency, or they may just go back and do additional environmental documentation. So 
in that aspect it probably depends on what the decision is. 
 
Ms. Simon asked if there was any idea of the timeline of the lawsuit. Mr. Marshall said it will 
depend on whether the suit stays in state court. CEQA cases are given precedence under state 
law. It takes a while to prepare the record, to brief, then have oral arguments, so I wouldn't 
expect anything before 9 to 18 months.   
 

          
C. APC Member Reports  

 
Ms. Carr said the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) has developed a new 
outreach listserv for people that want to sign up for Army Corps 404 actions that require 401 
state certification. The federal government updated the 401 rules and procedures, and we're 
reacting accordingly by developing a new method of doing public comment periods on our 401 
state certification decisions. If you're interested in NDEPs 401 actions, you can go to our website 
and sign up for our listserv going forward, and those 401 state certification applications will be 
publicly noticed for 30 days going forward. 
 
Mr. Teshara, speaking as Chair of the Board of Directors South Shore Transportation 
Management Association said that as an outgrowth of their work on micro-transit Lake Link 
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service had a couple of notes. One is that the City Council recently approved an additional 
allocation of funds, so they'll be able to expand the Lake Link service area within the City. Not all 
the way to the Y yet, that's our collective goal, but significantly farther into town. And we did get 
funding from Douglas County, and we'll have a slight expansion to Round Hill Mall in the Round 
Hill neighborhood and a little farther up lower Kingsbury. So those are positive signs. We have 
also established a partnership with Commute with Enterprise, which is a branch of Enterprise 
rental cars to do van pools that connect Carson Valley, Carson City, and even Reno to the South 
Shore. I know there are similar efforts underway on the North Shore through the Truckee North 
Tahoe TMA, and the town of Truckee is working to get van pools in place. The interesting thing 
is that we've learned if we can position the van pools correctly, they would become part of the 
public transit services that we provide as a region. If we can increase the amount of public 
service or public transit that we do, there's actually a potential that we could get more formula 
money for transit services by doing so. So right now, if people are van pooling or carpooling 
separately, this is great, but if it can go into an overall program that can increase the transit 
services that we provide as a region, there's another benefit to that. So we're excited about the 
opportunity. Not to give them a commercial plug, but Commute with Enterprise has this down, 
and it's a program that we strongly believe in. We're working now with Caesar’s Tahoe and 
others to launch the program and make it available to any employer or any group that would be 
interested. 
 
Ms. Carr said that they learned, once we started to promote more commuting from Reno for our 
staff when telework went away for state workers, was the Reno RTC provides a benefit where if 
you are in a carpool or van pool, and for some reason there's an emergency, for example, your 
kid breaks their leg at school, and you've got to get home and the van pool's not leaving until 5. 
If you subscribe to a certain level, they will pay for an Uber to you to get home. I don't know if 
that's an aspect that's been discussed here, but it really gives you a lot of assurance that if 
something goes wrong you have the ability to get home.  
 
Mr. Teshara said he appreciated the point, it's called ‘Guaranteed Ride Home’, and they will 
have a similar benefit for family emergencies. The other thing that Washoe RTC provides is an 
incentive. So any van pool that leaves Washoe County or comes back into Washoe County, gets 
a $400 incentive, which draws down the overall cost of the program. So many employers put up 
money, the employees put up money, and then there's this incentive. Through the South Shore 
TMA, maybe in partnership with TDD, we’re looking at providing a similar incentive. Because we 
want to encourage anything that takes down the costs of commuting.  
 
Mr. Drake said that Placer County is throwing a parking party on January 10, 2024, 5:00-7:00 
p.m. at the North Tahoe Event Center, and all are invited. It's a public meeting about the parking 
management pilot project that's happening in the North Shore, primarily Kings Beach, and it's 
been a long time coming. There's a very savvy, experienced consultant facilitating the meeting. 
We're excited to have them on board. One of the big topics will be dynamic pricing and how to 
make it work for residents, visitors, seasonality, on peak-off peak, and just be easy to use.   
 
Ms. Jacobsen said Placer County recently engaged with Dixon Consulting to work on formulating 
the parking management program. They’ve done outreach, and King's Beach seems a little bit 
more interested in moving forward with paid parking than Tahoe City. So we're focusing our 
efforts there as a pilot. She also wanted to mention that Palisades Tahoe reached out about 
partnering with them on parking management of their lots. You may have heard they're moving 
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to a paid parking reservation system, and we are taking an agreement to our board to help them 
with enforcement. The Tahoe Office code team currently manages parking enforcement in the 
basin area, and they’re excited about the first public-private partnership related to parking. 
 
Regarding the Short-Term Rental (STR) Program, Ms. Jacobsen said that board discussions in 
October led to key policy considerations for the STR program. Creation of a formal structure for 
the STR stakeholder working group to address cap reduction (currently at 3,900) and spatial 
distribution of STRs in neighborhoods.  
 
Ms. Simon suggested a field trip related to invasive species, potential locations could be the 
Tahoe Keys or Emerald Bay. Regarding the Boulder Bay project in Crystal Bay, she said it is 
moving excruciatingly slowly but a proposal is going to the Washoe County Board of Adjustment 
tomorrow, maybe we’ll see some movement on that. 
 
Mr. Young said he appreciated the work and effective leadership of the current APC Chair.  
 
Ms. Chandler agreed and said they hoped he would continue in his role as chair. That said, it 
would be helpful to share job descriptions for Chair and Vice Chair roles. Ms. Chandler added 
that she was pleased to share that the Tahoe Keys Property Owners decided to fund the Control 
Methods Test for Year 3 following excellent Year 2 results. They would gladly host a field trip in 
the summer. 
 
Mr. Ferry said El Dorado recently completed a big EIP project, the San Bernardino bike path 
project, a major and high-use connection point.  

 
       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Ms. Ellie Waller, quoting Mr. Thomas Eddison said, “being busy does not always mean real work, 
the object of all work is production or accomplishment, and to either of these ends there must 
be forethought, system, planning, intelligence and honest purpose”. She said she would like 
Placer County to come back on the failed community enhancement program. We are now going 
back with 2017 changes as perceived failures. The BBLLC project, which is now Kingsbarn is 
going into another two-year extension due to another developer. The 1990’s had parking 
management plans – never brought forward into the 2017 planning cycle for accomplishment. 
La Lima is being piecemealed, sold. Fast forward, Tahoe City Lodge – it’s shameful that putting in 
porte-cochere posts is progress. Sandy Beach did the same thing, it’s a long age-old lawsuit. 
Creating new programs with no benchmarks doesn’t help bring all of these new changes. She 
thanked Ms. Tyser on urban vs rural, Ms. Tsigdinos. All of the commenters have spent many 
hours reviewing these documents that will be going to the Regional Planning Committee in 
January. She was really surprised that TRPA Counsel brought up that there may be a lawsuit 
against the housing amendments. 
 
Ms. Pamela Tsigdinos said she wanted to comment on a comment made by a commissioner 
about walking in Incline Village to Raley’s etc. It’s very important to know that our existing multi-
use paths are very rarely plowed in the winter, which means people are walking in the already 
crowded two lane streets. In the summer e-bikes race by and there are very poor pedestrian 
crossings, making multi-use paths rather deadly if you want to cross the road. 
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Secondly, Ms. Tsigdinos said I’m very disappointed that the APC voted unanimously in favor of 
these inadequately researched amendments. It’s clear from the public comment that the vast 
majority of Tahoe residents, particularly those not associated with commercial development, 
real estate, lobbyists, and attorneys, oppose the proposed amendments. If there had been a 
public referendum these amendments would have failed. I’d also like to highlight faulty logic 
and lack of intellectual honesty around the formation of these amendments. There is not a lack 
of housing in the Tahoe Basin. What there is, however, is a very poor short-term rental (STR) 
policy that favors tourists over residents. These policies favor T.O.T. collection over the needs of 
those who need a place to live. You just have to accept that is the truth. I’d also like to comment 
on some of the commission statements today. The commission has now approved these 
amendments, so I’d like to underscore Ms. Stahler’s comments – it’s imperative that the 
commission put in place strict and regular monitoring of the amendment impacts. I’d like to 
suggest monthly updates, with a formal annual review. As for one commission member’s 
comment on blight in Tahoe communities, keep in mind the public is not responsible for the 
blight, it is the result of bad policy, and private developers looking for the highest return on 
investment. Please don’t conflate bad policy and public resistance to these amendments. The 
public has legitimate concerns about the changes in our environment, in overall visitation, and 
the climate, and we should no be thrown into a category of resistors for the sake resistance 
when we’re asking meaningful questions and requesting more analysis. 
 
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Mr. Teshara moved to adjourn 
 
 Chair Ferry adjourned the meeting at 1:20 p.m. 
 
 

                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
 

Tracy Campbell 
Clerk to the Advisory Planning Commission 

 

The above meeting was recorded in its entirety. Anyone wishing to listen to the recording of the above-
mentioned meeting may find it at https://www.trpa.gov/meeting-materials/. In addition, written 

documents submitted at the meeting are available for review. If you require assistance locating this 
information, please contact the TRPA at (775) 588-4547 or virtualmeetinghelp@trpa.gov. 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency      February 14, 2024 
Zoom 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

                         
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Mr. Ferry called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. 
 

Members present: Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Drew, Ms. Ferris, Mr. 
Ferry, Ms. Wydra (for Ms. Jacobsen), Mr. Letton, Ms. Moroles-O’Neil, Mr. Hitchcock (for Ms. 
Roverud), Ms. Simon, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Lindgren (for Mr. Stephen), Mr. Teshara, Mr. Young 
 
Members absent: Mr. Hill, Mr. Smokey 
 

 
        II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
  Mr. Ferry deemed the agenda approved as posted. 
 
 

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 

Ms. Ellie Waller said she believes at some point we need to step back and analyze the existing 
conditions better. Without proper analysis, we may repeat past mistakes, such as not 
implementing a community enhancement program. I don't think all projects consider the 
cumulative impacts or existing conditions of an area, not just the project site. When evaluating 
projects, I hope the thresholds are examined more thoroughly to understand the direction they 
are heading. It's essential to assess whether newer projects align with existing conditions and 
address issues like achieving "no net zero". 
 
Ms. Yolanda Knaak, Incline Village resident, said she is concerned about the parking issue. The 
first mistake made was last year when the zoning on 947 Tahoe Blvd. was changed. Affordable 
housing for people that work here, that would be apartments. They’re not going to be able to 
come up with the 20% needed to buy a condo or house. So this whole program is completely 
ridiculous. And thinking that you have parking on the street. I'm looking at my street right now 
and there's a foot and a half of snow and ice along the side of the road. Even though today is a 
green day, you wouldn't be able to park on the side of the road. So this whole idea that you're 
going to provide affordable housing and that people are going to have to come up with 20% to 
buy a condo is unrealistic. Apartments are what is going to be realistic for people that work 
here. 
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Ms. Knaak continued, the other issue that you're not taking into consideration is evacuation. 
The evacuation plans are inadequate. They do not include visitors. We have thousands of 
visitors every day. So, you should never move forward on some project like this with the idea 
that people are going to be able to park, with the idea that people are going to be able to buy 
these condos, and with the idea that people are going to evacuate. I don't know if you know, 
but Incline Village was compared to Lahaina after the Lahaina Fire, and Kings Beach was 
compared to Paradise after the Paradise Fire. So you need to first be able to provide safe 
evacuation for the people that live here before you go working on new developments. 
 
Mr. Doug Flaherty, TahoeCleanAir.org said he is always amazed at how the chairs of these 
various committees are quick to move in and attempt to silence speakers and degrade their first 
Amendment rights, you need to be a little more tolerant before you make judgmental opinions 
about what a general comment is or isn't. 
 
Secondly, APC members in the past have basically been useful lap dogs for the TRPA staff and I 
just hope that based on everything that you know that's happening politically and otherwise 
here in the basin, that you start to ask some reasonable hard questions about what the staff is 
feeding you. Because you really are providing and historically have not provided leadership to 
protect the Lake Tahoe Basin and the clarity of the lake. 
 
In addition, with regards to the fire evacuation issue, you the APC, various committees, the 
Governing Board, completely fear a data-driven roadway evacuation capacity analysis, because 
you know that once that analysis is published based on pure data, you will not be able to 
continue to saturate and degrade the Lake Tahoe Basin for your public interest partners. Those 
partners include public agency partnerships, non-profits, and the development industries.  
 
Finally, you're all a product of regulatory capture. There was a news article on that recently. This 
is what happens; you've created this system, this repetitive system of self-preservation on the 
part of the TRPA since the 2012 regional plan. And now it's all about protecting your interest, 
digging your heels in, coming up with whatever idea of the day that you're trying to promote, 
and you'll take everything right into a lawsuit, regardless of what the public produces as far as 
data. So, I'm ashamed of the history of the Advisory Planning Commission and the TRPA since 
2012. You guys need to ask some hard questions today, not just be spoon-fed by the staff.  
 

 
IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

November 2023 and December 2024 meeting minutes continued to the March APC meeting. 
 

 
V.        PUBLIC HEARINGS 
                 

Agenda Item No. V.A. Election of APC Chair and Vice Chair 2024-2025 
 
Mr. John Hester, TRPA Chief Operating Officer, introduced the item. He said you as you may 
recall, at the December meeting, we announced that we would have elections at the January 
meeting, which was canceled, and asked for interest from those on the commission. The interest 
that we got was that your chair volunteered to serve again if necessary, and nobody else wanted 
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to do it. Ms. Stahler volunteered to serve as Vice-Chair if the current chair would continue on. 
So, that is the slate of officers that we heard about as staff. It's now up to the Commission to 
consider those or others. Mr. Ferry asked if anyone else care to throw their hat in the ring.  
 
Mr. Teshara said that typically the Chair and Vice-Chair are from different states. So, the pairing 
that Mr. Hester announced in his view would be appropriate. Ms. Carr added that with the 
additional roles and responsibilities of her current job, she felt the APC could be better served 
by another representative as Vice-Chair.  
 
Ms. Carr made a motion to elect Mr. Brendan Ferry as Chair, and Ms. Ellery Stahler as Vice Chair, 
to the Advisory Planning Commission for 2024-2025. 
 
Mr. Teshara seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Ms. Moroles O’Neil, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Teshara, Mr. Drew, Ms. Wydra, Mr. 
Letton, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Ms. Ferris, Ms. Simon, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Lindgren, Mr. 
Young, Mr. Ferry 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
 

VI.A. Agenda Item No. VI.A. Notice of Preparation for Proposed Possible Boatworks Redevelopment 
Project 

 
TRPA Local Government Coordinator, Brandy McMahon, presented the item. She said they are 
here today because Placer County and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency have issued a notice 
of preparation for the proposed Boatworks Redevelopment Project in Tahoe City. We are 
planning on moving forward with the preparation of a joint Environmental Impact Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS), which is going to be prepared pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and TRPA rules and regulations.  
 
Ms. McMahon is joined by Heather Beckman, Senior Planner and Leah Chavez Principal Planner 
with Placer County. From the applicant's team we have Vinton Hawkins with MJD Capital 
Partners, Wyatt Ogilvy - Land-use Consultant, Marie Murphy - property owner, and Chip 
Williamson – Attorney, to present the proposed project as well as the plans for moving forward 
with the environmental review process. In the audience, taking notes because this is considered 
a scoping meeting, we have Nanette Hansel and Jessica Mitchell with Ascent Environmental, 
which is the environmental firm that has been hired to prepare the joint environmental 
document. 
 
Ms. McMahon said the purpose of a scoping meeting is to obtain public and agency input 
regarding the potentially significant environmental issues, and to discuss reasonable project 
alternatives and potential mitigation measures that will be evaluated in the joint environmental 
document. Today we will highlight the potential impacts we are planning to analyze in the joint 
environmental document. Any comments we receive verbally today or in writing throughout the 
scoping process, will be taken into consideration, and then later on in the process, there will be 
additional public hearings where we discuss the merits of the project. 
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In addition to today's scoping meeting, we're having another scoping meeting in Tahoe City on 
February 26, 2024. It's going to be a hybrid meeting so people can participate in person or 
remotely. And then we've also placed the Notice of Preparation on the Governing Board agenda 
for February 28, 2024. We released the Notice of Preparation on January 31st, so we are taking 
written public comment through February 29th, which is the end of the scoping period. 
 
We did send the notice of preparation to property owners within 300 feet of the project 
boundary. We're maintaining a distribution list for anyone who's interested in being notified of 
upcoming public hearings. We provided the Notice of Preparation to state and federal agencies, 
tribes, county departments, and public agencies such as school districts, and we provided a 
notice in two newspapers. With that Ms. McMahon turned the presentation over to the 
applicant's team.  
 
Ms. Marie Murphy, owner and manager of Boat Works at Tahoe LLC, the subject of the 
discussion today, said that her operating company, MJD, acquired the Inn at Boatworks, 
formerly known as the Tahoe City Inn in 2018. The following year, we purchased the Boatworks 
Mall. Boatworks has been the hub of the North Shore for decades, and through our combined 
ownership of the inn, mall, and office space at Boatworks, our team has revitalized these aging 
structures, drawing people back to this central location in Tahoe City. 
 
We've invested over a million dollars in renovating the Inn, and successfully leased 30% more 
space in the mall than the previous owners. We take pride in fostering a sense of place for the 
Lake Tahoe community through our investments and community-oriented events. We've 
introduced the first mural to Tahoe City, collaborated with non-profits and small businesses, and 
provided space for various activities, including art, health and fitness, wine, commerce, retail, 
and most importantly, environmental stewardship. 
 
My partner, Vinton Hawkins, and I are deeply rooted in the local community while we also have 
an institutional mind-set, essential for navigating the entitlements we’re here to discuss today. 
Vinton, a lifelong Lake Tahoe resident, has familial ties to the area dating back nearly a century. I 
am a mountain enthusiast from Utah and have been in California since 1997. Our goal has been 
to provide a significant time and exposure to the wonders of the Lake Tahoe Basin, especially for 
my daughters. 
 
Over the past 4 and a half years, Vinton and I have diligently prepared for today's discussion, 
consulting with both Placer County and TRPA to align with the goals outlined in the 2017 Area 
Regional Plan. Our development proposal focuses on restoring the environment, enhancing 
community character, and improving socio-economic conditions. 
 
We plan to enhance the Stream Environment Zone (SEZ), introduce environmentally friendly 
buildings and transportation options, and align our operations with environmentally forward 
practices. Our project is designed to create a sense of place in Tahoe City, reflecting the 
mountain architecture that both Boat Works and the community are built on. 
 
As a catalyst for redevelopment, we aim to create new jobs and improve overall socio-economic 
conditions on the North Shore. We’ve conducted thorough due diligence on land capability and 
zoning. We firmly believe that the benefits of this transformative redevelopment will elevate a 
dormant town to its highest potential, benefiting the environment, the lake, and both local 
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residents and visitors alike. 
 

Mr. Vinton Hawkins, Legal Counsel for MJD Capital Partners and co-owner and project manager 
of the Boatworks redevelopment. His great grandfather brough property in the basin in 1924 
and he has spent his entire life connected to the lake. He said like all of you, I love and desire to 
protect Lake Tahoe, and to do so it takes vision and money. The proposed project will not only 
enhance the existing conditions, but will provide economic benefits to continued efforts to 
preserve the lake. We are proposing a destination hotel for the redevelopment of the 
Boatworks. Once guests arrive they can access the alternative modes of transit, walk, or bike the 
town, and reduce travelling in and out of the basin because they can find a hotel. Tahoe is a 
tourist-based economy, but the Placer County portion of the basin has a limited supply of hotel 
rooms. There are approximately only 1,700 hotel/motel rooms in the Placer County portion of 
the basin, and there has not been a new hotel of scale in 60 years. Stakeholders have spent the 
last 25 years studying where and how tourist accommodation should/could occur. After 
extensive research, we agree that the Boatworks is the ideal location for a hotel redevelopment 
as it fill the mission and vision of regional planning documents. 
 
Mr. Hawkins highlighted the importance of revitalizing the Tahoe City Town Center for overall 
community development. Very little has occurred here in decades. The project aims to address 
new infrastructure, environmental enhancement, and economic growth. The proposal includes 
modern, comfortable, and sustainable accommodations for tourists, incorporating energy-
efficient designs, LED certified construction, fire-resistant building materials, and modernized 
fire suppression and HVAC systems. 
 
The project emphasizes water conservation, pollution prevention, and site-wide modernization 
of runoff, stormwater recapture, and infiltration systems. It will reduce the existing footprint, 
and some of the existing encroachment into the Bliss Creek stream environment zone (SEZ). 
Coverage will be further reduced with the introduction of pervious surfaces.  
 
The redevelopment is expected to have positive effects on local businesses and residents, 
creating job opportunities, increasing tourism revenue, and enhancing property values. The 
project also integrates public and private transportation options to improve the site's 
transportation infrastructure, including pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, lakeside trails, shuttle 
services, and biking opportunities. 
 
The project location, in Tahoe City's mixed-use town center core, is surrounded by like zoning, 
with no residential interface. The site comprises three structures—the Boatworks Mall, 
Boatworks Commercial Condominium, and Boatworks Motel. The site is approximately 75% 
covered by structures and impervious surfaces, with a massive asphalt parking lot, over an acre 
in size and covering 28% of the entire site. 
 
The proposed redevelopment program includes a streetscape with a single-story retail band, 29 
condominiums, and a hotel structure with 79 units. The design considers the preservation of a 
large tree to buffer the structure in the northwest portion of the site. 
 
The project team is committed to environmentally conscious practices, sustainable design, and 
reducing the reliance on cars, promoting alternative modes of transportation such as walking, 
biking, and shuttle services.  
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The amenities of the project are positioned away from the shoreline towards the center of the 
site to break up the massing and adhere to the 56-foot height limit. The development team 
includes local expertise from Ogilvy Consulting for land use, SB Architects for architectural 
design, Design Workshop for landscape design, and others. 
 
Mr. Wyatt Ogilvy said he has worked with Marie and Vinton since they were in due diligence to 
acquire the project site and the assemblage of properties, through to close of escrow and 
ultimately assembling the project team. He said they are putting together a comprehensive 
project in response to the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP). 
 
Mr. Ogilvy said the site today has minimal BMPs by the consolidation of vehicles in a structured 
parking garage. We contain the vehicle impacts to the site and we can, not only through the use 
of the garage but have a comprehensive modernized BMP program for the site that's right on 
the shore of the Tahoe City Marina and Lake Tahoe. 
 
We met early with the League to Save Lake Tahoe to consider both physical and programmatic 
elements to the development program, in the hopes of reducing trips through a destination 
resort to have both interaction with the community, the physical attributes of the site, and 
programmatic elements such as employee lockers and showers to hope to get to as close to net 
neutral in both the VMT, as well as based on the extended development across the site.  
 
The site borders Bliss Creek along the Easterly project boundary. That creek actually influences 
the adjoining property, so we don't control the full extent of the creek, but to the extent we can, 
where we have control and influence, we're going to do enhancements to the creek itself and 
pull out development, both building footprint and impervious surface from the creek and the 
stream environment zone. 
 
The through the design and analysis both under the document and in compliance with TRPA 
code, we will comply with the scenic resource elements. By doing so the project will help trend 
this segment of shoreline towards threshold attainment for scenic resources both from the 
roadway and the shoreland component. 
 
And then housing, because we are net neutral or close to that neutral by the time we get to full 
analysis in the document of commodities, we anticipate that the housing element is going to be 
relatively small. However, we will, of course, comply with Placer County’s adopted housing 
element. That said, both Vinton and Marie are cognizant of the housing challenges that our 
region faces and the need to operate effectively. We have to have employees and our 
employees need places to live, so they continue to look at options outside of the project itself. 
Mr. Ogilvy described the images on slide 12, showing project renderings. 
 
The Tahoe Basin Area Plan has amendments that are being put forward by Placer County, one 
provision of those amendments is a provision for groundwater interception. The project as 
proposed, TRPA issued a soils hydro approval, and the garage is currently cited to sit above the 
groundwater profile across the site, and parking demand is met on-site. However, since we're 
going through this joint environmental document and in parallel, the area plan amendments are 
being considered, we're also analyzing an option that would provide for some additional parking 
beyond the demand of the project that could have a community benefit should those provisions 
be ultimately adopted and upheld. As opposed to taking a step back or having a delay, we're 
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analyzing this option concurrently through the preparation of the joint environmental 
document. 
 
Mr. Ogilvy handed it back to Ms. McMahon who said that the project will require approval by 
both Placer County and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. For those not familiar with the 
environmental review process we are currently scoping. The next step will be to prepare a draft 
Environmental Impact Report, and Environmental Impact Statement. Once that is complete, 
we'll release the draft document for 60 days and have additional public hearings. We will 
respond to the comments we see during that period in a final environmental document and 
then we'll take the project through the public hearing process. So we'll go through the Placer 
County and then TRPA public hearing process. 
 
Ms. McMahon said we will analyze potential environmental impacts in the environmental 
document. Some impacts we plan to analyze in detail, such as air quality, water quality, and 
noise. Other impacts will be covered with a brief discussion and analysis in the document. In 
addition to the proposed project that was presented today, we will be evaluating potential 
alternatives. So the no-project alternative or existing conditions, and then we're also considering 
analyzing a reduced height alternative, and then a reduced units alternative in the 
environmental document. 
 
Ms. McMahon said we are accepting written public comments through February 29th. The 
public comment can be emailed to or mailed to Placer County, and the information is available 
on slide 19. TRPA is posting all the application documents on the Lake Tahoe Info Parcel Tracker. 
You just need to enter either in the APN or the project number. So those of you on the APC or in 
the audience who want to see some more information on this project, you can go to this 
website.  
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Alling said he had a question regarding Bliss Creek on the northeast portion of the property. 
In the notice it states that some enhancements are proposed to Bliss Creek. He asked if any 
efforts have been made to coordinate with the adjacent property owner to include 
enhancements for the entirety of the creek instead of just one half. Mr. Hawkins said that the 
site (Safeway) is going to be put on the market. They originally reached out to Safeway and 
attempted to acquire that property as well. That didn’t come to fruition, and we don’t know 
who will own it. It would be great if we could get cooperation from our adjoining property 
owner. 
 
Ms. Stahler echoed Mr. Alling’s comments. Additionally, she said that considering the proximity 
to Lake Tahoe, there's a prime opportunity to design and implement Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that can significantly reduce sediment loads impacting Lake Tahoe. Her agency, 
the Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) through the Lake Tahoe license plate program, 
recently sponsored a review of BMPs, considering climate change and other factors, to 
determine what would work best for Lake Tahoe. As part of the request for comments, I may 
submit these findings to Placer County, hoping that they pass through to the project sponsors 
for their consideration as they plan and design the water quality infrastructure components. 
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Ms. Moroles-O’Neil said she is happy to see this development in our community, especially 
considering its historical significance for Tahoe City. She said she was present when the 
Boatworks was built, and it's been disheartening to see it not being utilized. Her question, 
although it may not have a clear answer, pertains to Jake's on the Lake, which has become a 
staple in that building. With the new development including restaurants, has there been any 
communication with Jake's on the Lake, or will all the current occupants be displaced? Mr. 
Hawkins will respond offline since the question doesn’t pertain to the Notice of Preparation. 
 
Ms. Simon said I would like more information about the consideration of reduced height, how 
that works, and the envisioned total buildout of the parcel. 
 
Ms. Chandler raises two concerns. She would like to see more details on the workforce housing 
plan. She has many friends in the area struggling to find housing. The project might force more 
people to live outside the community, increasing daily commutes and vehicle miles traveled. 
Another worry is the lack of information about a specific evacuation plan. The increased density 
could significantly impact the population, and I'd like to see figures comparing current and 
future occupancy along with an evacuation plan for the parcel. 
 
Ms. Carr echoed Ms. Stahler’s comments regarding stormwater best management practices 
(BMPs). The proximity to the lake and the underground parking structure raises questions about 
potential groundwater interception during construction or long-term use. A thorough analysis of 
what would be done with the water in case de-watering would be interesting. She would also be 
interested in seeing a phase one environmental site assessment in the surrounding area, 
particularly in the upgrading areas for potential groundwater contaminant sources. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock said he assumed that the scenic section would include a detailed analysis of the 
visual magnitude of the proposed project considering its location near the shoreline. Ms. 
McMahon said a scenic analysis has been prepared, and is available on the ltinfo.org parcel 
tracker.  
 
Mr. Lindgren, representing Lake Tahoe Basin fire chiefs, said the fire department supports the 
project. North Tahoe Fire Protection District and Chief Leighton are happy with the 
communication received to make the public safety enhancements and evacuation 
considerations. He’ll speak more about evacuation in commission comments at the end. 
 
Mr. Drake said he will miss the Boatworks Mall but is happy to see a hotel redevelopment 
happening on this parcel, it’s totally appropriate. Regarding transit, he said the Boatworks was 
envisioned as a hub for a future water taxi stop. This project also sits along a high-use trail, and 
in the commercial corridor with bus services. In the spirit of multimodal development he would 
like to know how they’re envisioning a future water taxi stop, and moving people from that stop 
up to the road. 
 
It doesn't look like that's currently envisioned in the design, and if we were to succeed at getting 
a functioning water taxi service going, I'd hate to have to look at a redesign or shove a square 
peg in a round hole. It looks like there's a bus stop called out on the road, but I would really like 
to see a more modern pull-out, proper bus stop with a shelter. If we’re really trying to focus on 
multimodal that seems appropriate. 
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Mr. Drake asked what the vision for commercial retail is, and more specifically what's the 
current amount of retail square footage is, and what would be proposed in the future. Mr. 
Hawkins said they’ve been operating the mall as it exists for over four years. Currently, retail is 
on the ground floor, with non-profits, the snow museum, and professional offices on the second 
floor. While we want to fill them all, it’s not pure retail. That should be up on the street. He 
added that  it will be like any other hotel, we want to encourage the public, locals, and tourists 
to come and visit the site. There will be amenities that are accessible. The only area that is 
probably going to be private is the pool, for liability purposes, that has to be controlled. But 
everything else is going to be accessible. So, between the commercial floor area (CFA), coupled 
with the accessory uses of the hotel, we feel that we're not going to be losing anything that the 
mall is providing on today's basis. 
 
Mr. Drake said that Mr. Ogilvy mentioned in his comments about parking that current parking is 
at 155 spaces, and proposed is 175 spaces, but that there's a possibility of going beyond that to 
provide additional community benefit. He asked for elaboration on that comment. Mr. Ogilvy 
replied that the parking as proposed today meets the initial shared parking demand analysis 
done by the transportation consultants, and that will be further analyzed in the joint document. 
The proposal you're referencing would be the increase if the area plan provision for 
groundwater interception was allowed. Then an additional 20 stalls beyond what meets that 
shared demand today. So if that provision for groundwater interception was adopted and 
upheld, this option would analyze some additional parking beyond the shared demand that the 
project generates at peak time. Mr. Drake said he was wondering where the public benefit 
component comes in. Mr. Ogilvy said Placer County have been analyzing elements of how to 
better manage parking for farmers markets etc. across the community. 
 
Mr. Ferry said that having visited that site many times, it seems like redevelopment is very 
appropriate there. It sounds like you're very thoroughly approaching this process and there's a 
long way to go. You'll be in front of the public many times in the future. He assumes the 56-foot 
height proposal meets the Placer County area plan. He acknowledged Placer County staff 
nodding in agreement. Mr. Ferry encouraged the project team to think about locals, and is 
happy to hear that the property will be welcoming to all, and that pedestrian amenities will be 
provided, bike racks, bathrooms, all those things that the public needs. Finally, he mentioned 
the VMT issue, he knows they will be looking at that through the analysis, it’s an important hot 
topic in the basin. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Ellie Waller said she has several points. Firstly, she asked if 3.8 acres are sufficient for the 
proposed uses, expressing concerns that telling us the project has 75% existing coverage doesn’t 
tell us if the entire project will fit. She believes the Waldorf Astoria is on 12 acres. 
 
Ms. Waller seeks clarification on the definition of discretionary entitlement on the Boatworks 
project, inquiring about the approving members and potential variances to codes and 
regulations, if any. She asked how the project will meet the no-net VMT requirements, 
particularly regarding trip-producing amenities and EV stations. She expressed concerns about 
the quantification of certain mitigation measures, whether EV stations will be accessible to the 
general public, and how usage by guest towards mitigation can be determined. 
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Ms. Waller questions the project's ability to determine guest use of public transportation, 
providing connectivity and shuttles does not guaranteed people will use them. Bicycles cannot 
be used 12 months out of the year, another point for reduction. Ms. Waller asks if the project 
will require Placer County to relax scenic standards as proposed in the Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
(TBAP) 
 
Ms. Waller recommends erecting story polls along with balloon studies for public observation 
and questions the shared parking formula. How can you quantify the hours cited in the shared 
parking report – are those guesstimates. She inquires whether the hotel component will be 
conditioned in the first phase, it certainly should be. We all talk about 60 years, every project 
that we don’t get a hotel, but the luxury condos go up first. How many Tourist Accommodation 
Units (TAUs) does the project currently have, how much of the existing commercial floor area 
will count as TAUs. The TAUs should be deed-restricted with no short-term rental capability. 
How many Residential Units of Use (RUUs) does the project have? How many units of affordable 
workforce housing is required? The Waldorf incorporated 13-14 units into their design, that 
should go into the alternatives. Ms. Waller agrees with the recommendation that one 
alternative should have three stories, which is what is currently there. She asks how much land 
with be utilized for snow storage and how much is needed for emergency vehicle turnaround. 
 
Ms. Waller asks if there is dedicated space for a drop-off location, and how much space is going 
to be taken up by EV stations and bicycles. With the adoption of the area plan to ensure 
compatibility, she thanks Mr. Hitchcock for also mentioning the TRPA visual magnitude and all 
that scenic analysis. She said TRPA may permit additional square footage for that and all of that 
needs to come out in the environmental document. Ms. Waller asked for an explanation of the 
multi-family conversion to condo units. 
 
Ms. Waller said she is still reviewing the information and will submit more detailed comments in 
writing. 
 
Ms. Judith Tornese, President of Friends of the West Shore, expressed appreciation for the 
potential revitalization of Tahoe City through the project. However, she raised several concerns. 
Firstly, she expressed concerns about the mass and height of the project and public access, 
emphasizing the importance of maintaining public access to the recreational area around the 
lake. Referring to the cumulative impacts, Ms. Tornese urged the inclusion of a comprehensive 
analysis of cumulative impacts with other projects in the area in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). She also mentioned affordable workforce 
housing, not achievable housing but real affordable housing, in close proximity to the site, 
preferably walking distance. Finally, they are concerned about emergency evacuation in the 
event of wildfire and called for an in-depth analysis of emergency evacuation plans. 
 
Mr. Doug Flaherty emphasized the need for a thorough and comprehensive EIR/EIS. He said I 
don't know of anyone that's opposed to redevelopment, so let's not paint the people that are 
asking questions as Nimbys. No, many people are just simply opposed to cumulative impact over 
development, and want to make sure that we have the proper and complete comprehensive 
EIS/EIRs that we need. The TRPA and Placer County have responsibility to ensure that the 
EIR/EIS include analysis of new or changed circumstances, cumulative impacts, and other 
information which may result new significant impacts, not considered in a previous EIR/EIS. It 
must provide a comprehensive analysis of all topics they presently intend to scope out or 
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dismiss. Page 5 a full list of items you intend to scope out and dismiss, that's just simply not 
acceptable.  
 
Mr. Flaherty continued, with regard to public safety within the unique Tahoe Basin and its 
extreme 306-degree high hazard severity wildfire, wildland urban interface zones, overcapacity 
two-lane and traffic coming roadways, and it's demonstrated wind and slope environment, the 
EIR/EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of new information as the discussed in the 
California Attorney General's October 2022 best practices for analyzing and mitigating impacts 
of development projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This 
information was not available during the 2012 Regional Plan or the 2016 Placer County Area 
Plan. Despite repeated pleas from the public to do so, Placer County and the TRPA have failed to 
substantially address wildfire and wildfire evacuation in relation to individual and cumulative 
new information and changed circumstances. Data and information regarding the increase in 
intensity of wildfires was not available in 2016 when the County approved the TBAP or during 
the 2012 regional plan process.  
 
He said, as stated by the California Attorney General, best practices, guidelines, the changing 
nature of wildfires under various metrics, frequencies, areas burned, adverse ecological impacts, 
a number of Californians displaced, is a worsening crisis that will unfortunately be part of 
California future. All we want you to do is include this study in the EIR/EIS. That's all we're asking 
for. Let's get the data. Let's ensure that we have the data that helps us to prevent more, more, 
more, overcapacity in the basin, and prevent the Tahoe Basin from being the first piece of 
information on one of the upcoming Super Bowls like the Lahaina Fire was. 
Thank you. Doug. The next hand raised is Anne Nichols and if you unmute you can address the 
commission. 
 
Ms. Anne Nichols, North Tahoe Preservation Alliance, said this is 10-pounds in a 5-pound bag. 
What would be really nice to have, for transparency and ease for the public, is a fact sheet, 
including things like total square foot build out compared with the 46,000 square foot build out 
now. When you cover all that parking area, and go 56 feet it becomes huge, with the 
underground parking. She asked, what are the cuts you're going to be making? How many cubic 
yards of soil will be removed? How many truckloads will that be? What will the population of 
the site be? The 44 employees seems optimistic, but the rationale for that would be great.  
 
Ms. Nichols said the Condotel part, as far as a hotel its 79 units – how many square feet is that? 
It’s 57% of the project just looking at units, but what is it as far as build out? The Condotel is 43% 
of the project as far as units. Again, the square foot build out would be great to have.  
 
She said, we just need to think about what the phasing is, how many years build out? Are you 
going to be asking for an onsite batch plant like the Waldorf Astoria is asking for in Crystal Bay? 
And then of course the in-lieu for workforce housing is completely unacceptable. If you really 
care about the community that is not the way it should go at all. Anyway, it'd be nice to see 
things done that are lovely. I'd love to see community access to the pool, or have two pools as a 
community benefit, I think it'd be a lot more than 20 new parking spaces. As far as the 
community benefit of less encroachment on Bliss Creek, of course that should be the case, that 
goes without saying.  
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Ms. Niobe Burden, Tahoe Vista resident and conservation photographer, said this is great as a 
redevelopment. She does have concerns, as many in the community do, about making sure it 
does stay at 56 feet. In order to visualize this she thinks it's important to have story polls put 
into place. She thinks story polls should be mandated on all commercial projects, in town 
projects or anything on the lake side, to really verify scenic thresholds, and give the public a 
visual concept of height and how it's going to look in mass. 
 
Ms. Burden’s second concern is providing affordable workforce housing in the design 
alternatives. How many TAUs versus RRUs, and then what sort of workforce housing 
component. Of course we all know this is a huge need, and it would be a great community 
benefit to have this for such a large project. She said having public access more delineated in the 
plan would be great so that we know that access is clear from the lake for the future water taxi, 
and the transportation hub having a turnout. Those sorts of items obviously are very important. 
Finally, she echoed Doug Flaherty's comments and our concerns as a community, to have the EIS 
updated as a cumulative study from what it's been based on in 2012. Huge difference between 
then and now. 
 
Commission Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Teshara asked, with respect to the VMT and the no new net, does Placer County or TRPA 
have an analysis of the VMT that existed in Tahoe City when it used to be a thriving community? 
Because he doesn’t think it has the VMT that it did at one point in time. So how are you going to 
determine if there's no new net VMT, if there used to be a lot of VMT, and now we're based on 
the fact that Tahoe City is largely a ghost town. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said she would lean on Leeah Chavez (Environmental Coordinator) to test her 
memory on the VMT data. Ms. Jacobsen can say they are currently undergoing an Eastern Placer 
County VMT threshold analysis. That’s looking at using data from the last couple of years. So 
that has been underway. She said we could also be looking back towards the TBAP, and there 
would be some VMT analysis in there. Ms. Chavez added that this project falls within the Tahoe 
Basin Area Plan, which did have a VMT analysis that from a cumulative standpoint, determined 
that VMT as a whole would go down with the redevelopment proposed with the Area Plan. But 
this is definitely something they will be analyzing in the EIR/EIS.  
 
Mr. Teshara said that Tahoe City is not the community it once was, and suggested that there 
should be some analysis that says we used to have this much, and now we have this much. He 
added that he will be preparing some written comments on the project, but in his mind, the 
team that's been assembled, the property owner, the consulting team, etc., is the kind of 
approach we're looking for in terms of people coming in to redevelop our town centers, and 
that Tahoe City and Kings Beach desperately need. 
 
Mr. Drake said we all know that short-term rentals (STRs) have filled the need for beds for 
visitors coming to the Tahoe Basin. The whole intent of developing these hotels and commercial 
cores is to bring people back to our town centers. He knows there's been discussion in Placer 
County about reducing the STR cap on total number of permits, and speaking as both a 
commissioner and member of the public, he’s curious where that's at. They would like some 
clarity around what the mechanics of that look like; if we get x number of hotel beds, can we 

72

DRAFT



reduce the STR cat by at least a comparable number of permits. That would help our community 
get behind a project like this, and other proposed hotel projects coming down the pipeline. 
 
Ms. Wydra said that TBPA amendments coming to the TRPA Governing Board soon do include a 
policy that would allow them to explore reduction of the short-term rental cap when new 
lodging units come into the town centers. Through that policy they will develop that program. 
So if the TBAP amendments get approved then that's something they can embark upon in 
concert with the short-term rental program, which could help feed into this project as well as 
future lodging projects. 
 
Mr. Drew said that to clarify on Mr. Teshara’s comment, a topic that relates to this project, but 
that’s also a broader topic we may need to bring back, is just how we define baseline for VMT. 
This is the third time in the last 6 months this has come up as a part of discussions of projects 
that have come forward, including this one. Having a better understanding of what's defining 
baseline may be something we want to do for this project as well as having a broader discussion 
about how that's going to be defined moving forward, because the time and place of baseline is 
very important. 
 
Mr. Young said he appreciated this entire discussion today. He thinks the questions today give a 
pretty full palette of what everybody should expect in the future regarding future questions. We 
should expect that almost every single question or inquiry we heard today will be heard again in 
the future. He added that the Regional Plan contemplated something called environmental 
redevelopment. That was the whole concept of what we were trying to achieve with the new 
Regional Plan. It's what the new area plans are all supposed to be focused on trying to achieve. 
And we have to expect that when we get what we asked for, it's going to look different than it 
looks now. It's going to function differently than it functions now. It's going to fit into the 
community a little bit differently than it does now. But, in order to achieve that overall goal of 
environmental redevelopment, that's where we have to go. He really appreciates the meeting 
today, really hopes to hear answers to the questions that were raised, and looks forward to 
seeing how this environmental redevelopment project unfolds over time. 
 
Mr. Drake echoed comments from Ms. Carr and Ms. Stahler’s comments about proximity to 
Lake and BMP's and looks forward to seeing the more detailed proposal about how we address 
stormwater runoff from the project. Speaking broadly, he’s aware of many projects that have 
been permitted in the last few years, that are still permitting old school stormwater designs that 
are not addressing pollutants of concern. He looks forward to reading the study the NDSL study. 
He knows that it's difficult to address the fine particles, but it essentially means either super 
high maintenance expensive mechanical treatments or settling and infiltration. He encourages 
this project to take a hard creative look at the stormwater treatment design approach and to 
raise the bar on what we've seen recently, because it needs to happen. 
 
Mr. Ferry agreed with Mr. Drake and added that Placer County will be looking at this from their 
TMDL program. 
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VI.B. Proposed Code Amendments Supporting Climate Resilience Affordable Housing and Mixed-Use 

Design Standards 
 

Mr. John Hester introduced the item, and said it was informational only, and designed to inform 
the public and the commission about considerations and provide an opportunity for input. He 
provided a few important background points. The amendments are designed to implement the 
regional plan, focusing on protecting the environment and achieving thresholds. Some key 
concepts are walkable communities, mixed-use standards, and addressing dark skies and climate 
considerations. He added that the dark skies and climate components were worked on with UC 
Davis graduate students and some of those were already passed. This is the second iteration, 
and more climate amendments are anticipated in the future.  
 
Mr. Hester said the probably most important is affordable housing. We want to ensure that 
higher-end developments is contributing to affordable, moderate, and achievable housing to 
address the extra-regional sprawl that’s caused when local workers don’t have an opportunity 
to live where they work and have to commute in from other areas. So the focus on affordable 
housing is driven by the need to curb extra-regional sprawl and reduce environmental impact. 
 
Mr. Jacob Stock, TRPA Senior Planner emphasized that this an informational session with no 
action required today. He said that the focus of these amendments includes integrating climate 
best practices into our code, setting standards for mixed-use development, and introducing 
affordable housing mitigation for condos. He said they are seeking public and APC input on ways 
to improve the proposal which aligns with Governing Board and APC direction, notably 
stemming from the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan amendments. He added that the climate 
amendments have been in progress for a couple years, with ongoing efforts for finalization. 
All the amendments are aimed at adaptive code management, addressing emerging issues and 
technologies. 
 
Mr. Stock said the proposed climate amendments originate from the Regional Plan, and from 
the 2013 Sustainable Action Plan, which has seen significant implementation, with 80% either 
completed or currently in progress. Following Governing Board direction, the focus has shifted 
to executing the remaining actions tied to the Code of Ordinances outlined in the Sustainability 
Action Plan. 
 
In the summer of 2022, a workshop with the Governing Board was conducted to further 
prioritize sustainability goals from the sustainability action plan for integration into the Code. 
Key areas identified included efficient lighting standards, standards for renewable energy, 
standards supporting electric vehicle charging, and mitigations for large special events. 
 
Collaboration with UC Davis graduate students in the environmental policy program ensued. 
They conducted research and facilitated stakeholder input sessions, involving representatives 
from local government, land use professionals, local non-profits, Liberty Energy, and the 
Washoe Tribe. This collective effort produced a formal proposal presented as an informational 
item to the Regional Planning Committee. 
 
The initial presentation in the summer led to valuable feedback from the Regional Planning 
Committee, prompting further refinement of the proposal. Some elements have already been 
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adopted through the permitting improvement amendments presented to the board in 
September 2023. The remaining recommendations are encapsulated in Attachment B to the 
staff report. 
 
Mr. Stock highlighted important elements of the proposal: 
 

• Traffic Plan for Temporary/Special Events: Addressing traffic impacts for temporary or 
special events, akin to the requirement in the city of South Lake Tahoe for events with 
500 attendees or more 

• Electric Vehicle Charging: Recognizing the importance of EV charging, the proposal 
introduces items related to this current and emerging issue. Items include, definitions, 
primary use for EV charging, and requirements for conduit and large parking lots, aimed 
at encouraging EV charging as a distribute accessory use, while also allowing it as a 
primary use 

• Solar Energy Generation: Designed to streamline the process for staff and property 
owners interested in installing roof-mounted solar, while still providing protections for 
scenic quality. They tried to do this through a qualified exemption (QE) for roof-
mounted solar, that meets certain requirements, an important one being meeting a 
reflectivity standard in scenic areas, and less stringent out with scenic areas. 

• Dark Skies: The proposal includes a reorganization of outdoor lighting standards with a 
focus on preserving dark sky resources. Long Range and Permitting staff worked closely 
with on this section to balance dark sky preservation with property rights and ease of 
implementation. This is the item that has changed the so Mr. Stock said he is particularly 
interested in hearing input on this piece, which includes that outdoor lighting: 

o Must serve a functional purpose 
o No splay of light offsite 
o Color temperature limit 
o Lumen limit on commercial properties 
o 50% reduction after operating hours 
o Lighting plan 

 
Mr. Stock continued, the mixed-use proposal, as Mr. Hester mentioned, was crafted to further 
the goals of Regional Plan which specifically identifies mixed-use as a tool to achieve energy 
conservation and greenhouse gas reduction goals. 
 
Attachment A to the staff report outlines the proposed mixed-use standards. Mixed-use involves 
multiple compatible uses on a single parcel, and it's exemplified by projects like the Boatworks. 
The idea is that placing services and residences in proximity reduces energy use and greenhouse 
gas emissions by decreasing reliance on vehicles. 
 
Previously, we lacked a definition or standards for mixed-use, but it gained prominence in the 
947 Tahoe proposal and the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan amendment. Directed by the APC and the 
Governing Board, staff developed mixed-use standards and affordable housing mitigation for 
condos as part of the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan. These were adopted, and the Governing Board 
further directed us to pursue mixed-use standards and a similar affordable housing mitigation, 
regionwide. 
 
Delving into the proposed requirements for mixed-use, Mr. Stock said the standards are 
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intentionally general, allowing flexibility for specific local design standards while emphasizing 
the Regional Plan goals of energy conservation and Greenhouse Gas Reduction by creating 
walkable areas. 
 
We propose a requirement for non-residential uses on the ground floor of structures, 
comprising either 60% of the building frontage, or 60% of the ground floor. This flexibility 
accommodates site-specific scenarios, ensuring that non-residential spaces, such as commercial 
or services, are on the ground floor and oriented towards the street for easy pedestrian access. 
Mr. Stock said the images on slide 7 illustrate the mixed-use concept. The top image showcases 
a ground-floor café oriented towards the street, with residences on the second floor. The 
bottom image provides a conceptual representation of how this might look in Tahoe with local 
design standards and architectural style. 
 
Moving on to the affordable housing mitigation, Mr. Stock said it responds to the direction from 
the APC and the Governing Board following the amendment to the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan, 
where they recognized the need to mitigate the impact of new market rate housing on the 
workforce housing gap. The proposal suggests that 10% of units in condominium subdivisions 
should be deed-restricted as affordable or moderate-income housing. This percentage aligns 
with the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan adopted last year. 
 
The 10% requirement is derived from housing needs assessments by the Mountain Housing 
Council and Tahoe Prosperity Center, indicating a gap of over 5,000 workforce housing units for 
lower and moderate-income residents, approximately 10% of the total potential units in the 
basin. While the proposal won't replace Placer County or the City's existing requirements, rather 
it will apply to jurisdictions without equivalent programs. The next phase of Tahoe Living will 
explore other policy options for mitigating impacts on affordable housing. 
 
Regarding what's next, staff are seeking input today, and plan to present the proposal to the 
Regional Planning Committee, incorporating comments from both RPC and APC. They will 
conduct a final round of stakeholder outreach and then work on the IEC and conformance 
documents, aiming to begin the hearing process in April 2024, and present to the Governing 
Board for consideration in June.  

 
 

APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Drew raised two points. Firstly, on EV charging, there are unintended consequences where 
people use parking lots for charging and not for the intended facilities, causing conflicts. More 
thought is needed to manage this across the basin. An good example is at Meyers Holiday 
Market, where a substantial part of the parking lot is taken up for EV charging, but people 
charging their vehicles aren't frequenting the businesses. Solutions are needed to address this 
issue moving forward. 
 
Secondly, on affordable housing, flexibility is encouraged. Flatly requiring 10% of a project to 
have deed-restricted housing is good in concept, but flexibility is necessary. There should be an 
option, under certain circumstances, to allow agencies, both TRPA and local agencies, the 
flexibility to decide on a site-by-site basis. This would enable projects in an area to work 
together, maximizing the ability to provide affordable, deed-restricted housing units, even if not 
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directly on their site. The goal is to increase the number of moderate and affordable units in 
desirable locations and layouts. While the requirement is fine, more thoughtfulness and 
flexibility can lead to better outcomes. 
 
Mr. Teshara agreed wholeheartedly with Mr. Drew’s important points. He also raised a question 
about whether existing mixed-use buildings would be affected by the new ground-floor use 
requirements. Mr. Marshall, TRPA General Counsel clarified that the prospective application 
applies only to new mixed-use developments, not existing ones. He added that they would need 
to look at how the new standards might affect existing buildings that want to make 
enhancements.  
 
Mr. Teshara also expressed concern about the availability of dark-sky-compliant lighting and 
whether it's readily accessible. Mr. Stock assured that such lighting is readily available and not a 
specialty item.  
 
Ms. Stahler appreciated TRPA addressing climate change and suggested that the focus should be 
on reducing emissions to help address climate change rather than just adapting to it. She also 
mentioned a concern about renewable energy and how shade can negatively impact solar panel 
installations, especially considering the abundance of trees in the region. Ms. Stahler added that 
there may be other opportunities to achieve the same goal of utilizing renewable energy, either 
through participation in community-based projects or purchasing renewable energy from utility 
providers. 
 
Ms. Stahler also brought up the importance of considering how technology is used for energy 
efficiency, emphasizing commissioning standards for testing HVAC systems. Additionally, in 
response to Mr. Drew’s comments, she highlighted the need for EV charging infrastructure in 
new multi-family housing or condominium developments. If EV charging isn’t available at home, 
people will seek it elsewhere.  
 
Ms. Wydra said she appreciated the mixed-use standards, and had a question regarding section 
36.14B, where it requires a 60% of ground floor area, suggesting "shall" instead of "must" for 
greater enforceability. She also raised questions about the lighting requirements, specifically 
exploring timers and addressing timelines for Christmas lighting. Additionally, she inquired 
about the definition of public safety signs and questioned the threshold for temporary events, 
suggesting a reconsideration of the number 500. Lastly, she expressed appreciation for the 
efforts in exploring qualified exempt projects and activities. 
 
Mr. Stock said thanked Ms. Wydra for raising timers, they had not considered that but will take 
a look. Christmas lighting, if not addressed in the Code, is addressed in the building design 
standards. Regarding the size of events, Mr. Stock said the 500 number was borrowed from the 
City of South Lake Tahoe Ordinance, so they are certainly open to other suggestions. 
 
Ms. Moroles-O’Neil raised concerns about the impact of cold weather on EV charging stations, 
citing logistical issues faced in the East when temperatures dropped. She suggested considering 
the potential impact on service stations and parking lots during cold weather. 
 
Mr. Eric Young expressed appreciation for TRPA's efforts to align process and regulations with 
data and rational criteria. While acknowledging the rational basis behind the 10% affordable 
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housing requirement, he emphasized the need for flexibility when linking regulations to specific 
numbers. It’s a trick to pull off, but it’s necessary. He appreciates the need for an empirical 
‘number’ but suggests that they build in flexibility with other ways to achieve the same goal. 
 
Mr. Young also expressed appreciation for TRPA's commitment to seeking and establishing best 
practices. In the context of dark skies, he expressed interest in hearing more about TRPA's 
approach to incorporating best practices, whether by building regulations based on existing best 
practices or formulating their own based on gathered insights. 
 
Mr. Young also raised the point that best practices may still be evolving, especially concerning 
EV vehicles, and charging stations. He questioned the extent to which TRPA could even identify 
and implement best practices for new developments, particularly in the distributed charging 
infrastructure space. He acknowledged the challenges in this area and sought clarity on TRPA's 
stance and efforts regarding best practices. In conclusion, Mr. Young thanked TRPA for its 
ongoing efforts and emphasized the importance of understanding how best practices, both 
established and evolving, are being integrated into the regulatory framework. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock inquired about the mixed-use design standards outlined in code section 36.1.4. 
He sought clarification on whether substitute standards incorporated by local jurisdictions in 
their area plans would supersede this code section or if consistency with section 36.1.4 would 
be necessary. Mr. Marshall replied that unless there was something specific in the amendments, 
an area plan, as part of the Regional Plan, would preempt inconsistent code requirements, but 
that is an issue we should track – whether we want TRPA to provide minimum requirements for 
example. Mr. Hitchcock emphasized the importance of avoiding conflicts between area plan 
standards and the Code of Ordinances. Mr. Marshall said nothing precludes substitute standards 
for these items. Mr. Stock added that he reviewed the area plans against these proposed 
amendments and couldn’t find any conflicts, but agreed they should continue to track. 
 
Ms. Chandler sought clarification on whether the traffic mitigation tied to a South Lake Tahoe 
City ordinance would also apply to events in Stateline. Mr. Stock confirmed that if the proposed 
amendments were adopted, it would have basin-wide applicability. 
 
Ms. Carr raised two points, with a focus on service station amendments and a query about 
rooftop solar. Regarding service stations, she delved into the language on page 62 of the packet, 
in Table 21.4-A that addresses primary uses for service stations. Her concern centered around 
the use of double negatives, specifically an exclusion that seemed to indicate service stations 
would not be considered a primary use when operating as a convenience store with two or 
fewer gas pumps. Miss Carr questioned how this provision would apply to Electric Vehicle (EV) 
servicing stations, particularly those with two or fewer charging points. She used the example of 
a 7-Eleven in South Lake Tahoe without traditional pumps but the potential for EV charging 
stations, wondering if they would benefit from the designation as a primary use. 
 
Miss Carr raised a second question about the reflectivity cap in scenic areas for rooftop solar. 
While acknowledging the importance of limiting light reflection, she expressed interest in 
whether the cap could also affect/reduce heat production, especially in an environment 
dependent on winter sports. The concern was focused on larger solar installations and whether 
they might contribute to localized heat.  
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Mr. Ferry supported the comments from Mr. Drew and Mr. Young about the 10% threshold, 
suggesting more explicit information on the rationale behind the number and considering 
flexibility. 
 
Regarding lighting standards, Mr. Ferry inquired if there were provisions for retrofitting when 
someone pulls a permit for other construction activities. Mr. Stock clarified that, currently, when 
a permit is issued for a home and the exterior lighting is non-compliant, the property owner is 
required to bring it into compliance. 
 
Mr. Ferry also pointed out a minor wording issue in section 36.8.1.H, where "commercial 
operation of search lights" might be intended to refer to spotlights, as searchlights are typically 
associated with helicopters. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Ms. Ellie Waller expressed concerns and suggestions related to the proposed amendments. She 
said this isn’t a blank slate. Asking affordable housing to be shared with developments that may 
take years has to be taken into consideration. She understands the flexibility of trying to get 10% 
somehow, but doesn’t find that as achievable as putting a 10% issue on this. In the past, the 
larger employers, like ski resorts and hospitals, that have never had their fair share needs to be 
revisited. I don’t know how you go back but we need to start to look at a different range of how 
we gain affordable housing. 
 
Ms. Waller brought up Bliss Creek and advocated for a comprehensive Environmental 
Improvement Program (EIP) project that involves shared responsibility, not just leaving it to 
developers. She said we’ve all talked about VMT and how all this will relate to getting more EV’s 
into the basin, but there are people who may not transition to electric vehicles easily and urged 
a broader examination of these issues. 
 
She said she is very concerned about the visual impact of rooftop solar depending on the height 
of a building. She lives in the Carson Valley and has an issue with homes in Clear Creek Tahoe, 
where the reflectivity downhill into subdivisions is horrible. She emphasized the importance of 
considering these aspects from different angles, not just within scenic zones. 
 
Ms. Waller noted the need for a tailored approach, as what works in one area may not be 
suitable for another.  
 
Ms. Ann Nichols said she is confused on the agenda whether the graduate students from UC 
Davis did all of this work, or only night sky. She asked whether the mixed-use requirement 
includes office spaces in a project. That’s not delineated and needs clarification. Additionally, 
she said the stuff about the 10% requirement of affordable or workforce housing is based on 
Prosperity Center data. Who are the Prosperity Center? They’re very well meaning I’m sure, but 
they are quasi-governmental, they get paid to do this work. Can we really rely on this? For 
instance the Waldorf Astoria project, which is 800,000 sq. ft. has to do 14 units which is really 
nothing, and I’m not sure about the Boatworks, which says they only have 44 employees and 
don’t give us a population or build out. We need to know a lot more and I hope you will ask all 
these questions. 
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       VII. REPORTS 

  
A. Executive Director 

 
TRPA Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Director, Mr. John Hester referred to comments on the 
incorporation of green stormwater infrastructure in these amendments. He said staff were 
developing standards for consideration, in collaboration with agencies such as the Nevada 
Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) and Lahontan. 
 
Mr. Hester informed that the Tahoe Basin Area Plan will come before the TRPA Governing Board 
in two weeks. 
 
Regarding upcoming items, Mr. Hester advised of the Annual Report in March 2024, and other 
Spring 2024 upcoming items to include a Threshold Update, a Washoe County Area Plan 
amendment on school uses in the Wood Creek area, and update on the Active Transportation 
Plan, a Meeks Bay EIS, and a couple of amendments on the Tourist Core Area Plan and Tahoe 
Valley Area Plan.  
 
 

       B.    General Counsel 
 

Mr. Marshall said the recommended housing amendments adopted at the Governing Board 
December meeting will go into effect 60 days, but reminded that some of the incentives are 
contingent on area plan amendments either opting in or opting out. As an editorial aside, he 
said it has been a somewhat of a tragedy, particularly in California, that environmental statutes 
have been used to basically block affordable housing initiatives. That brings us to this lawsuit, 
filed last week by the Mountain Area Preservation Foundation (MAP), seeking to enjoin the 
housing amendments for a variety of reasons, but essentially claiming that the agency did not 
look hard at the alleged environmental impacts associated with the amendments as adopted.  
 
Mr. Marshall said, I can go through their various arguments, but essentially they focus on the 
adequacy of the IEC, and whether or not the IEC is supported by sufficient evidence in the 
record to essentially say that there was no unmitigated environmental impacts associated with 
the proposal. If you remember the proposal was how to use the existing bonus unit pool for 
affordable and moderate in workforce housing. So it didn't approve any new development, it 
just identified as to how to incentivize getting those bonus units on the ground in areas that are 
environmentally beneficial as opposed to spread out throughout the basin. Essentially MAP, 
who to my knowledge has not been present in the basin before on any significant environmental 
issues, has decided now that affordable housing is their next target.  
 
There are some interesting things about the case. The case has been filed in the Eastern District 
of California in federal court. It's been assigned to a magistrate judge in the beginning so we 
don't know if we decide to go with this district court judge who that would be. The lawsuit is an 
administrative record review case. What that means is we'll first have 60 days to answer, we 
have 45 days to prepare the administrative record, then briefing. Then the court gets to decide 
on the papers. There might be oral argument but that whole process takes a significant amount 
of time. We'll be looking at ways to efficiently litigate, and we're planning to present a strong 
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defense. The rules remain in effect until a court tells us otherwise, and if you have any specific 
questions, I can respond to them. We provided everybody with a copy of the complaint, and 
we're looking forward to defending what we think is a strong decision based on a good record. 
 
In other news, we have hired two new attorneys, together with expanding the number of hours 
we have from Marsha Burch. The first attorney, Graham St. Michael, will be starting next 
Wednesday. He's from the basin and he currently works for the California Department of 
Conservation as an attorney. He has also worked for the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC), 
and we're looking forward to having him come on board.  
 

           
C. APC Member Reports 

 
Tahoe Douglas Fire Chief, Scott Lindgren said we know there's a ton of concern, including some 
comments today, on evacuation and wildfire threat. I'm representing the Tahoe Basin Fire Chiefs 
and want to assure everyone that all of the fire chiefs in the Lake Tahoe Basin are very 
concerned about the wildfire threat and about evacuations. With that being said, I think about it 
every day, even when we have snow on the ground, it's a big concern. 
 
Chief Lindgren said, we've formed a group of 33 different agencies from throughout the Tahoe 
Basin, 13 different fire agencies, 11 different law enforcement agencies and 7 agencies that are 
either county DOT or state DOT, along with Nevada DEM, and Cal OES. We're having a monthly 
meeting, with all of those stakeholders coming together to develop a basin wide evacuation 
plan that could be shared with the public. We get a lot of comments that there's no plan - there 
are plans, but they're not one-stop-shop and they don't fit everybody in the basin. Obviously any 
evacuation, like we saw in the Caldor fire greatly affects all of the agencies in the basin. 
 
Chief Lindgren continued, we’re meeting monthly, we're sharing documents. Eldorado County 
has a deputy fire chief from Eldorado Hills who's now been assigned to Eldorado County OES 
that's herding the group on a document that will be a one-stop-shop for everybody. The plan is 
that each agency will add their specific information to this document, and it will be accessible to 
the public to view their particulars; the main routes in and out; shelter in place locations etc. 
The goal is to have this document available to the public in Summer 2024. 
 
At a future time, we hope to be make public presentations on that document. A really important 
aspect is how do you notify the community. All the counties and agencies have a reverse 911 
system where the public can sign up for notifications. We will incorporate that information into 
the document with QR codes and links. 
 
Chief Lindgren added that there is also a new evacuation software program called Perimeter 
Solutions, that is very simple to use. All of the counties that touch the lake, with the exception of 
Placer County, have adopted this program. The program is live all the time, so in the event of an 
evacuation, they push out a link that shows the location of the incident, and where to evacuate. 
It’s not an application, but it’s a real-time website/link that was developed after the fires in 
California in the Napa area, and has been used extensively. Chief Lindgren clarified that while 
Placer County is not using this program, they do have something similar, and those links will also 
be included. Even though evacuation remains a major concern, they learned a lot of lessons 
from the Caldor Fire, and there are some good things happening. 
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He added that while the counties are different, the agencies are different, and the states are 
different, all are coming together to create this one-stop document to share across all 
websites/media. 
 
Chief Lindgren also commented on the Tahoe Fire and Fuels team. He sits as current chair of the 
Multi-Agency Coordination group (MAC), that oversees the Tahoe Fire and Fuels team (TFFT). 
Along with TRPA, the TFFT recently hosted a 2-day workshop, and will be reporting their findings 
at an upcoming MAC meeting in April 2024.  
 
Chief Lindgren informed that last year, the MAC gave the TFFT four main priorities to work on. 
The number one priority is fuels reduction along evacuation routes, so that we don't get caught 
in a Hawaii or Paradise type fire situation. We have some big concerns in the basin, so doing that 
fuels reduction along evacuation corridors is our number one priority. 
 
Number two is field breaks around infrastructure. That’s probably one of the easiest ones to 
accomplish because we've already done fuels reduction around major infrastructure, cell phone 
towers, radio repeater towers, so we can communicate an emergency, but it needs to be 
expanded and improved. 
 
Number three is fuel breaks around communities. That's a tough one because forest service land 
touches our communities, and getting approvals through the forest service is complicated. But 
Tahoe Douglas was the first one to accomplish one in Skyland just south of the neighborhood 
Highway 50 as a showcase piece of what it will look like. We had some initial concern from the 
community, but once we did it, we got almost 100% approval from the community. Each of the 
fire districts around the lake is supposed to be doing the same thing so the public can see what a 
shaded field break looks like. 
 
Number 4 is probably the hardest one to accomplish, and that is strategic field breaks that 
follow ridge lines, from the Sierra crest to the water. These are strategic field breaks that we 
build ahead of time, 300 feet on either side of the ridge with thinning and fuels reduction, so 
that if we do have a major fire like the Caldor or the Angora and it's moving fast, we have a place 
to get ahead of it and make a stand. 
 
The Fire Chiefs are also actively engaging in discussions about forest land and related matters, 
emphasizing the need for concrete actions. The Tahoe Fire and Fields team, established after 
the Blue Ribbon Commission and the Angora fire, has achieved commendable milestones. 
However, current efforts are focused on moving beyond cooperation and receiving awards, 
urging chiefs to prioritize and implement tangible solutions. Despite the presence of snow, the 
unpredictable weather of the past five years and the aftermath of a prolonged drought add 
uncertainty to the upcoming fire season. Chief Lindgren also acknowledged the importance of 
forest health to the lake, and they are all actively working towards its improvement. 
 
Mr. Alling said that the East Shore Corridor Management Plan for US Highway 50 is accessible on 
the Nevada Department of Transportation website. A public meeting for the Plan is scheduled 
for February 27th at 4:30 p.m. at George Whittell High School in Zephyr Coffee. As he 
understands it, the plan does not involve any lane reductions. Mr. Alling encouraged everyone 
to get involved either by attending the meeting or submitting comments through the website.  
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Mr. Teshara thanked Chief Lindgren for the thorough update, especially concerning evacuation 
planning. He represents the Tahoe Transportation District (Tahoe Transportation District) on the 
board of the California Association of Councils of Government. During a recent meeting at our 
annual Regional Leadership Forum in Monterey, there was extensive discussion about the 
projected decline in fuel tax revenue for road and transportation improvements. 
 
This decline is attributed to the growing number of electric vehicles, which, while contributing to 
road wear and tear due to their weight, do not pay fuel taxes. As electric vehicles become more 
prevalent, there is a concern about funding for essential infrastructure maintenance. It is 
anticipated that this crisis will be a focal point in discussions moving forward, and I wanted to 
bring it to everyone's attention today. Mr. Teshara said perhaps, at some point, we could 
arrange for a presentation or discussion on this matter either at TRPA or TTD to explore 
potential solutions. This is a pretty significant impact on what we have thought for many years 
was our source of transportation funding. 
 
Ms. Stahler expressed her gratitude for the nomination and the vote of confidence for the 
position of vice chair. She acknowledged that her acceptance was contingent on Brendan 
continuing as chair and commended Mr. Ferry for his effective and efficient facilitation of 
meetings in compliance with open meeting law. She appreciates his thoughtful leadership on 
the commission. 
 
Mr. Drake informed the group about the upcoming California Trails, Parks, and Open Space 
Conference, scheduled at Everline Resort and Olympic Valley in late April and early May. He 
highlighted that it's a statewide conference, and he will be conducting a workshop on recreation 
access and trail-related topics on the West Shore. He added that it’s nice when these statewide 
conferences are held locally and highlight some of the things being done here. 
 
Mr. Drake addressed significant changes in the enforcement of the construction stormwater 
general permit by Lahontan. The agency's recent interpretations have led to aggressive 
enforcement over the past 6 to 9 months, impacting various projects in the basin. Mr. Drake 
anticipates that these interpretations may face challenges in the future, but we need to be 
aware because it will put extra emphasis on large construction projects. 
 
Furthermore, Mr. Drake raised concerns about some fuel reduction projects, that are exempt 
from complying with construction stormwater permit requirements, where the BMPs where 
essentially non-existent. He emphasized the need for consistent enforcement, especially when 
large-scale projects lack adequate Best Management Practices (BMPs). There is a message sent 
when we don’t enforce the rules on projects that are very visible to people. He urged a balance 
between conducting essential fuels management projects and ensuring adherence to water 
quality standards, emphasizing the impact of visible projects on public perception and the 
challenges faced by regulatory and development entities. 
 
Mr. Letton said he appreciates the comments and emphasized their willingness to respond to 
public concerns regarding forestry-related projects at any time. He explained that many 
vegetation management projects are automatically enrolled, and it's important for the public to 
report any issues with projects not meeting general conditions, as it would be a violation of the 
Timber Waiver permit. 
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He acknowledged the importance of finding a balance between regulatory needs and 
streamlined permitting for forest projects. Mr. Letton mentioned ongoing efforts to create a 
greater enforcement presence in the Tahoe Basin, especially concerning violations of the Tahoe 
Construction General Permit, which is similar to the statewide permit. The goal is to minimize 
the risk of discharges that could impact the lake. 
 
Mr. Letton also encouraged public participation and input on the upcoming renewal of the 
Timber Waiver permit, scheduled for consideration by the board in April 2024. He underscored 
the need for collective input, and anticipates another APC meeting before the board's decision. 
 
Ms. Carr expressed their intent to follow up on the water quality and fuels reduction issue. They 
plan to contact both water quality permitting authorities and the Division of Forestry to gain a 
comprehensive understanding, particularly on the Nevada side of the basin. The speaker also 
echoed Mr. Letton's observations regarding the challenges posed by out-of-state contractors in 
post-COVID development, emphasizing the importance of holding contractors accountable and 
allocating additional resources for construction inspections.  
 
Miss Chandler provided an update, mentioning the previous discussion on Aquatic Invasive 
Species in October 2023. The matter was sent back to the committee to develop a refined 
proposal. The committee is set to meet at 2:00 p.m., and Miss Chandler hopes they will have a 
recommendation to present but the next meeting. 
 
Mr. Ferry shared news about Eldorado County initiating a jurisdiction-wide area planning 
process. The Tahoe Eldorado Area Plan aims to bring the entire county outside of Meyers up to 
current standards. While acknowledging there is still a long way to go, he expressed excitement 
about the progress, with a consultant already involved in the planning process. 

 
 

       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Mr. Ellie Waller expresses gratitude to Mr. Drew for the Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
general. TRPA's used to use a percentage completion as a benchmark for residential allocations. 
They don’t do that anymore. She emphasized the importance of local jurisdictions completing 
BMPs on redevelopment sites, even if a project is not actively in progress, to contribute to the 
overall system. Ms. Waller discussed the emergence of information about taxing vacant homes 
and raised concerns about major employers not doing their fair share. 
 
Ms. Waller thanked Chief Lindgren and said she had seen the perimeter demo and it’s a very 
useful tool. Douglas County will be providing a demo to her Property Owners Association.  
 
She said she is still disappointed in the Latitude 39 project only being an Environmental 
Assessment. The project size could have triggered some kind of EIR. Some of the analysis was 
rushed. The VMT was at 1298 with a 1300 trigger and several Governing Board members asked 
for that to be re-evaluated and it was not. Now that project is entitled and for sale. 
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Mr. Doug Flaherty criticizes Mr. Marshall's labeling of the MAP lawsuit as a tragedy and 
questioned if that is his role. He should maybe explain but editorialize reflects everything that’s 
working with the TRPA and its continued mismanagement of the Lake Tahoe Basin.  
 
Mr. Flaherty offered kudos to Chief Lindgren, everyone would support any attempt to assist in 
any way they can on wildfire evacuation planning. The fact that they’re just now doing it raises 
some questions, where has the leadership been till this point. He emphasized the need for a 
comprehensive evaluation of roadway capacity. He said he didn’t hear anything about the best 
practice of the California Attorney General. He’s sure all of those items will be part of the plan, 
and if not we go back to the same issue about identifying roadway capacity in case of wildfire to 
help us decide whether increased density, coverage, and height is appropriate 
 
Referring to the BMP issue, Mr. Flaherty expresses concerns about the mismanagement of the 
U.S. Forest Service, including the Tahoe Fires and Fuels Team, and the 750,000 burn piles out 
there. He doesn’t think the indigenous people cleared the forest and put piles out there, and 
used thousands of gallons of petroleum product to burn them. What about the run-off when it 
snows? They haven’t been monitored, nobody is overseeing them, just like nobody is overseeing 
the TRPA. 
 
Speaking of monitoring, Mr. Flaherty said he hopes the TRPA calls for a count of East Shore Trail 
users. That project was approved, and we’ve been hit with tremendous amounts of visitor 
traffic, and no one is taking account of visitors, we need to monitor that. 
 
Ms. Niobe Burden suggests using story polls as a way to improve trust, transparency, and public 
understanding of proposed projects' height. She advocates for a discussion on possibly 
mandating story polls for all proposed projects to visually represent their height and impact on 
views. There is no better way to judge a height. A height of 56 feet on lakeside projects is 
misunderstood until fully visualized.  
 
Ms. Ann Nichols from the Preservation Alliance blamed all the bad TRPA's policies for the lack of 
affordable housing, runaway luxury condos, and special interest projects. The monetizing of 
entitlements has created land to be more valuable. Let’s approve really huge projects that can’t 
even be financed, they never happen, nothing ever goes. Then you blame it on the nimbys when 
its really the TRPA. She questioned if the APC has ever denied or recommended not approving a 
project and expresses skepticism about TRPA's accountability, transparency, and enforcement. 
 
The meeting concludes with the adjournment at 12:34 PM. 
 
 

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Mr. Drew moved to adjourn 
 
 Chair Ferry adjourned the meeting at 12:34 p.m. 
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                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
 

Tracy Campbell 
Clerk to the Advisory Planning Commission 

 

The above meeting was recorded in its entirety. Anyone wishing to listen to the recording of the above-
mentioned meeting may find it at https://www.trpa.gov/meeting-materials/. In addition, written 

documents submitted at the meeting are available for review. If you require assistance locating this 
information, please contact the TRPA at (775) 588-4547 or virtualmeetinghelp@trpa.gov. 
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STAFF REPORT 

Date: March 6, 2024     

To: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency – Advisory Planning Commission 

From: TRPA Staff 

Subject: Recommendation of Approval of the 2024 Active Transportation Plan   

 

Action Requested: 
It is requested that the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) conduct a public hearing and provide 
comments on the draft Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) 2024 Active Transportation Plan (ATP, 
the plan). TRPA is seeking APC’s recommendation of the draft ATP to the TRPA Governing Board for 
potential adoption as the Active Transportation Plan as required by the State of California and for 
support of the forthcoming Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
 
Project Description/Background: 
TRPA, as the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization, is committed to keeping the ATP 
current to ensure the plan supports the planning and funding needs of the region. The last update to the 
plan was in 2018 with the TRPA Governing Board adoption of technical amendments only.  
The draft 2024 ATP includes major and minor changes to new facility recommendations, updating of 
best-practices and research methods that have occurred since the previous update, comprehensive data 
analysis, and environmental screening. Updates include Existing Conditions and Needs Analysis, Network 
Recommendations, Implementation Plan, and Priority Project list.  
 
In addition, staff introduces two new ATP components: a “Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress/Pedestrian 
Experience Index” (BLTS/PEI), and California designated “Class IV” bicycle facilities. Class IV facilities are 
dedicated bicycle lanes that are physically separated from traffic by a vertical element. This could be 
flexposts, bollards, curbs, or a row of parked cars that separate the bicyclists from the auto travel lanes. 
BLST/PEI analyses are modern active transportation planning tools to help identify high-stress roadways, 
while proposing a standard list of stress-reducing infrastructure that are designed to encourage people 
to ride, roll or walk on a low(er)-stress network because they may no longer feel it is too unsafe or 
stressful. Not only are these analyses important for various planning purposes, they also serve to make 
Tahoe’s local agencies more competitive in regional, state and federal grant applications by identifying 
needs and recommendations on how to make Tahoe’s active transportation network more equitable,  
accessible, and interconnected. The following is synopsis of each chapter within the draft plan: 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

A brief overview of the 2024 Active Transportation Plan update, highlighting key themes, plan 

organization, public outreach, local agency roles and responsibilities, as well as a brief explainer of 

Tahoe’s regional land use.  

 

Chapter 2: Existing Conditions and Needs Analysis 

A fully updated needs assessment is a part of this update as well as new data, maps, figures, and tables. 

This chapter introduces the Bicycle Levels of Traffic Stress and Pedestrian Experience Index analyses, 

current challenges and solutions to safety, connectivity, implementation, and maintenance issues.  

  

Chapter 3: Goals, Policies, & Performance Measures 

A brief overview of the future of active transportation in the Tahoe Basin, and how those performance 

metrics support specific direction on how the TRPA, as the Transportation Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (TMPO) and its partnering agencies, organizations, and private entities can work together 

to improve active transportation and increase its use. This chapter is helpful for agencies to align 

regional goals with local project development.  

 

Chapter 4: Network Recommendations 

Each corridor map has been updated to illustrate existing conditions and highlight projects nearing 

implementation. Since the 2018 ATP adoption, new data analyses are available that enrich the existing 

and proposed infrastructure maps and project lists. This includes existing and proposed bicycle parking 

locations. Specifically, each corridor section now includes: 

  

• New maps highlighting network recommendations 

• A map of the existing and proposed bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure network (shared-use 

paths, sidewalks, bike lanes, bike routes, and bicycle parking) 

• An updated map of the corridor crash analysis 

• An updated priority project list 

  

Chapter 5: Programs 

An update on regional active transportation programs, such as Bike Month activities, Safe Routes to 

School, education, and awareness campaigns.  

  

Chapter 6: Implementation Plan  

This chapter provides a detailed outlook on how TRPA can best support implementation of our region’s 

priority projects 

 
Outreach: 
The current ATP update included engaging our regional partners, residents, and visitors around the 
region either in-person or via our Transportation Safety Survey, to understand how stakeholders feel 
about the current active transportation network in Tahoe and what could be better. Staff have attended 
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various events in both the North and South Shores of Lake Tahoe including Farmer’s Markets, the Family 
Resource Center, the Sierra Community House, multiple Bike Kitchen events, Earth Day events, among 
others.  Beyond public outreach events, staff sought technical assistance and local jurisdiction 
collaboration with the convening of a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) designed to gather local 
agency feedback and technical input on our ongoing planning process.  
 
The TAC invitees include various representatives from:  
 
• Caltrans 
• NDOT 
• El Dorado County 
• Washoe County 
• Douglas County 
• Placer County 
• City of South Lake Tahoe 
• South Shore Transportation  
Management Association 
• Achieve Tahoe 
• Tahoe City Public Utility District 
• North Tahoe Fire 

• North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District 
• Lake Valley Fire 
• Tahoe Fire 
• Nevada Highway Patrol 
• California Highway Patrol 
• Douglas County Sheriff 
• El Dorado County Sheriff 
• League to Save Lake Tahoe 
• California Tahoe Conservancy 
• Tahoe Transportation District 
• Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition

 
The draft ATP is currently released for public comment and can be found at www.trpa.gov/atp. Public 
comment on the draft closes at 12:00pm Friday, March 15th.  After incorporating all relevant comments, 
staff will seek adoption via resolution at the TMPO Governing Board meeting held March 27, 2024. 
 
Regional Plan Conformance 
2024 Active Transportation Plan complies with all requirements of federal funding recipients and are 
consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan and supports goals and policies to implement the Regional Plan. 
The Active Transportation Plan also supports the objectives of the TRPA Regional Transportation Plan 
and associated Goals and Policies. 
 
Contact Information: 
For questions regarding this agenda item, please contact Ryan Murray at (775) 589-5244 or 
rmurray@trpa.gov. To submit a written public comment, email publiccomment@trpa.gov with the 
appropriate agenda item in the subject line. Written comments received by 4 p.m. the day before a 
scheduled public meeting will be distributed and posted to the TRPA website before the meeting begins. 
TRPA does not guarantee written comments received after 4 p.m. the day before a meeting will be 
distributed and posted in time for the meeting. 
 
Attachments/Links 

A. Draft 2024 Active Transportation Plan (found at www.trpa.gov/atp) 
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AGENDA ITEM NO. VI.A.1 

STAFF REPORT 

Date: March 6, 2024     

To: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission 

From: TRPA Staff 

Subject: 2023 Annual Report   

 

Summary and Staff Recommendation: 
Staff presents the attached summary report of TRPA’s strategic focus and accomplishments throughout 
2023. This item is for informational purposes and no action is required.  
 
Background: 
TRPA carries out strategic initiatives that the Governing Board has identified as work program priorities 
for the agency. These initiatives align directly with implementation of the Regional Plan as well as 
accomplishing the agency’s mission as directed by the Bi-State Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. 
 
The attached annual report outlines accomplishments and progress made in 2023—. The report also 
highlights areas of special focus for agency teams going forward.  
 
 

Contact Information: 
For questions regarding this agenda item, please contact Julie Regan, at (775) 589-5237 or  
jregan@trpa.gov. 

 

To submit a written public comment, email publiccomment@trpa.gov with the appropriate agenda item 
in the subject line. Written comments received by 4 p.m. the day before a scheduled public meeting will 
be distributed and posted to the TRPA website before the meeting begins. TRPA does not guarantee 
written comments received after 4 p.m. the day before a meeting will be distributed and posted in time 
for the meeting. 
 
Attachment:  

A. 2022 Annual Report 
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It is my pleasure to 
present this annual 
report on regional 

progress for Lake Tahoe’s 
environment and commu-
nities. In 2023, the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) made major strides 
in addressing many of the 
biggest challenges facing this treasured lake. And 
make no mistake, the basin is facing existential 
threats that we must rally to tackle head on.

The vision that took shape 55 years ago when the 
states of Nevada and California came together 
to preserve and protect Lake Tahoe is reflected 
in this report. The Lake Tahoe Regional Plan is 
building partnerships, restoring environmental 
quality, and harmonizing communities with our 
incredible surroundings. Science-based policies 
are not only helping achieve and maintain ambi-
tious environmental goals, they are also increas-
ing safety on Lake Tahoe roadways, reducing 
the threat of wildfire, and building the region’s 
resilience to climate change.

It was also a big year for partnerships. TRPA 
joined 17 land management, destination man-
agement, and non-profit organizations to launch 
the first-ever destination stewardship plan for the 
greater Tahoe Region. Following a year of com-
munity and stakeholder input, the plan is already 
helping reduce the impacts of visitation and is 
promoting sustainable recreation. At the heart of 
the plan is the stewardship ethos of the Washoe 
Tribe of Nevada and California, the original and 
current caretakers of the Tahoe Basin. 

The agency also worked with private proper-
ty owners, scientists, and partner agencies to 
tackle two of the highest priority aquatic invasive 
weed control projects, in the Tahoe Keys and 

Taylor-Tallac marsh on the South Shore. The 
strength of TRPA’s aquatic invasive species part-
nerships proved invaluable when New Zealand 
mudsnails were discovered in the lake in Septem-
ber. The agency’s rapid response protocols helped 
to confront the first new invasive species detected 
in Lake Tahoe since the watercraft inspection 
program began in 2008.

Underlying much of our progress in 2023 is the 
incredible commitment and support around 
the Lake Tahoe Environmental Improvement 
Program, or EIP. Launched during the first Lake 
Tahoe presidential summit in 1997, the EIP has 
completed more than 800 restoration projects to 
repair damage done long ago to the watershed.

We are grateful for the leadership and support of 
the TRPA Governing Board. In December 2023, 
our board approved a package of affordable and 
workforce housing incentives that help address 
the housing crisis impacting Lake Tahoe’s  
environment and communities. The changes  
will lower the cost to provide affordable and 
workforce housing while at the same time  
benefitting water quality.

I am proud of the hard work and determination 
of our entire team. Throughout 2023, our staff 
continued to excel in the challenging but reward-
ing work to achieve our mission to preserve and 
protect Lake Tahoe for this and future  
generations.

Sincerely,

Julie W. Regan
Executive Director
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

TRPA GOVERNING BOARD

Cindy Gustafson, Chair
Placer County Supervisor

Hayley Williamson, Vice Chair
Nevada At-Large Member

Shelly Aldean   
Carson City Representative 

Francisco Aguilar 
Nevada Secretary of State

Ashley Conrad-Saydah 
Governor of California Appointee

Jessica Diss 
Nevada Governor Appointee

Belinda Faustinos
California Assembly Speaker 
Appointee

Cody Bass
City of South Lake Tahoe Council Member

Meghan Hays
Presidential Appointee

Alexis Hill
Washoe County Commissioner

Vince Hoenigman
Governor of California Appointee

James Settelmeyer
Nevada Department of Conservation  
and Natural Resources Representative

Brooke Laine
El Dorado County Supervisor

Wesley Rice
Douglas County Commissioner

Alexandra Leumer 
California Senate Rules Committee 
Appointee

 Cover photo by: Generikal
A family enjoys the Tahoe East Shore Trail. Photo by: Luxuri Media
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Tahoe Living - Creating complete communities that provide housing for  
all, an appropriate mix of uses to support vibrant, walkable, transit-friendly  
neighborhoods, and the necessary infrastructure to protect our unique and 
precious environment.

Keeping Tahoe Moving - Improving the transportation system for local 
communities and the millions of annual visitors to the Tahoe Region.

Restoration and Resilience - Accelerating environmental improvement and  
transportation programs to restore our environment and bolster the region’s 
climate resilience.

Approved by the Governing Board, 
these strategic priorities reflect the 
agency’s commitment to protect Lake 
Tahoe’s environment while improving 
regional transportation, increasing  
diverse housing options, and facilitat-
ing community revitalization.

TRPA
STRATEGIC
PRIORITIES

• 3 Area Plan amendments

• 125 of 248 deed-restricted affordable
homes under construction as part of
the Sugar Pine Village project in South
Lake Tahoe

• 100-bed affordable housing
dormitory project under construction
at Lake Tahoe Community College

• 8 ADU (accessory dwelling unit)
permits issued

• 924 permits issued and investigated
97 code compliance cases

2023 By The Numbers

99%
TRPA staff retention

• $34.3 million
secured in EIP  
federal funding

• $15.2 million granted through
the Regional Grant Program
to expand transit, sidewalks,
bike paths, and EV charging
stations

• $635,000 mitigation funds
awarded to local governments
for environmental projects

5,667
boat inspections completed 

1,169
tree removal permits issued 
totaling 4,440 hazard trees

213
BMP certificates issued

71.7 ft.
average lake clarity depth in 2022, 
compared to 61 feet in 2021

52,789
miles cycled by Tahoe  
Bike Month participants 

Photo by: Generikal

Photo by: Jonathan Thompson
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Tahoe Living: Housing and Community Revitalization

The Tahoe Living strategic priority implements the housing and community revitalization  
goals of the Regional Plan. It identifies key actions that TRPA can take to create complete 
communities that provide housing for all, an appropriate mix of uses to support vibrant,  

walkable, transit-friendly neighborhoods, and the necessary infrastructure to protect our unique 
and precious environment.  

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Engaged with the community to garner input

on affordable housing needs and to shape
policy amendments through nine public
hearings, seven event pop-up booths, an on-
line survey, eight newspaper columns, nearly
30 Enewsletters, and more than 20 meetings
with community members and groups.

• TRPA staff and local government partners
secured $2.4 million in California grant
funding to begin the next phase of the Tahoe
Living strategic priority. This funding will
support broad community engagement and
comprehensive environmental review on
potential policy changes to integrate housing,
equity, and climate goals into key land use
and water quality programs.

Affordable Housing Policies Approved
In December, the Governing Board approved  
targeted policy changes to encourage affordable 
and workforce housing in town centers and areas 
close to transit, and achieve Regional Plan goals 
including walkability, improving water quality, and 
reducing vehicle miles traveled.

The amendments allow deed-restricted units within 
town centers and multi-family zones to be designed 
with more flexibility on height, land coverage,  
parking, and units per parcel, if they are made  
permanently affordable for working households  
and meet environmental standards.

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT

Affordable apartments at the 248-unit Sugar Pine Village  
project in South Lake Tahoe will be open for applications  
in 2024. Photo by: Jeff Cowen

Housing Outreach - By the Numbers

Keeping Tahoe Moving:  
Transportation and Destination Stewardship

Lake Tahoe’s $5 billion recreation-based economy needs an interconnected and efficient  
transportation system. TRPA and partners will achieve that sustainable future with strategic 
investments in capital projects, transit, multi-use paths, and parking management. These critical 

projects will meet visitor, resident, and commuter demand while protecting the Tahoe Basin’s unique 
natural resources. At the same time, the region has come together to better manage outdoor recreation 
and tourism through a shared destination stewardship plan that will balance the needs of the environ-
ment, businesses, visitors, and local communities. This new strategy will inspire all to take care of Tahoe.

Key 2023 Accomplishments

Transportation
• TRPA’s one-of-a-kind Tahoe Metropolitan

Planning Organization (TMPO) status was
successfully audited and recertified. The inde-
pendent auditors heralded the Tahoe MPO as
a model of best practices, including our public
engagement and outreach, and information
tracking and management systems.

• Federal, state, local, and private partners
secured more than $23 million in new
revenues to improve transportation at Tahoe.
This shared “7-7-7” funding strategy is critical
to close the annual funding gap to implement
the Regional Transportation Plan.

• TRPA convened a coalition of partners to
develop the first Tahoe Regional Trails
Strategy. The Strategy applies a basin-wide
perspective to trail planning and building
and serves as a blueprint for a connected and
accessible dirt trail network for Tahoe.

• The Vision Zero Safety Strategy and Active
Transportation Plan were launched.

 Tahoe City roundabout. Photo by: Luxuri Media

Transportation Funding
TRPA programmed more than $100  
million in transportation funding for  
our implementation partners in 2023. 
These funds support new microtransit 
operations, Tahoe Trail segments,  
roadway safety improvements, and  
other priority transportation projects.

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT
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Key 2023 Accomplishments

Destination Stewardship
• Played a critical role in the launch of the

Destination Stewardship Plan. The plan’s vision
and actions were developed in collaboration with
18 regional organizations and participation of over
3,000 residents, visitors, and businesses through
surveys, interviews, and workshops.

• Formed the first Lake Tahoe Destination Steward-
ship Council. The Council will advance the plan’s
32 key actions to ensure outdoor recreation and
tourism enhances community well-being,
supports local businesses and workers, and
protects the lake.

DESTINATION 
STEWARDSHIP PARTNERS 

SHARED VISION

Fannette Island, Emerald Bay, CA.  Photo by: Generikal

Restoration and Resilience:  
Environmental Improvement 
Program

The Restoration and Resilience strategic priority is grounded within the Lake Tahoe Environ-
mental Improvement Program (EIP).  This bi-state, cross-boundary restoration partnership of 
over 80 organizations has implemented more than 800 projects over the last 27 years to restore 

and protect the environment and revitalize Lake Tahoe communities.  

To continue the program’s success and to keep pace with new threats, partners must increase the scale 
of implementation of the EIP. This strategic priority focuses on acquiring sustainable funding for the 
EIP, updating and evaluating the basin’s environmental thresholds, and finding program efficiencies to 
continue to build resilience to climate change and achieve the goals of the Regional Plan. 

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• The EIP partnership completed 25 forest

health, water quality, sustainable recreation,
and transportation improvement projects.

• Secured more than $34.3 million through the
Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (LTRA), congres-
sionally directed spending, and the Bipartisan
Infrastructure Law for the Environmental
Improvement Program. This high-water mark
for Tahoe’s federal funding is double where it
was five years ago.

• Awarded $5.1 million in Lake Tahoe Restoration
Act funding to critical EIP projects through a
new partnership agreement with the USDA
Forest Service.

• Awarded $635,000 in mitigation funds paid
from development projects to local jurisdictions
and land banks for restoration projects, new
maintenance equipment, water quality improve-
ment projects, and sensitive land acquisition.

• Advanced climate smart codes backed by
research and stakeholder workshops to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and create a more
resilient ecosystem to withstand climate change.
UC Davis students assisted with these
amendments.

• Continued the regional educational webinar
series highlighting EIP projects. The South
Shore webinar introduced 14 ongoing projects
and initiatives by seven partner organizations.

 West Shore of Lake Tahoe. Photo by: Drone Promotions 

Cutting the Green Tape
TRPA established and led a new multi-agency  
Cutting the Green Tape Working Group to identify 
permitting efficiencies, improve interagency  
coordination, and propose process changes for  
environmentally beneficial projects. Staff also  
provided leadership in the Cutting the Green Tape 
California state-wide initiative, serving as a lead  
facilitator for the CDFW/CA State Water Board  
workshop in December 2023.  

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT
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Watersheds and Water Quality

Lake Tahoe’s incredible clarity was severely impaired decades ago by unplanned development 
in sensitive areas.  Regaining the lake’s lost clarity is a fundamental goal achieved by restoring 
ecosystem health and resilience and reducing the flow of pollutants and fine sediment from urban 

areas. TRPA provides leadership, support, and funding for large-scale watershed restoration and  
stormwater treatment throughout the region. TRPA works with residents and business owners to  
improve Best Management Practice (BMP) compliance each year and supports local jurisdictions to 
implement projects that reduce stormwater runoff from neighborhoods and roads. 

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Local jurisdictions continue to exceed targets

set by the Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL) to reduce nitrogen, phosphorus,
and fine sediment pollution.

• Led the Meeks Bay Ecosystem Restoration
project team to include replacement of the
Meeks Bridge. Replacing the bridge will help
restore the natural flow of Meeks Creek and
improve fish habitat.

• Led the implementation of Year 2 of the Taylor
Tallac Ecosystem Restoration project in part-
nership with the USDA Forest Service. This 
project is removing 17 acres of invasive weeds 
from one of the basin’s largest wetlands. 

• Kicked off two green infrastructure projects:
Ski Run “Mountain to Marina” and Tahoe
Keys Tactical Green Infrastructure. These
projects will elevate the role of natural water
infiltration strategies within neighborhoods
to remove pollutants from stormwater, reduce
flooding, and adapt to climate change.

• Worked with home and business owners to
issue 213 BMP certificates to reduce fine
sediment and pollutants entering the lake:
177 for single-family residential (including
14 lakefront parcels), 5 for multi-family 
residential, and 31 for commercial. 

• Re-issued 68 BMP certificates verifying
maintenance and effectiveness.

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT

Environmental Improvement Program

Lake Clarity 
UC Davis Tahoe Environmental Research Center reported the 
lake’s average water clarity in 2022 was the best it has been 
since the 1980s. The average clarity was 71.7 feet compared 
to 61 feet in 2021. The lake also fully mixed in 2023, a winter 
phenomenon when the lake essentially flips over and clear 
water from the bottom replaces the top layer where fine  
sediment and algae are suspended. Following the flip, water 
clarity jumped to an incredible 115 feet. Deep mixing is an 
important process for the lake’s health, however it is  
happening less often. TRPA and our many science partners 
rely on longer-term trends to understand the effectiveness of 
water quality strategies. Climate change and other ecological 
threats continue to challenge lake restoration work.

Forest Health

One of the Environmental Improvement Program’s central goals is to protect communities 
from damaging wildfires and improve forest health. As a founding member of the 21-agency 
Tahoe Fire and Fuels Team (TFFT), TRPA helps implement the Lake Tahoe Forest Action 

Plan through coordination and prioritization of forest treatments, including reintroducing the tra-
ditional practice of cultural burning by the Washoe Tribe. TRPA also works with local communities 
to implement defensible space around their homes and businesses through onsite inspections and 
issuance of tree removal permits. Partners are working collaboratively to identify renewable energy 
opportunities in and around the Tahoe Basin and to coordinate forestry workforce development and 
shared-resource crews.

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Supported defensible space on private

properties through 1,169 tree removal permits
(for 4,440 individual hazard trees).

• Advanced review of a small-scale renewable
energy project using local wood waste in the
City of South Lake Tahoe.

• Supported Lake Tahoe Community College’s
new forestry program designed to build the
local workforce and increase Tahoe’s capacity
to implement forest fuels treatments.

• Led a discussion at the Tahoe Science Con-
ference about how to incorporate cultural
burning in land management discussions.

• Contributed to the 2023 Collaborative
Forest Landscape Restoration Program
Federal Advisory Committee by evaluating
national project proposals to reduce wildfire
risk while improving environmental, social,
and economic benefits.

• Partners treated 1,700 acres for forest fuels
reduction.

Forest Health Leadership
TRPA staff served on the National Wildfire 
Mitigation and Management Commission 
bringing Tahoe expertise to a diverse group 
of forest health experts. The group was 
charged with the ambitious task of creating 
recommendations that address nearly every 
facet of the wildfire system. 

In 2023, the commission delivered a report to 
Congress with 148 recommendations to help 
lead the nation toward increased resilience to 
the impacts of wildfire.

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT

 Photo by: Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District

Environmental Improvement Program

 Photo by: Generikal
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Aquatic Invasive Species

This fall, the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Program was challenged with the discovery of the  
New Zealand mudsnail, the first new invasive species detected in Lake Tahoe since mandatory 
watercraft inspections began in 2008. TRPA leads the multi-sector AIS partnership at Lake 

Tahoe, and its accomplishments are the result of the collective contribution of many organizations and 
individuals. Control programs are working to reduce the spread of invasive species already established, 
and the watercraft inspection and Tahoe Keepers programs are keeping new aquatic invasives out of the 
Tahoe Region.

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Provided leadership and independent

monitoring to complete Year 2 of the Tahoe 
Keys Control Methods Test to find solutions 
to control aquatic weeds in the Tahoe Keys. 

• Oversaw 5,667 boat inspections at regional
inspection stations. 58 percent of inspected
boats arrived Clean, Drained, and Dry, up
3 percent from 2022.

• Introduced new tools to combat aquatic in-
vaders, such as a solar powered machine that
allowed 500 users to Clean, Drain, and Dry
their non-motorized vessels before launching.

• Translated AIS materials and videos into
Spanish to ensure preventative messaging is
reaching a wide audience of users.

• Removed 1.5 acres of aquatic invasive plants in
Emerald Bay to preserve Lake Tahoe’s famed
clarity and improve water quality.

New Zealand Mudsnails
TRPA led an interagency, science-based rapid 
response to the discovery of the invasive New 
Zealand mudsnail in Lake Tahoe. The incident 
team oversaw lake-wide surveys to determine 
the extent of the infestation. Staff convened a 
science team to develop recommendations,  
and sought new funding to strengthen the  
AIS prevention program for non-motorized  
watercraft. 

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT

Environmental Improvement Program

Photo by: 2023 Marine Taxonomic Services, LTD., M.Rydel

Regional Planning

The Regional Planning Department fulfills the commitment to regional environmental  
planning, orderly growth and development, and partnership building as mandated in the 
Bi-State Compact. The Regional Planning team is the lead for two of TRPA’s three strategic 

priorities: Tahoe Living and Keeping Tahoe Moving.

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Funded nine transportation projects totaling

$15.2 million to expand transit, sidewalks, bike
paths, and EV charging stations in the Tahoe
Basin.

• Supported area plan amendments in Placer
County to realize their housing and economic 
development goals in town centers, allowing 
condominium subdivisions in a part of Wash-
oe County, and expanding housing opportu-
nities in town centers and prioritizing equity 
in the City of South Lake Tahoe.

• Approved the 16-acre Waldorf Astoria
project in Crystal Bay, NV. The project will
add a Class 1 bike lane and reduce vehicle
miles traveled, improve water quality treat-
ment onsite, and add 38 deed-restricted
affordable housing bedrooms for employees.

• Completed the Trans-
portation Equity Study
with significant public
input from underserved
communities. The study
identifies barriers to ac-
cessing goods, services,
and recreation oppor-
tunities at Lake Tahoe.
Recommendations will
be incorporated into the
2025 Regional Transportation Plan.
The Sacramento chapter of WTS selected
the study as the 2023 Rosa Parks Diversity
Leadership Award winner.

• Finalized the SR 89 West Shore Tahoe Trail
Feasibility Study as part of the Highway 89
Corridor Manage ment Plan to complete a
world-class bikeway around iconic Emerald
Bay and parts of the West Shore.

Lake Tahoe Community College student housing. 

LTCC Student Housing
In March, the TRPA board unanimously approved 
the Lake Tahoe Community College (LTCC) Student 
Housing Project, which will provide up to 100 
students with affordable on-campus housing. The 
project broke ground this year and is anticipated 
to open in 2025. Environmental benefits include 
reduced vehicle trips to and from campus and 
heated sidewalks that reduce the need for snow 
removal equipment and de-icing.

PROJECT 
SPOTLIGHT
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Permitting and Code Compliance

The Permitting and Compliance Department reviews, permits, and inspects projects in 
a timely and consistent manner to serve the public and help facilitate environmental 
improvement and economic investment in Lake Tahoe communities.

Key 2023 Accomplishments

Permitting
• Exceeded expectations on permit process

improvements to enhance public service,
realign resources to focus on the highest
environmental priorities, and improve
cost recovery on filing fees.

• Approved major projects representing
hundreds of millions of dollars of invest-
ment in Lake Tahoe’s restoration and
community revitalization.

• Issued 924 permits and met the 120-day
performance measure for 92.7 percent of
reviews, despite record-breaking snowfall
and difficult conditions for projects.

• Formed a new team devoted to public
service and transformed the front lobby
into a service-oriented, efficient, and
welcoming space.

• Launched a new online permitting
appointment system.

Code Compliance
• Investigated 97 code cases within one

week of complaint intake.
• Completed 172 pre-grade inspections and

257 final inspections to ensure develop-
ment projects meet TRPA environmental
protection requirements. 90 percent of
final inspections were performed within
15 days of request.

• Completed 50 audits of projects reviewed
and permitted by local government MOU
partners. Local governments met require-
ments between 88-99 percent of the time.

• Invested 1,300 watercraft team hours on
the lake. Assisted in the identification and
tagging of over 80 illegal moorings. Issued
650 verbal corrective actions, most related
to no-wake zone violations. Interactions
remain positive and focus on use of the
Lake Tahoe boating app to increase safety
and compliance.

 The TRPA watercraft crew educating a paddleboarder at D.L. Bliss State Park. Photo by: Generikal

Shoreline Plan Implementation
To date, more than 92 percent of the  
existing moorings evaluated in the  
Shoreline Plan have been registered. 

Since the Governing Board approved the 
plan in 2018, TRPA has issued 338 moor-
ing allocations from the annual mooring 
lotteries and 6 pier allocations from the 
pier lottery.

Research and Analysis

TRPA continuously tracks the progress and effectiveness of Regional Plan policies and  
environmental programs by monitoring hundreds of environmental threshold standards,  
performance measures, and management actions. The Research and Analysis team collaborates 

with the science community and provides the best possible information for policy decisions, operations, 
and accountability.

Key 2023 Accomplishments
• Analyzed 2020 Census data to support the

agency’s long-range planning work in the
transportation, housing, and destination
stewardship initiatives with updated regional
demographics.

• Transformed 10,000 paper files, including
more than 300,000 pages, into a digital
format with funding from Nevada.

• Upgraded permit tracking software and
GIS mapping tools.

• Conducted plankton tows in Echo Lakes,
Fallen Leaf Lake, and Lake Tahoe to sample
for aquatic invasive species and support
permit requirements. Teams found no new
detections.

• Expanded mobile data collection systems
to improve field monitoring and dashboard
metrics.

2023 Field  
Monitoring

• Collected noise monitoring data for 8 plan areas, 
6 transportation corridor segments, and
9 shoreline sites. 

• Managed an advanced network of 31 bike and
pedestrian counters.

• Worked with agency partners to complete
basin-wide osprey, peregrine falcon, and bald
eagle surveys to assess nesting success and
populations. 

• Maintained air quality and visibility monitoring
stations.

• Assessed 72 stream environment zones for
overall quality and threshold attainment.

• Collected data at 25 sites to measure physical
and biological stream health using benthic
macroinvertebrates.

• Funded weekly human health monitoring at
10 popular beaches throughout the summer. 

• Photographed designated locations for the
scenic threshold assessment.

Upper Truckee River in winter 2023. Photo by: Sarah Underhill
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Key 2023 Accomplishments

Public Outreach
• Organized a series of TRPA Talks around the

lake for community members to meet TRPA’s
new Executive Director and discuss critical
issues affecting our diverse communities, such
as affordable housing, traffic, environmental
restoration, and emergency preparedness.

• Produced two issues of the agency’s
award-winning environmental newspaper,
Tahoe In Depth, featuring more than 40 news
stories from a variety of authors. The paper is
mailed to 36,000 Tahoe Basin property own-
ers and is distributed around the lake to reach
other residents and visitors.

• Facilitated three Spanish workshops focused
on transportation equity and housing changes
with 63 participants.

• Engaged hundreds of community members
with bilingual project materials through
public meetings, webinars, booths at farmer’s
markets and events, and via social media.

• Delivered presentations to more than 50 local,
national, and international delegations about
Destination Stewardship, the Environmental
Improvement Program, and current projects.

Environmental Education
• Organized the Heavenly Snowshoe field trip

for 268 local eighth graders and educated
233 fourth graders on bike safety. TRPA led
additional programs as part of the South
Tahoe Environmental Education Coalition,
which cumulatively reached 10,246 students
and individuals through 17 programs.

• Teamed up with the Lake Tahoe Bicycle
Coalition to organize the 18th annual Tahoe
Bike Month. A record number of participants
cycled 52,789 miles throughout the month of
June. More than 400 students also rode their
bikes to school.

COMMUNICATIONS AND GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

TRPA supports a culture committed to public education, outreach, and community  
engagement to implement the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan. The communications and govern-
ment affairs teams lead initiatives in collaboration with many agency and nonprofit partners.

PROTECTING, ENJOYING & EXPLORING THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN SUMMER 2023 • ISSUE 24

Tahoe In Depth
PO Box 5310
Stateline, NV 89449
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The new “Find Tahoe Tessie” app 
teaches young people about 
climate change effects on Lake 
Tahoe. Page 11

A WINTER FOR THE 
RECORD BOOKS

Photo: California State Parks, © All rights reserved
Emerald Bay was extensively frozen for the first time in three decades. 

Jeff Cowen
Tahoe Regional Planning agency

Spencer Benlien has evacuated his South Lake 
Tahoe home twice in recent years. In 2021, 
firefighters were saving his family’s house on 

Cold Creek Trail from the Caldor Fire. This year, 
firefighters pulled Benlien from the debris when his 
home was flattened by tons of ice and snow.

On March 1, as storms stacked record amounts of 
snow on Tahoe rooftops, the 35-year-old noticed cracks 
spreading across his ceiling like invisible ink emerging 
on parchment. Minutes earlier, a handyman clearing the 
roof had left to get more help.

As the cracks widened into fissures, Benlien cried out 
to his mother and 14-year-old sister that it was time to 
go. He dashed out a side door with his sister while his 
mother took another exit with the family pets. In the 
confusion, Benlien went back inside for his mother. 
The roof and walls of the 1967 home caved in, trapping 
Benlien in the kitchen. 

Continued on page 8

The cover of the Summer 2023 issue of Tahoe In Depth.

• Recognized six individuals who have
shown exceptional commitment to
protecting Lake Tahoe as this year’s Lake
Spirit Award winners. The recipients
include one North Shore and one South
Shore recipient for each of the three cate-
gories of Citizen, Agency Representative,
and Lifetime Achievement.

Government Affairs
• Provided testimony to congressional

leaders in Washington D.C., including
Sen. Jacky Rosen (D-Nev), about the
importance of Destination Stewardship
to Lake Tahoe and the nation.

• Led the partnership in organizing the
2023 Lake Tahoe Sum mit featuring U.S.
House Speaker Emer ita Nancy Pelosi (D-
CA 11th District). Also led a Summit staff
field tour showcasing top Environmental
Improvement Program projects to 30 key
legislative staffers and elected officials.

August 9, 2023 • Kings Beach State Recreation Area, California
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Hosted by U.S. Senator Alex Padilla
Protecting Lake Tahoe: Sustainability and Stewardship  

in the Face of Climate Crisis

27th Annual

SUMMIT

v

2023 Lake Tahoe Summit poster (left), TRPA booth at the Lake Tahoe Summit at Kings Beach State Recreation Area (top right), and 
TRPA Governing Board Chair Cindy Gustafson addressing the audience (bottom right). Photos by: Corey Rich

TRPA Talks with Julie Regan on the South Shore. Photo by: Sarah Underhill
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FINANCE, LEGAL, AND HUMAN RESOURCES

2023-24 TRPA BUDGET: $27M

Revenues

Expenses

In addition to fiscal services, grants manage-
ment, and budgeting and forecasting, the 
Finance and Facilities Team provides and 

maintains modern Information Technology 
resources to support a hybrid work environment, 
disseminate information to the public, and  
encourage effective public participation in online 
meetings. The finance team adheres to the highest 
financial standards to support Lake Tahoe and 
TRPA’s mission. 

In 2023, TRPA retained 71 of 72 staff members by 
making headway on staff retention goals. Seven-
teen staff members received merit-based promo-
tions, bringing the entire staff up to appropriate 
percentiles in their salary rang es. The Human 
Resources and Finance teams also implemented 
a merit-based salary review process, raised the 
agency’s retirement contributions, and maintained 
competitive health and dental benefits. 

Key 2023 Accomplishments

Finance and Facilities
• Executed a $5 million agreement with the

USDA Forest Service to award federal Envi-
ronmental Improvement Program funds to
partner agencies requiring an outstanding
audit record and broad financial expertise.

• Received an unqualified audit opinion, the
highest possible, for Fiscal Year 2023 financial
statements.

Legal
• Received favorable decisions and findings

in five lawsuits, and navigated an additional
successful settlement.

• Responded in a timely manner to 50 public
records requests, and provided invaluable
support to housing and permitting code
amendments.

• Improved the public engagement process by
creating a written public comment policy for
Governing Board meetings.

Human Resources
• Implemented the Diversity, Equity, and

Inclusion Strategic Plan to ensure policies
are equitable and inclusive.

• Added a language translator on TRPA’s
website and permit application software.

• Worked with the Washoe Tribe of Nevada
and California to display a land acknowl-
edgment in the newly created Da ow Room,
where a map is framed of the Tribe’s
ancestral lands.

• Delivered new training programs such as
the Learning Lab, supported organizational
changes, and integrated hybrid and in- 
person work successfully by sponsoring
field tours, staff outings, and in-person
team activities.

Photo: Sarah Underhill
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a lake environment that is sustainable, 
healthy, and safe for the community  
and future generations.VISION

Office Location: 128 Market Street, Stateline, NV
Mailing Address: P.O. BOX 5310 Stateline, NV 89449-5310
Phone: 775.588.4547 • Fax: 775.588.4527 •  trpa.gov
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