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Marja Ambler

From: Ann Nichols <preserve@ntpac.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2022 2:03 PM
To: Marja Ambler; John Marshall; Julie Regan
Subject: FW: Objections and Proposed New Amendments for TBAP
Attachments: Photo_2022-12-07_48 vs 70.pdf; 6 large projects.pdf

Marja, 
Please distribute our comments to Governing Board. 
Thank you, 
Ann 
 

 
 

North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 4 
Crystal Bay, Nv.  89402 
preserve@ntpac.org 
775‐831‐0625 
www,ntpac.org 
“Helping preserve the natural beauty and rural character of  North Lake Tahoe” 
 

TikTok Video: https://www.tiktok.com/@northtahoepreservation?_t=8XCELbNFbSt&_r=1 

 
Instagram Video: https://www.instagram.com/northtahoepreservation/ 
 

 

From: Ann Nichols <preserve@ntpac.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2022 1:54 PM 
To: 'Cindy Gustafson' <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; sfox@placer.ca.gov; khopkins@placer.ca.gov; 
swdra@placer.ca.gov; esetzer@placer.ca.gov; cjacobse@placer.ca.gov; sherring@placer.ca.gov; mwood@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: andersplan@me.com; 'Bridget Powers' <Bridget@jxbproperties.com>; 'Gavin Feiger' <gavin@keeptahoeblue.org>; 
'Alexis Ollar' <alexis@mapf.org>; 'C Munch' <cmunch4@gmail.com>; 'Rinnn' <rinnn@aol.com>; 'Tobi Tyler' 
<tylertahoe1@gmail.com>; 'Carolyn Willete' <carolyntahoe@sbcglobal.net>; tahoellie@yahoo.com; 'leah kaufman' 
<leah.lkplanning@sbcglobal.net>; Kristina Hill <tahoehills@att.net>; 'Doug Flaherty' <tahoeblue365@gmail.com>; 
jmtornese@aol.com; 'Dana Schneider' <danafschneider@gmail.com> 
Subject: Objections and Proposed New Amendments for TBAP 
 

Opposition to Proposed Tahoe Basin Area Plan Amendments;  and 
Support for New Changed Amendments 

December 8, 2022, Item 3; 10:30 a.m.  
To Placer County Planning Commission, 
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From:  North Tahoe Preservation Alliance. NTPA has been helping preserve the natural beauty 
and rural character of  North Lake Tahoe since 2008 ” 
We oppose:  
1. Not Complying with CEQA‐ the Staff's citation at page 1 of the November 22, 2022 Staff 
Report of CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) ("Section 15061(b)(3)") as exempting the 
adoption of the proposed Area Plan Amendments from the California Environmental Quality 
Act.  The clear language of Section 1506(b)(3) demonstrates that the "common sense 
exemption" does not apply to the proposed Tahoe Basin Area Plan Amendment, and 
compliance with CEQA should be required of the proposed Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
Amendment. 
North Tahoe Preservation Alliance supports: 

2. ‐Scenic‐Protecting the ridgelines‐Keep buildings from projecting above the ridgelines. 
Remove redline change of SR‐p 9. 
3. Scenic‐Economic improvement should not be a trigger to reevaluate scenic 

requirements. SR P 9&10.Remove text“economic improvement”. 

4. Height‐Change:3 Stories should be 36’, not 46’.  
5. Height‐3 years of Community meetings on TBAP ending in 2017 resulted in agreement 

that height should be limited to 36’ on lakeside of SR28 and 48’ on mountainside of 

SR28. Keep it at those heights.  North and West shore do not have the infrastructure 

for more density. Attached is a photo of 48’ vs. 70’.(Kings Beach Housing 48’ vs. 

70’(actual proposed is just under 72’) 

6. Maximum length of blank wall should be limited to 220’. That is ½ city block, the 

proposed 500 lineal feet is more than a city block. Kings Beach Safeway is 225’ wide 

(widest structure in Kings Beach) and Domas is 170’. 

7. Parking There must be a parking plan included in this plan change.  Density is 

increased and parking eliminated in some cases.  Single family lots are now basically 

allowed to be triplexes.  TRPA Multi person density is 25 people/acre to a max of 50 

with deed restricted use.   TBAP is 62.  Keep it at 50 people/acre if deed restricted 

workforce or low income. 

8. Deed Restricted housing should be targeted to workforce and low income.  Deed 

Restricted housing must require one local worker per unit and prices must not exceed 

$500k or a one bedroom rental maximum rate of $1200/mo or 2 bedroom of 

$1500/mo.  CPI increases could be included. Affordable and achievable housing is 

essentially market rate ($750k‐$1.4m) which doesn’t solve the workforce housing 

problem. 

9. Density is increased through TRPA Transfer Development Right (TDR) program and 

conversions of Tourist Accommodation Units (TAU) think motel room to condo, 

condotel to Commercial Floor Area (CFA) and visa versa. Bonus units are also additive 

which can be created by removing stream environment coverage.’.  There is no cap 

on condo or freestanding unit size. A 180 sf south shore motel room (TAU) becomes a 
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5k sf penthouse in Crystal Bay and then the old motel site is again redeveloped 

(Colony Inn/Boulder Bay).  The Tahoe Inn motel in Kings Beach had 110 motel rooms 

(Taus) which were applied towards the large luxury west shore Homewood project 

and now the developer proposes 110 condos (1‐4 bedrooms each)on the site.  It’s 

double dipping and it is all additive density.  The Tahoe Conservancy is selling off their 

lands and there is a TRPA marketplace for monetizing these entitlements. There is 

really no cap on Tahoe’s capacity. 

10. Multi‐family and multi‐person uses must be required to have a minor use permit. 

Reducing minimum lot size, setbacks, and parking increase the number of lots that 

can be developed and increases density.  Community should still have notice and a 

say in the process. 

11. TRPA “2 step process” which allows immediate conversion of multi‐family to 

condominium must be eliminated.  Condos sell for more $ than multi‐

family.  Developers prefer more profit, so multi‐family will not be built. 

12. Single Family or free standing Condos can be part of a mixed use project on the 

mountain side of SR28, but shouldn’t be on street level on both sides of SR 298 or 89. 

13. Staff needs to give examples of how the changed calculation of mixed use density 

compares to TRPA’s.      Also, give examples of sales prices of low income, affordable, 

moderate and achievable housing pricing given 7% interest and the buyers spending 

30% of their income on housing. 

14. Short term rental (STR) inventory allowances should be reduced from either 3900 

permits to 1500 permits or alternatively limit # of rental days per year. Removing 1 

STR for each hotel room is inadequate.  Do condotels count as a hotel room? 

15. Ground water intercept should only be allowed if the dewatering is a one time event 

that doesn’t harm the environment. 

16. The County must do a cumulative analysis  

Of the environmental impacts of all the projects approved or in review. 

Placer County is fast tracking what they have called, “experimental” development code 
changes that will affect Lake Tahoe forever.  This month TRPA is also beginning the process of 
changing their code and thresholds. What if significantly reduced parking, extra height (70’), 
density, and massing changes don’t work?   
BAE Urban Economics, the experts that came up with these ideas, did it again back in 2012 for 
the failed 2012 TRPA Regional Plan.  2022 is not 2012.  It’s the same tired more, more, more 
solutions. We all know the lake isn’t clearer (plastics, invasives, toxic algae), traffic is worse, 
wildfires more frequent; multi‐million dollar condos are the norm, and affordable housing 
scarce. 
The County’s justification in their own words is to “kick start” development; “scale back 
requirements”, “alleviate constraints” and “maximize density”.    
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The reality is there are 14 projects approved or under review on or near the North and West 
Shore.  
Watch:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WKzPL‐EwEUw 

1. Boulder Bay  2. Cal‐Neva 
3. Tahoe Inn  4. Ferrari/Laulima 

5. 39 Degrees  6. Neptune Investment mixed use 

7. Martis Valley West  8. Jason’s Restaurant‐ 
9. Alpine View Estates  10. Boatworks Redevelopment 

11. Tahoe City Lodge  12. Homewood 

13. Palisades Ski Area  14. Dollar Creek Crossing 
 
6 large projects are attached‐Boulder Bay, Cal‐Neva, Tahoe Inn, Kings Beach Town Center, 
Ferrari/Laulima, Martis Valley West.  In addition, there are 8 more notated on the chart.  14 
new projects aren’t enough?  SR 28 and 89 are only two lanes.  There is no walking back bad 
ideas once the damage is done.  Think Tahoe Keys. 
We support the comments on the proposed TBAP amendments expressed by the 
representatives of Friends of the West Shore, League to Save Lake Tahoe, Ellie Waller, 
Mountain Area Preservation, Diane Becker, Tahoe Area Sierra Club, and Tahoe Sierra Clean Air. 
 

Sincerely,  

 

Ann Nichols 

 
 

 
 

North Tahoe Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 4 
Crystal Bay, Nv.  89402 
preserve@ntpac.org 
775‐831‐0625 
www,ntpac.org 
“Helping preserve the natural beauty and rural character of  North Lake Tahoe” 
 

TikTok Video: https://www.tiktok.com/@northtahoepreservation?_t=8XCELbNFbSt&_r=1 

 
Instagram Video: https://www.instagram.com/northtahoepreservation/ 
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Marja Ambler

From: Ellie <tahoellie@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 9, 2022 12:19 PM
To: Marja Ambler; Jacob Stock; Karen Fink; Julie Regan; John Hester
Subject: Please accept these comments for the 12-14-22  TRPA Regional Plan Implementation Committee 

meeting
Attachments: MAP Comments_TBAP_11.30 NTRAC-1.pdf; LTSLT Comments on TBAP Amendments for Placer 

County Planning Commission 2022.12.07-2.pdf; 
TBAP.FOWScomments.PlacerPlanningComm.12.4.2022-2.pdf; NTPA Open Letter.docx; 12-8-2022 
Additional TBAP comments Ellie Waller.pdf; Sue Daniels PC 12-8 comment.docx; Barulich comment 
12-8-22 PC Plng Comm.docx; Leah NTRAC letter(2).docx

Please accept and distribute these comments to the members of the committee and any 
applicable staff members for the 12-14-22  TRPA Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee meeting topic: Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances 
Proposed Amendments  
For Information Only presentation.  Thank you ~ Ellie Waller 

Three North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council meetings were held recently: 10-13-2022 
For Info, November 9 For Info and November 30 To provide a recommendation. Approx. 
100 people attended each meeting on-line via Zoom or in person. 

Placer County held a Planning Commission meeting 12-8-2022 to discuss and request a 
"recommendation" to the Placer County Board of of Supervisors. 

The Recommendation status for the planning commission was changed to "For 
Informational Only" due to the volume of public comments stating we were not provided 
enough time to review the volume of materials provided as well as Planning 
Commissioners needing additional time to review.  Public Comment was held. Approx 60 
people in person and 40 on Zoom in attendance. John Hester was in attendance. 

I have provided comments from Mountain Area Preservation, The League to Save Lake 
Tahoe, Friends of West Shore, North Tahoe Preservation Alliance and a few from the 
public as a sampling. 

I have also provided a link to the 291 page staff report from the 12-8-2022  meeting 
that was provided to the public, planning commissioner, etc. along with proposed red-
lines for consideration. 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/65650/SR-F-PC-22-00490-TBAP-
AMENDMENTS-ALL 

Link to Proposed Implementing Ordinances track changes: 343 pages 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64725/Proposed-TBAP_Implement-
Regs_Track-Changes-102022 

Link to Proposed Goals and Policy Changes: 200 Pages 
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https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64724/Proposed-TBAP-Goals-and-
Policy-Document_Track-Changes-102022 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 

Page 1 of 7 

Below are a few of examples showing complexity or confusion and too many changes for the 

public, planning commissioners, other agencies and even the development committee to 

understand. These examples, without a doubt, require staff involvement to understand how they 

will be  implemented. Staff time expected to assist developers may need to be increased. 

Please provide a list of any of these changes that may require code amendments to accompany 

the proposed TBAP and Implementing Ordinance changes. 

1). Page 115 Implementing Ordinances 

From Ellie Waller



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 
 

Page 2 of 7 
 

2). Pages 123 and 124 Implementing Ordinances 

 

#1 Buildings consisting of commercial, mixed-use, or non-residential uses, shall be a maximum 

of 75 ft on all parcel frontages. This proposal versus current frontages significantly change the 

scenic visual. Buildings consisting of residential uses facing residentials zone districts may meet 

otherwise specified maximum building heights. ???? Placer should provide examples of this 

zone district and their locations in a matrix . 

#2 What is the maximum building length allowed in the TBAP?  (may be doubled for mixed-use) 

As mentioned at the 11-9-22 NTRAC: why is Placer requiring a developer to install art 

components?  The County should be responsible and also have public comment about the 

proposed art. Dropping height at least once in the linear span for each 250 ft doesn’t change the 

massing. 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 
 

Page 3 of 7 
 

 

#2 One feature shall be incorporated for each additional 100 feet beyond the base allowance, 

as approved by the tahoe Basin Design Review.  With all this said and proposed, staff may 

need additional training to interpret the complexity and confusion. 

3). Pages 141 and 142 Implementing Ordinances 

 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 
 

Page 4 of 7 
 

 

This subdistrict used to have 10 notations, 8 more have been added. Staff may need additional 

training to interpret the complexity and confusion. 

Have definitions been added to Placer and TRPA for uses above, hey should be for ease of 

interpretation by developers?  # 14 Drinking Place, Quality Restaurant, High Turnover (Sit-

Down) Restaurant, just to mention a few. Just stating they are form the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers doesn’t provide criteria for the lay person to understand. I’m sure it will 

make it easier for a parking requirement analysis when understood what the use means. 

#17 Hotels, Motels, and other transient dwelling units shall be allowed provided the number of 

units do not exceed 20 units and/or do not generate more than 1,300 daily VMT within the 

Tahoe Basin and is located between SR267 and the California/Nevada Stateline within Town 

Center boundaries. Basically this is Kings Beach Town Center and not really sure it’s North 

Stateline Area Plan? Is the North Stateline portion actually identified in the 2017 or these 

amendments as a Town Center or Town Center overlay. Or is North Stateline to evaluated in 

the future? 

 

 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 
 

Page 5 of 7 
 

Page 272 Implementing Ordinances 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 ii As mentioned at the 11-9-22 NTRAC: why is Placer requiring a developer to install art 

components.  The County should and also have public comment about the proposed art. 

Confusing: so 50 units or more TAUs + deed restricted achievable housing: no number of units 

stated for this requirement + public art component requirement allows for up to a 10% height 

increase when meeting TRPA scenic thresholds. Placer should provide an illustrated example.  

iii Add mixed-use and a project can have up to 18% in height by providing ii criteria to 

accommodate appurtenances (chimneys, flues, roof-top amenities, etc.) if the project is 

otherwise in compliance with the Design Standards and Guidelines and Noise Standards in the 

TBAP and can show it meets scenic threshold standards. Placer should provide an illustrated 

example and cite what design standards  and Guidelines and noise standards must be met. 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 

Page 6 of 7 

Page 273 Implementing Ordinances 

How will project (# 3 above) density for a project on non-contiguous parcels be calculated to 

ensure density requirements are not exceeded?  Please clarify is this calculation required in the 

permit submittal and who determines density standard is not exceeded?  

Placer County should provide a list or matrix of “Special Planning Areas on the mountainside” 

as well as the Shorezone, (if applicable) allowing the public and commissioners and other 

agencies reviewing the TBAP amendments understand where they are located. 

With all this said and proposed, staff may need additional training to interpret the complexity and 

confusion. 



Placer County 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Add’l Public Comment  Ellie Waller for the 
record Item #3 Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Implementing Ordinances Proposed Amendments 
 

Page 7 of 7 
 

 

Page 276 & 277 Implementing Ordinances 

 

 

Moveable Tiny Houses: who is accountable for the number of MOVEABLE Tiny Homes when 

one or more moves? Is there a maximum number allowed in a Tiny Home Community? Lots of 

Placer Chapter 17 code references and TRPA 50.3 code to explore to understand the concept 

and code that applies.  Defensible space hasn’t been very enforceable. 



December 6, 2022 

Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Dear Members of the Placer County Planning Commission: 

My wife and I, residents of Tahoe Vista, are opposed to the proposed Tahoe Basin Area Plan 
amendments for numerous reasons, many of which have been mentioned in the public comments from 
the November 9th and November 30th meetings.   

Please consider: 

• Allowing increased height of buildings will forever change the character of the North Shore,
block lake views, cast shadows, add to light pollution, and destroy our sleepy funky towns.

• Promoting more visitors and residents will increase the already scary thought of life safety in a
natural disaster and the ability to evacuate.

• Ridgeline buildings will destroy the basin’s beauty, harm wildlife, increase erosion and promote
more pollution.

• Many projects are presently underway or being planned, adding to density and traffic.  The
impact of these projects should be assessed before making more changes that will add to the
problem of congestion, egress, and the health of the Lake.

• More public participation, and more studies are warranted for such drastic changes to permit
and building restrictions, parking requirements, and the large volume of changes you propose.

• Affordable/Employee housing is important, but your answer to open the flood gates to
development is short sighted and frankly suspect.  Many other answers can be found for this
need without destroying a national treasure.

• Finally, I’ll say it – we are not South Shore, and we don’t want to be South Shore.

The impact of the changes you are rushing to approve will negatively affect the quality of life, safety, 
and health of North Lake Tahoe.  You owe it to the Jewel of the Sierra, not to allow developers to profit 
at the expense of residents, visitors, and future generations to come.   

Thank you for your consideration, 

Respectfully, 

Jerome and Naomi Barulich 
Tahoe Vista, CA 

From Ellie Waller



Comment Letter for Tahoe Basin Plan Amendments 
Kaufman Planning and Consulting 
December 7, 2022 

Leah Kaufman Planning 

PO Box 253 

Carnelian Bay, CA 

96140 

December 7, 2022 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Placer County staff, 

My name is Leah Kaufman. I have been a Land Use Planner in the Tahoe Basin for over 43 
years. (41 years working in the private sector and two years in the public sector for the TRPA). 
I was the longest standing member of the North Tahoe Design Team for over 20 years and a 
member of the stakeholder group that worked from 2012 to 2017 giving input into the 
adopted 2017 Tahoe Area Plan. I live and work in Tahoe Vista and am currently semi-retired 
and not involved with any of the proposed or approved projects currently being evaluated by 
Placer County.  

I am in favor of revitalization of the community and redevelopment within the existing 
character of our mountain communities and improving what we already have.  Some of the 
proposed County amendments such as encouraging active ground floor uses, childcare 
facilities, facilitating mobile and food truck vendors, supporting the retention of and 
expansion of business and public art, redevelopment of aging properties, and a need to 
provide affordable workforce housing within the Town Centers are among them. 

My comments are based on the power point presentation provided by Placer County Planning 
staff on October 15, 2022, the NTRAC meeting of November 30, 2022, reading track changes 
proposed by Placer County Planning staff in the Tahoe Area Plan, and several meetings with 
stakeholders and public officials. My underlines below, are either requests for clarification or 
suggestions based on the material reviewed as stated above.  

(I apologize for the late submittal of this letter but there are over 800 pages to read and 
absolutely not enough time to synthesize all the information or even address it all as the devil 
is in the details as they say).  

1). Based on the Oct 15th power point (page 8) seven stakeholders meeting for only two 
months were involved in crafting the amendments you are being asked to approve. The seven 
stakeholders consisted of members from the business and design community only.  

The Regional Plan for TRPA with adopted thresholds and carrying capacities was approved in 
2012. For five years approximately 37 Area Plan team members representing the community 
at large, business, the residents, and even visitors and second homeowners etc. participated 
in numerous meetings bimonthly to create a vision they wanted to see for our communities 
and in 2017 the Tahoe Area Plan was adopted. (Our names are on the first and second pages 
of the plan).  These 37 members do not include the environmental or business associations 

From Ellie Waller



Comment Letter for Tahoe Basin Plan Amendments 
Kaufman Planning and Consulting 
December 7, 2022 
 

also listed. I feel my biggest disappointment is that not one of the 37 or so of us was notified 
or included in the crafting or input into these new amendments and most of us still live here. 

I feel strongly that the original plan team members as well as additional stakeholders who 
would like to be involved, should be informed of these proposed amendments and have the 
ability to meet  discuss, give input, and have questions answered by County staff before 
ANYTHING is approved by the County Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors or the TRPA 
Governing Board. Five years of our time in crafting a vision for our communities should be 
taken into consideration as public participation  has been very limited and the process rushed. 
The changes proposed are complex, and of a scale that could impact land uses in this Basin 
forever. 

2). Short-term rentals-The October power point (page 6) states that the resident population 
has declined since 2000 but failed to mention the increase in population by the tourists and 
second homeowners which have increased dramatically especially since the pandemic. The 
presentation also did not mention the current reduction of available long-term rentals due to 
short-term rentals as part of VRBO and Airbnb that has directly impacted work force housing.  

3,900 short term rental entitlements are allowed in Eastern Placer County which if cut in half 
or reduced could potentially house thousands of workers. 3,240 properties are currently 
approved for short-term rentals per the Placer County web site as of December 5, 2022 
leaving over 660 more spots yet we experience many problems as a result of what is already 
approved.  

I would urge you to read the New York Post article written by Lisa Fickenescher November 4, 
2022 regarding strict Airbnb guidelines proposed to be implemented in January for New York 
City. Only permanent residents are allowed to rent a portion of their homes short-term with 
no separate lock off or entrance. Santa Monica and Boston have enacted restrictions due to 
the impact on existing hotels and long-term renters. Santa Rosa, County of Sonoma and 
Windsor have enacted recent moratoriums on short-term rentals to develop more stringent 
regulations for many of the reasons expressed above. (conversation with Windsor County 
Planner Kim Voge 12/7/2022). 

Note: Regulations in Placer County are not strict enough for short-term rental use and 3,900 
units is a huge impact in a small community that swells during the summer months. All of the 
neighborhoods have done their best to accommodate the renters, clean up trash from the 
beaches as we have been asked to be the stewards of the lake, but what are the true impacts 
of this use and our annual visitors in terms of the regional plan and capacity?  Traffic is in 
gridlock during the summer months as we have only two lanes, and noise and partying goes 
on late into the night. Realtors say that people purchase homes with the intent to short term 
rent to make money to offset their mortgages.  

I think it is important that our largest employers i.e. the ski areas should have the most 
stringent requirements to provide housing for their employees preferably on site. A good 
example is Northstar with Sawmill Heights of about 120 units. 
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In addition to a cumulative analysis of the true impacts of short- term rentals, I would 
advocate a visitor entry fee into the basin to deal with some of these issues.  

3).  Density In 2020, the County adopted the Placer County Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance 
which essentially allows three residential type units on every residential parcel with limited or 
no parking requirements. ( ADU’s, JADU’s, or tiny homes with a single family dwelling and 
reduced parking requirements and setbacks). 

While not necessarily a bad idea to have multiple units on a parcel that could potentially assist 
with work force housing, there is still the potential for impacts to water quality, traffic, air 
quality, scenic, neighboring impacts, etc. and is a density increase in my opinion.  

Additionally, the code language to change minimum lot sizes, and to reduce setbacks could 
increase the potential for additional development.  The Area Plan amendments propose 
reductions from 6,000 sf lot minimums to 2,900 lot minimums and also there is language for 
no minimum lot sizes. 

  Example:  If you currently have a minimum lot size of 6,000 sf required for one single family 
residence, and you reduce the setbacks and the size of the parcel by half would this not allow 
for two structures? Reduction of setbacks, and elimination of parking intuitively would allow 
more building than would otherwise be allowed if setbacks and parking were required.  

An accountable tracking for all existing and proposed development in the basin should be 
provided and would include the potential increase in density for ADU’s, JADU’s, and tiny 
homes on a single parcel, the lots the conservancy originally purchased and now wants to put 
back on the market, the transfer of development rights and TAU’s from other jurisdictions, 
conversion of CFA to residential and or tourist units, etc. 

 Example of a conversion would be reducing 3,500 sf of commercial floor area to 17.5 multiple 
family units with no size restriction, 11.67 TAU’s, or 11.67 Single Family Residential Units of 
Use with no size restriction. CFA is currently underutilized and available. Again this is not 
necessarily a bad thing but what are the exact impacts of these conversions as related to the 
proposed amendments in terms of density, massing, scenic, water quality, noise and other 
thresholds? 

4). Height  Page 9 and Page 18 of the October power point states that a re-evaluation of 
scenic requirements to achieve private reinvestment should be supported if it creates less 
auto dependency and provides economic opportunities. It is my understanding that scenic 
requirements are adopted TRPA thresholds and that TRPA does not allow a mix and match of 
their thresholds?  i.e. scenic increases in height for transportation tradeoff or economic 
reasons. The County also crossed out the word ridgeline in the proposed amended TBAP.  

Protection of Ridgeline views are in the TRPA thresholds and so I would like clarification why 
anyone would propose increased heights exceeding ridgeline views especially if this is a TRPA 
threshold? 

Put the word ridgeline back in the text. 
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Four stories and 56 feet of height on both the lake and mountainside of Highway 28 is more 
height than the community and business working groups agreed upon after meeting for two 
and a half years as part of the 2017 Tahoe Area Plan process. (The County changed the height 
to increase it from three stories on the lake and 4 stories on the mountainside in 2017 before 
implementation of the plan to 56 feet for both sides of the highway). As stated previously, 
approx. 37 community plan team members, and numerous stakeholder groups participated in 
a vision they wanted to see for our communities and height was a big issue. Many local 
architects said if more creativity is used then there is absolutely no need for additional heights 
over 56 feet within the Town Center. Note: The Domus project in Kings Beach is 48 feet and 
four stories for a visual example.  

As a compromise I would support not changing the height that is allowed in the 2017 adopted 
Area Plan. (NTRAC and League To Save Lake Tahoe suggestion) and get clarification on roof 
top decks if they are considered appurtenances.  

TBAP amendments also eliminate height protections in transition areas which are currently 48 
feet and code language amendments cross out this height and defer to Town Center heights. I 
do not support any changes to this language and don’t understand the intent?  

Additionally, I do not support any height increases in Village Centers from what was crafted in 
the 2017 plan.  

Note: 48 feet of height is the height of the Domus project at the east end of Kings Beach 
adjacent to neighboring residential uses. The height of this building towers over its adjacent 
uses. (Section 2.09 of the TBAP). 

There should be an overall vision plan for each of our communities affected by the proposed 
amendments and the trending projects, including renderings and simulations showing the 56 
feet of height with appurtenances. We need specific examples.  (I believe there should there 
be a minimum lot size that is eligible for the large-scale development with open space 
provided to break up massing of the taller buildings.  I support the idea of working from larger 
to smaller scale in the center of Town Centers towards the transition areas at the ends as 
proposed by the Leauge.  

I would also like to share my conversation with Kim Voge planner with the Town of Windsor 
on the 20 year old Village Green mixed use project. It is over 50 units of mixed use with 
residential on top and commercial on the bottom and is three stories tall. This project is highly 
successful and vibrant. (The pride of the Town) and has parking for each of the residential 
units. The ground floor commercial consists of restaurants, small scale wine bars, shops etc. 
Incidentally, also, under current regulations, the tallest height allowed in the Town of Windsor 
is 57 feet and Town is not located near any scenic resources. 

5). For individual buildings, wording was removed for the “wedding cake articulation for side 
setback and language added for allowing up to 500-foot-long buildings. (300 feet is the length 
of play in a football field).  
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I am adamantly opposed to allowing more than the 250 feet as written in the code and 
eliminating any reference to 500-foot-long buildings with or without articulation in our Town 
Centers.  This impact alone would forever change the character of our communities. 

 I would also like to understand what the replacement language is for the “wedding cakes?” 

 6). Multiple Family development no matter where located should have a parking plan and 
specific site evaluations whether in the Town Centers and especially projects located ½ mile 
away. (Page 20)  

A blanket proposal to simply eliminate parking for multiple family dwelling projects is a bad 
idea. Parking is always an issue, we live in snow country, and it is unrealistic to expect that 
everyone will be riding a bus or walking especially in areas where services are limited.  

I would propose a site-specific evaluation of parking site by site for new development, as each 
parcel has its own unique set of circumstances. Emphasis on shared parking and shared access 
would be encouraged and incentivized.  I.e. reduction in requirements for every shared space, 
reductions for access, and perhaps a bigger reduction than is in the current ordinance for 
parking adjacent to a bus stop, A master parking plan for the entire town,  County assistance 
programs, paid parking like Truckee, two hour parking restrictions and a reevaluation of public 
parking etc. The Town of Windsor says the biggest issues they face are conflicts of parking 
between the business and residences in the Downtown and they have not been able to solve 
them. For the affordable projects parking reductions include 1 space per studio or one 
bedroom, 1 ½ spaces for a two bedroom and no covered parking requirements.(conversation 
with Kim Voge- Planner for the Town of Windsor- December 7, 2022). 

7). The plan amendments state that “some new single-family dwellings” should be allowed in 
Town Centers (page 23) even though there was unanimous agreement by the plan teams that 
they could not be on a ground floor along the highway and that no new single-family 
dwellings should be allowed.   

The statement of “some” is open ended and needs to be defined. I feel the original intent of 
the plan teams that no new single-family dwellings on the ground floor along Highway 28 
should be upheld. More definition and specifics are needed for the single-family dwelling 
proposal even with mixed uses. Are these proposed market rate condo developments in Town 
Centers or is this for individual freestanding houses in Town Centers? I did not see any 
protection in the ordinances for the existing TAU’s  especially on the Lake, which also 
contribute to a healthy diverse community.  

It appears the way the amendments are written that affordable, moderate income or 
“achievable” housing would be allowed as part of market rate condo developments in the 
Town Centers. I question why anyone would want to build affordable or moderate housing if 
the higher achievable housing makes the most money?  
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The acronyms used such as “tiny houses”, JADU’s, ADU’s, affordable housing, moderate 
housing, single family dwelling, multiple family dwellings, and deed restricted“ achievable 
housing” can be confusing.  

I would like to see a user-friendly manual of the different housing types in relation to County 
median income levels, required deed restrictions, and potential locations for such, as well as 
an identified need for each type. Once this is identified, if not already, the code should include 
language requiring a mix of workforce housing not just the higher end or “achievable 
housing.” We need specific examples, visual aids and simulations of what these is intended 
with the single family dwelling development.  

8)  Special Use-The code also proposes changing uses specifically zoned as “special use” and or 
requiring Design Development Review and making these uses allowable by right (A) which I 
believe would eliminate the public noticing requirement?  15 multiple family units with 
elimination of parking requirements, reduced setbacks, and no notice could potentially impact 
neighboring uses and the environment and is against the TRPA Rules of Procedure Chapter 
12.14.1 which requires public notice for employee housing, multiple residential development, 
Tourist Accommodations, Timeshare, additional height proposals, commercial over a certain 
sf etc. TRPA also has specifics regarding when Hearings Officer review would be required so 
the public or affected neighbors can weigh in. 

I also did not understand why bars of 17,000 sf would be allowable by right, but high end 
restaurants over 2,400 sf would require a use permit? ( from the TBAP amendments). 
Clarification please.  

I believe the public should be informed of the more significant projects. Current notice 
requirements are between 300 to 500 feet for projects requiring a use permit plus hearings 
officer review at the TRPA. I would add language to the amendments that require noticing to 
the public, regardless if a use is changed from “special to allowable”. Additionally, changes in 
use should be consistent with TRPA Code.   

9).New projects -The County’s power point states that no new projects have been developed 
in either Town Center, (Kings Beach and Tahoe City) (page 3), and very few workforce housing 
units built. However, there are 14 projects in the works or that have been approved in these 
two areas that are not discussed. Perhaps some have not moved forward for other reasons 
besides the planning process if approved? Maybe, they are having difficulty with financing, 
inflation, the economy, and/or the need to make more profits, timing, demand, etc? Placer 
County has contributed millions of dollars in financial assistance to several of the larger 
projects that are proposed in the form of purchased TAU’s, Land and building acquisition, 
partnerships, and assistance with tax credits, etc.  

I would like the County to provide a description of the 14 development projects with details 
such as # of units, location, type of units, size, workforce component, achievable v.s. low 
income, moderate income, market rate etc, and where they currently are in the planning 
stages. The same should be done for the work force housing. We also should understand what 



Comment Letter for Tahoe Basin Plan Amendments 
Kaufman Planning and Consulting 
December 7, 2022 
 

monies have already been spent to assist the developers and what tax credits and other 
available monies are available. 

I agree with the NTRAC recommendation that redevelopment should be preferred over new 
development but am unsure what this really means as most of the Basin has been developed. 
Would like a clarification. 

 

 10). Cumulative Impacts- Changing scenic requirements to allow more height, the potential 
for additional density by allowing less setbacks, reduced lot sizes, and square footage 
allowances based on VMT, (page 16), increasing building lengths to 500 feet, (page 17) etc. 
reducing parking requirements, changing special uses to allowable uses, etc. all have potential 
impacts to traffic, scenic, air quality, neighborhood impacts, water quality etc. The staff say 
that a categorical exemption of the code changes would be required for each larger project 
being evaluated separately. This eliminates the potential to assess the cumulative effects of 
proposed code language changes.  

Cumulative impacts must be addressed not by a categorical exemption based on an amended 
Area Plan but a full environmental analysis should be performed. TRPA has asked for an Initial 
Study to be completed by Placer County by a certain date. (conversation with Jacob Stock- 
TRPA planner- 12/5/2022). This study should be completed and available for public review 
prior to approval of any of the amendments.   

11). The Tahoe Basin Area Plan proposes eliminating the sign chapter to defer to TRPA Code of 
Ordinances.  

Clarification-I would like to know if there are any differences between the two ordinances? 
Will Design Review still have jurisdiction and review signage for individual projects in Placer 
County or will applicants have to apply to TRPA?  

Summary: 

There are a lot of great goals proposed as part of the Placer County amendments as stated in 
the beginning of this letter and no one denies that revitalization and work force housing are of 
paramount importance. We must consider the existing mountain character, the vision 
proposed for the plan adopted in 2017, the impacts to people who live and work here, our 
two-lane road infrastructure, environmental thresholds, cumulative impacts and carrying 
capacity before making irrevocable changes to our existing plan. Once regulations, new 
policies, and amendments are put in place, they have the potential to impact the Lake and our 
communities for ever. 

Please take more time to allow for a robust conversation between all the community 
members expressing their concerns, answer specific questions raised, explain the code 
language, and request visuals and examples of what is exactly intended for these 
amendments before you make any decisions. 
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(I would be glad to volunteer my time with any working group to further review and evaluate 
the changes). 

 

Thank you  

 

Leah Kaufman- Land Planner 
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December 7, 2022 

Placer County 

Planning Commissioners 

CC: Emily Setzer, Placer County Principal Planner, Stacy Wydra, Placer County Senior Planner 

Submitted via email to Andrea Dashiell: adashiel@placer.ca.gov  

Re: Comments on Proposed Tahoe Area Basin Plan Amendments 

Dear Placer County Commissioners and County Planning Staff, 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe (League) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Tahoe 

Basin Area Plan (TBAP) amendments (Amendments). Because the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee 

(NTRAC) did not make a specific recommendation at their last meeting on November 30, 2022, our 

comments for that meeting are attached below and still valid, with one big exception: 

We now believe that a full CEQA review must be conducted on the proposed Amendments. 

1. Given the Village at Palisades Tahoe Specific Plan (VPTSP) Revised Environmental Impact Report

(REIR) release, the TBAP needs to address the impacts from that project on the TBAP plan area.

Impacts that will change, and need to be mitigated, with the approval of the VPTSP include VMT,

GHGs, and cumulative impacts on water and climate, and TRPA’s VMT threshold.

2. These impacts are reasonably foreseeable and significant.

The TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 4.5 requires that any amendment to the Regional Plan (which Area 

Plans tier off of) must make written findings demonstrating that the proposed plan will not cause the 

environmental threshold carrying capacities to be exceeded. This must include impacts from the VPTSP. Page 

10-2 of the VPTSP REIR correctly states that the “…EIR improperly ignored the expected addition of VMT from

other anticipated projects, including another large development the County was itself considering

approving,” and includes the CEQA citation.1 This is the same case with the TBAP – it must identify and

mitigate for the impacts of other projects the County itself is considering approving.

Based on the above facts, a full CEQA review is needed, and at minimum a supplemental EIR to the 2017 

TBAP and Implementing Ordinances.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me directly with any questions. 

Sincerely,  

Gavin Feiger  

Senior Land Use Policy Analyst 

On behalf of the League to Save Lake Tahoe 

1 https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/65494/Village-at-Palisades-Tahoe-Specific-Plan-Partially-Revised-Draft-EIR-PDF  

From Ellie Waller

mailto:adashiel@placer.ca.gov
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/65494/Village-at-Palisades-Tahoe-Specific-Plan-Partially-Revised-Draft-EIR-PDF


 

  

 

November 30, 2022 

Placer County 

North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee Members 

Emily Setzer, Placer County Principal Planner, Stacy Wydra, Placer County Senior Planner 

Submitted via email: KHopkins@placer.ca.gov  
 

Re: Comments on Proposed Tahoe Area Basin Plan Amendments 

 

Dear NTRAC Members and County Planning Staff,  
 

The League to Save Lake Tahoe (League) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 

Draft proposed Amendments (Amendments) for the Placer County (Placer, County) Tahoe Basin 

Area Plan (TBAP).  
 

The League is dedicated to protecting and restoring the environmental health, sustainability, and 

scenic beauty of the Lake Tahoe Basin. In connection with our mission, we advocate for the 

implementation of policies contained within regional land use and planning documents, including the 

Bi-State Compact, the 2012 Regional Plan Update (RPU), the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), 

and Area Plans. 
 

The League was a key stakeholder in the years leading up to the 2016 TBAP adoption and has 

tracked progress and amendments since. We have been closely following the proposed 

Amendments through public meetings, meetings with County Planning staff, and meetings with 

members of the public. We do not have an official position on the proposed Amendments yet but 

appreciate the opportunity to provide some high-level and specific comments, questions, and 

suggestions at this stage. League comments are focused on height requirements, cumulative 

impacts, transportation and parking, and affordable housing and mixed-use development.  

 

Height 

Increasing height has the potential to negatively impact the scenic quality in the TBAP plan area and 

the resulting localized increase in density may have transportation and water quality impacts. The 

proposed height increases appear extreme and are largely unsupported in the provided 

documentation. There may only be one potential project that would benefit from such a large (up to 

72 feet allowable by special use) increase in height allowances. We have supported the change from 

“4 stories” to “56 feet” in other jurisdictions and would support that limit in Placer County, considering 

56 feet is currently allowed in the TBAP. Additionally, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) 

already allows an extra 10% in height for appurtenances. We currently do not support the proposed 

Amendments allowing heights above 56 feet + 10%, even in Town Centers with the conditions 

proposed. 
 

The League provides two suggestions under height: 

● Make it very clear that extra height above 56’ is for appurtenances like chimneys, vents, 

antennas, etc.  

● Transition height from its maximum at 56 feet + 10% in the middle of Town Centers to two 

stories in more distant residential and mixed-use zones. We expand on this in the 

“Suggestions” section, below.  

mailto:KHopkins@placer.ca.gov
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Cumulative Impacts  

The League understands that the overall growth in the TBAP plan area is controlled by TRPA’s 2012 

RPU. The development allowed under the RPU is going to go somewhere in the Tahoe Basin 

portion of the County and we prefer to see growth in Town and Village Centers. The cumulative 

environmental impacts are contemplated in the RPU and the 2018 Development Rights update, but 

regional mitigation measures are not being fully implemented and RPU benchmarks and 

performance measures are not being met. It’s not the use of allowed or transferred commodities 

which bring in more people that is the issue, but the ineffective or unimplemented mitigation 

measures.  

Ineffective and unimplemented mitigation measures put a larger burden on Placer County to reduce 

environmental impacts from development within the county. New or updated plans and projects 

should not be approved until regional and local mitigation measures are in place and goals and 

policies are being met to offset the impacts of recent development. Considering the largest 

environmental impacts from the Amendments will come from transportation which directly impacts 

water quality and lake clarity, it is also important to note that there are two transportation plans 

adopted in 2020 that, if implemented, will help to mitigate those impacts – TRPA’s 2020 RTP and 

Placer County’s 2020 Resort Triangle Transportation Plan (RTTP). Before taking a stance on the 

level of environmental review needed for the proposed Amendments, the League needs to see 

evidence of the need for these amendments and a demonstrated ability to offset the environmental 

impacts of development. Specifically:  

● Is there anything in the proposed Amendments that is not contemplated in TRPA’s RPU or

Development Rights Initiative (e.g. height, scenic implications, density, carrying capacity,

cumulative impacts)?

● How will the proposed Amendments help achieve TRPA’s Threshold Standards, RPU

Performance Measures and Benchmarks, and Environmental Improvement Program (EIP)

Performance Measures?

● What initial progress or results from the 2021 TBAP amendments – which aimed to

incentivize affordable housing – are informing these proposed Amendments?

● How is Placer progressing on implementing mitigation measures and achieving goals and

policies from the original 2016 TBAP? For example:

o Mitigation Measure 9-1: Limit visible mass near Lake Tahoe within non-contiguous

project areas. Are there examples of this being implemented and will the proposed

Amendments affect the County’s ability to continue implementing?

o Mitigation Measure 10-1a: Construct pedestrian crossing improvements at the Grove

Street/SR 28 intersection within 3 years of adopting the plan. Is this completed and

did it produce the desired results?

o Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund

expansion of transit capacity. This measure had a deadline within two years of

adoption, by the end of 2018. Has this been completed? If so, what are the results to

date (fund balances and projects completed/supported with funds to date)? Based on

that information, is there a need for enhanced language in these amendments?

o Mitigation Measure 10-1f: Long-term monitoring and adaptive management of

mobility strategies and, more importantly, Mitigation Measure 10-1g: Four-year

review of vehicle trips and mobility strategies (Concurrent with TRPA’s four-year

Area Plan recertification process, should actual vehicle trips surpass the Area Plan

vehicle trips projected for travel into and within the Plan area, as shown in Chapter
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19 of the Draft EIR/EIS for the Tahoe Basin Area Plan, the County and TRPA shall 

jointly revise mobility strategies in the Area Plan transportation chapter to address 

the increased vehicle trips. Placer County and its partners shall develop financing 

mechanisms to ensure implementation of new or modified mobility strategies within a 

feasible period of time. Placer County shall submit the revised Area Plan to TRPA for 

approval.). Has this 4-year review been completed as outlined and, if so, what are 

the results?  

Transportation and Parking  

The League strongly supports the transportation and parking updates in the proposed Amendments, 

specifically: making permanent the two-year pilot parking exemption program for Town Centers, 

removing parking minimums and/or replacing them with maximums, prompting and encouraging 

shared parking agreements, requiring frontage improvements (sidewalks and bike lanes), and 

funding transit. These updates should reduce fine sediment pollution from transportation. 

● As noted in the Cumulative Impacts section, the League has concerns regarding the Zones

of Benefit. Along with that, we would like to see more detail on how the in lieu of fee would

be calculated.

● Placer has made great early strides in implementing its RTTP, however accelerated

implementation is needed to offset the transportation impacts from the 2016 TBAP and these

proposed Amendments.

Affordable Housing and Mixed-Use Development 

The League understands that, fundamentally, Placer County is developing these Amendments in 

response to recent economic development and affordable housing studies. However, the proposed 

Amendments do not pick winners and losers between affordable housing and market rate housing 

overall, but do have some good “inclusionary zoning” that will result in more affordable housing and 

mixed use projects in Town Centers. For example, we support the requirement for single-family 

development of more than one unit to be at least 50% deed-restricted affordable-to-achievable units. 

● Does this requirement apply to the entire TBAP plan area? If not, we recommend it be

expanded – there is a need for affordable housing in every Town Center, Village Center, and

neighborhood.

While policies alone will not change the larger economic conditions that are resulting in the type of 

development we are seeing in Tahoe, the proposed policies could be enhanced to further incentivize 

affordable and mixed-use development: 

● Require a larger percentage of commercial uses in mixed-use developments (more than the

15% proposed) to achieve vision of walkable, livable Town Center where people can live and

work.

Developing a Guide for allocation and conversion of commodities 

Developing a guide could help affordable housing, somewhat, not at all, or even reduce the available 

affordable housing. There are no details provided about what this Guide will look like or what it will 

entail – it seems to be left up to a future process (likely mostly internal by county staff). We have a 

few questions and suggestions at this early stage and would like to see more details around this 

idea:  

● What types of projects are in the current system (first come, first served), what are the

results, and is there a waiting list?
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● In developing a guide, ideally multi-family and deed-restricted would jump to top of the 

allocation list. 

● The guide needs to align with Area Plan policies so, for example, mixed-use lodging in a 

Town Center (or even just lodging) would get allocation and conversion prioritization. 

● Do not allow multi-family conversion to single-family unless it will result in a 100% deed-

restricted development 

 

Other Suggestions  

● Visual aids. Create examples of how the proposed Amendments will allow certain types of 

parcels to be developed and how height and length will look from the street view. These 

images could demonstrate the need for some of the Amendments such as parking, height, 

and setbacks; and what future conditions would look like. These could be based on or like 

the “pro formas” created for the TRPA Tahoe Living working group.  

● Transition zones. To reduce scenic impacts and drive more orderly development, create 

transition zones in zoning and allowances for height/length/density and lot sizes and 

setbacks. The allowances and zoning would start with large buildings in Town Centers and 

transition down as you reach the edge of the Town Centers into mixed use and residential 

zones. 

● Adaptive zoning/trigger zoning. This principle is built-in adaptive management that changes 

zoning and allowances for height/length/density and lot sizes and setbacks based on 

achieving goals and offsetting impacts, as the proposed Amendments aim to do. The idea is 

to start small and increase the amount and extent of zoning changes and allowances if the 

County is meeting performance measures.   

 

 

We look forward to working with County staff, the community, and TRPA to ensure that the final 

amendments balance economic growth, affordable housing, and environmental impacts. As the 

County adjusts and refines the proposed Amendments, we will similarly adapt our comments.  

 

Please do not hesitate to reach out to me directly with any questions.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Gavin Feiger 

Senior Land Use Policy Analyst 

on behalf of the League to Save Lake Tahoe  



November 30, 2022 

Emily Setzer, Principle Planner  

Stacy Wydra, Senior Planner 

Placer County Planning Services Division 

775 N Lake Boulevard 

Tahoe City, CA 96145 

Re: Tahoe Basin Area Plan Amendments 

Dear Ms. Setzer and Ms. Wydra,  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the proposed Economic Sustainability and 

Housing amendments within the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP). On behalf of 

Mountain Area Preservation (MAP), I’d like to submit the following comments for consideration 

by the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee (NTRAC) members.  

MAP, a thirty-five-year-old environmental advocacy non-profit, acts as a steward for sound land 

use planning and policy in the greater Truckee Tahoe region. We hope that by participating in 

the amendment process, we can help to better shape land uses and incentives for community 

needs such as workforce housing while guiding redevelopment to honor the mountains, natural 

resources, and public safety for residents and visitors.  

It is our understanding that the amendments are largely based on two economic analyses from 

Bay Area Economics and Tahoe Prosperity, and on the input of the development and business 

community, with the overarching goal of removing barriers to streamline the development 

process. We certainly understand the critical need for desirable redevelopment projects and 

additional workforce housing, and there are a number of proposed policy and regulation 

amendments that may help to facilitate these kinds of developments. We also understand that 

the amendments are not proposing an increase in the densities that are currently allowed in the 

plan area, but will likely facilitate additional projects that will increase density from the baseline 

condition (what is currently built). We do support focusing the allowable density in town centers 

and core areas.  

However, while incentivizing and streamlining development may be appropriate, it is crucial to 

ensure that we are incentivizing the kinds of development that the community truly needs—

workforce housing being the top priority—and that the amendments do not adversely impact the 

environment and community character that defines North Lake Tahoe. Additionally, TBAP 

amendments must be based on the input of the entire community, not a small subsection with a 

From Ellie Waller



 
very specific perspective, and with the goal of improving the community in a holistic manner, 

including its resources and character.  

 

Our biggest concern (and one that was echoed repeatedly at the NTRAC meeting on November 

9th) are the proposed incentives that would allow for increased building heights in certain areas. 

Allowing for an additional 28% increase in height (from 56 feet to roughly 72 feet) is 

unacceptable and would degrade the North Tahoe viewshed. Several associated policy 

amendments would weaken scenic protections for ridgelines and lakeviews (e.g., Policy SR-P-9 

and TC-P-5). These amendments are truly concerning and we urge you to consider removing 

them from the proposal moving forward. We are also concerned with other proposed 

amendments related to massing, building lengths, and setback reductions that could 

significantly alter the mountain environment. These modifications may be appropriate in certain 

locations, on a case-by-case basis, but impacts must be mitigated to preserve scenic resources, 

viewshed, and mountain character. 

 

Additionally, we find that the proposed amendments do not include meaningful workforce 

housing incentives to drive the land uses the community needs. Requiring that 50% of units 

converted from multi-family to condos be affordable, moderate, or achievable sounds nice, but 

what are the actual mechanics to foster these units, rather than more luxury privatized condos, 

which is what the development community will bring forward unless they are utilizing tax credits 

or other subsidies. It is simply too difficult for developers to secure financing with deed 

restrictions, which gives the community a false sense of security that local workforce housing is 

actually the priority. These amendments are largely focused on making the development 

process easier across the board, which means that future projects will be based primarily on 

market demand. Ultimately, the projects that will pencil out economically will not likely be the 

projects that this community needs or wants.  

 

The County needs to conduct an appropriate environmental review for the TBAP amendments, 

regardless as to whether they qualify for exemptions, especially considering the proposed 

height changes and consideration of multifamily zoning by right. Height, density, mass, and 

scale must be considered for site-specific location appropriateness, and mitigation measures 

must address ways to minimize impacts from the amendments to the TBAP.  

  

The amendments include the creation of a future reservation and conversion manual to prioritize 

TRPA development rights toward the most community benefitting and high-priority projects. This 

seems like a tool that truly could be utilized to prioritize needed workforce housing projects. This 

tool should be created as part of this amendment process and adopted simultaneously with any 

proposed TBAP amendments.  

 



 
Further, at the November 9th meeting, County staff suggested that the development of new 

high-quality lodging would result in a reduction of short-term rentals in local neighborhoods and 

would transition visitor-lodging demands to town centers. Is there evidence to support this? 

Unfortunately, we’ve seen in other communities that have an abundance of high-quality visitor 

lodging that short-term rentals still thrive, due to their competitive prices. There should be 

associated short-term rental policies to drive visitor-lodging usage trends.  

 

Thank you Placer County staff and NTRAC members for taking MAP’s comments into 

consideration. We plan to participate in the Zoom meeting this evening and at the Planning 

Commission hearing on December 8th.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Sophia Heidrich 

MAP Advocacy Director  

Sophia@mapf.org 

530.582.6751  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Sophia@mapf.org


OPEN LETTER TO TRPA/PLACER COUNTY---- Different Direction Needed 

Placer County is fast tracking what they have called, “experimental” development code changes that will 
affect Lake Tahoe forever.  This month TRPA is also beginning the process of changing their code and 
thresholds. What if significantly reduced parking, extra height (70’), density, and massing changes don’t 
work?  There is no walking back bad ideas once the damage is done.  Think Tahoe Keys. 

BAE Urban Economics, the experts that came up with these ideas, did it again back in 2012 for the failed 
2012 TRPA Regional Plan.  2022 is not 2012.  It’s the same tired more, more, more solutions. We all 
know the lake isn’t clearer (plastics, invasives, toxic algae), traffic is worse, wildfires more frequent; 
multi-million dollar condos are the norm, and affordable housing scarce. 

The County’s justification in their own words is to “kick start” development; “scale back requirements”, 
“alleviate constraints” and “maximize density”.    

The reality is there are 14 projects approved or under review on or near the North and West Shore. 

Watch:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WKzPL-EwEUw 

1. Boulder Bay 2. Cal-Neva
3. Tahoe Inn 4. Ferrari/Laulima
5. 39 Degrees 6. Neptune Investment mixed use
7. Martis Valley West 8. Jason’s Restaurant-
9. Alpine View Estates 10. Boatworks Redevelopment
11. Tahoe City Lodge 12. Homewood
13. Palisades Ski Area 14. Dollar Creek Crossing

14 new projects aren’t enough?  SR 28 and 89 are only two lanes.  Is there no end in sight? The County 
will not do an environmental or cumulative analysis of whether all these projects and the new code 
changes would actually help the Lake.  The problem for the community is trust, truth and transparency 
with our governing agencies.  These code changes are clearly an early Christmas present for developers. 

Placer County and TRPA, please don’t tinker with our lives with a new set of excuses to overdevelop.  We 
need evidence of how it will work.  According to Placer County they talked to 7 people.  So what? 

The community has improved without code changes and appears to be successful: Central Market, 
Whitecaps, 8305 NLake, Burrito Window, Treehouse, Chalet, Front Porch, Basecamp motel, and the Evo 
Campus. The current stalled projects:  Ferrari/Laulima, Boulder Bay, Cal-Neva, Homewood/Tahoe Inn, 
and Tahoe City Lodge were already approved with TRPA incentives.  

Tahoe City Lodge received just under $4+M in County help and BB LLC had a $10+M Placer County bail 
out. What if those public monies had been used to building workforce housing?    

Bad planning is not the solution.  Lake Tahoe needs protection.  Don’t accept the decline of Lake Tahoe. 
Stop creating more problems through complex, “experimental” new code  

From Ellie Waller

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WKzPL-EwEUw


From: Daniels, Susan <Susan.Daniels@cbnorcal.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 5:23 PM 
To: Susan Lewis <sue@laketahoesue.com>; sherring@placer.ca.gov <sherring@placer.ca.gov>; 
mwood@placer.ca.gov <mwood@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy Gustafson <cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; 
sfox@placer.ca.gov <sfox@placer.ca.gov>; Katelynn Hopkins <KHopkins@placer.ca.gov>; 
swydra@placer.ca.gov <swydra@placer.ca.gov>; esetzer@placer.ca.gov <esetzer@placer.ca.gov>; 
cjacobse@placer.ca.gov <cjacobse@placer.ca.gov> 
Subject: Please Read and Consider my letter to the Placer County Planning Commission and Lake Tahoe 
residents for December 8, 2022 
Dear Planning Commission team members, Placer County executive team and Placer County Board 
Members: 

Please vote to reject the motion to amend the Eastern Placer County Plan modifications at this time. It is 
simply not ready for prime time. 
We, the members of the Placer County plan team, spent hours and hours gathering public input to the 
plan that the county did adopt in 2017. We had good compromise then, and good reasons for our 
decisions. 
With this motion, you will see it is designed for huge developers to make more profit, but at the expense 
of the public and the capacity of the lake basin. It begs the question: is Tahoe here for a few to make 
huge profits? or for the people of the world to visit in their time and with smaller scale redevelopments? 
Remember too that your own Placer County Redevelopment Agency has received viable offers from 
developers who have smaller scale ideas, fully ready to perform within the current codes. The fact that 
your own Redevelopment Agency has turned them away is a major part of the problem. 
There are too many unanswered questions and unsubstantiated studies and the public comment period 
has been too short for you to understand the depth of the affect the public will be experiencing with 
your decision. As you are aware, many people are already weary of governmental decisions, and this 
one is a definite example of that concern. Give it time, there is no hurry. Give it thought, really take time 
to see what could happen with untethered development. 

Not fair representation or public process by any means. The county planning process is likened to a 
statement I heard last Thursday: "the county took 2 years to prepare a 7-course meal and they are giving 
us 5 minutes to eat it!" 

Un-equal representation: According to staff, the Placer County planning department and planners have 
spent the last 2 years working towards modifications to the Eastern Placer County community plans. 
They have relaxed the restrictions on development with meetings with the developers themselves as 
well as within their own meetings. 
Yet they allow the public 2 minutes to comment. Even past plan team members who donated over a 
hundred hours to create a community-based plan are allowed only 2 minutes now.   

Population of full-time residents: county claims it is down, and perhaps the 2020 census, taken in 2019 
showed less full-time occupants than in 2010. But as Realtors during the covid pandemic of 2020, 2021, 
2022, and as school district officials can attest to, the local full time population jumped by several 
thousands of people in the past 3 years. Many work from home, but their kids do not. School enrollment 
went up so quickly that the district struggled to get enough new teachers for over 600 new students in 
one year.  

From Ellie Waller



We do need motels: Lalima Ferrari claimed that motel needs/visits were down from the past because 
they wanted to show that they needed to change the vision. In reality, they just closed down for much 
of the past 5 years. They said they were working on items, that they had some red-tagged rooms etc. 
Personally I had over 10 friends tell me that they had stayed there every year for their whole lives, and 
when they tried to make reservations, they were told the motel was not taking any customers. So were 
the developers trying "to show there is no need for motels???" Were they trying to get code changes 
that would allow them to build condos and single family homes on the lake? Would they need more 
height on the lake to make it "pencil out"? 

25' foot lots in some neighborhoods: while I do hope to see tiny houses and extra workforce housing 
solutions, we must remember these subdivisions were legally developed in the 1920's, and private 
owners held many of these lots. Some are still in private ownership, but when they were considered 
undevelopable, the owners' rights to build them were condemned by government rulings. These 
condemnations were given a buyout for pennies on the dollar and the California Tahoe Conservancy or 
USFS purchased them. Now they will be legally buildable again. Should the previous owners, or their 
descendants be given the first rights to have them back? Would this taking by the government be now 
ripe for a lawsuit???? 

Height allowances gift to the developers: the largest GIFT of public permission to private developers is 
allowing more height. Height extension not only creates more mass, more sunlight and view blocking, 
but it allows more density. That is the only reason the developers want it: there is only so much land, 
but with extra height they can build higher to get more condos, motel/hotel rooms etc, and then throw 
in more workforce housing spaces as a gift back. Parking and traffic WILL BE AFFECTED!! Even if people 
use the public transit, there will be more cars.  

Height allowances affect shore zone views: the plan team fought hard to keep the heights in check at 36 
feet lakeside and 48 feet mountain side. Today's plans will allow 71/72 feet anywhere in the town 
centers. That is as high or higher than the Jeffrey pine trees in the area, or those left after the 
developers cut most of them down and plant deciduous maple trees. Views from the lake will be 
affected. 

Height shadows on neighbors: height also affects the neighboring properties. Many were built under 
current existing codes and will now be shadowed by ginormous mega buildings. Streets and sidewalks 
will be shadowed all winter long and exist in a perma-frost through November, December and January. 
There should be a shadow study showing that the shadow of a new building does not go more than 5 
feet over the property line during the winter solstice at noon. This rule would also benefit the property 
owners on Rainbow, Trout, Brook and Minnow streets who might otherwise face living in a permanently 
shaded winter home where they used to have peek lake views.  

Note other gifts of public funds: Placer County bought the Rudnick property in Tahoe City for $4million 
as a gift to help a developer make his parking count work. Now he just needs height. Do we really need 
to give developers more??  

Traffic and safety: a huge shortfall in the plan is the fact that traffic will be increased by allowing the 
modifications of the planning codes. It has not been studied or will it be. It will not combine the 
cumulative effects of all the developments planned to this point, because, so far, the county has not 
required them or calculated them.  



Fire safety and other emergency needs for ingress and egress: you can already see from the Caldor fire 
last year how it took a mass effort to evacuate SLT and yet they did it because they had time, good 
planning and a 4-lane highway to facilitate it. More density, more huge developments will make our 
situation even worse than it already is. This aspect has not been planned well. If a fire hits here on a hot 
summer afternoon with some wind... well, we might have the time... it depends..., and we might have 
some planning, but we do not have the highway capacity. In fact, the county has been actively reducing 
that!!  
The increased potential for loss of life, known as collateral damage, will be a calculated risk that you, the 
planners, will be accepting. It is on your shoulders.   
 
 
 
Remember    With our negligence, HISTORY CAN REPEAT ITSELF 
 
A brief background of untethered development prior to 1976 includes: 
**mulit-story towers built for the casinos at CalNeva, Hyatt and South Lake Tahoe Stateline 
**Tahoe City Peppertree tower 
**Brockway Springs Condo tower (1 of 3 slated to be built) 
**Tahoe Keys 
**Incline Village upper areas of erosion prone soil 
**Condos all over, including on meadows and wetlands 
**ski area clear cut forests 
**proposed 4 lane highways all around the lake (SLT Hwy 50, Kings Beach, Carnelian Bay, Tahoe City and 
Hwy 89 from Olympic Valley to Truckee were all built to 4 lanes during the early 1960's) 
**proposed bridge over the end of Emerald Bay 
 
You may need to copy//paste these links to your web search bar. 
 
 
Preserve Lake Tahoe shows plans currently ready for development. 
https://youtu.be/WKzPL-EwEUw 
 
And here is the UC Davis excellent video showing the lake, how it has lived and where we fit in it.  
https://youtu.be/1kxySVKiWfU 
 
Please vote no on the revisions. We can work with some of the ideas on Workforce housing as separate 
items. We can keep the heights the same as we agreed on the plan teams years ago. We can get 
developers who will work within those plans. . 
 
Thank you, Sue  
 

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/youtu.be/WKzPL-EwEUw__;!!CHCva4lQ!E-hZefgArzr5N3Fgsd_T6VWkVsbI0IGnBz6LrP8OpK-WZDRNgfxLFV41HFijKzBit8pM9BWT3juvr-u1WYYGXDqImmeuuA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/youtu.be/1kxySVKiWfU__;!!CHCva4lQ!E-hZefgArzr5N3Fgsd_T6VWkVsbI0IGnBz6LrP8OpK-WZDRNgfxLFV41HFijKzBit8pM9BWT3juvr-u1WYYGXDrt4ygRXQ$


Placer County Planning Commission  December 5, 2022 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Dear Members of the Placer County Planning Commission: 

The Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposed 
Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) amendments. FOWS mission is to work toward the preservation, protection, 
and conservation of the West Shore, our watersheds, wildlife, and rural quality of life, for today and future 
generations. FOWS represents community interests from Emerald Bay to south of Tahoe City.  

The following list outlines FOWS concerns with the proposed TBAP amendments. 

• FOWS does not support the proposed amendments at this time because they aim to increase
the residential and visitor populations on the north and west shore without first addressing the
existing conditions, recent population and visitation increases, and dangerous traffic jams that
pose serious public health and safety concerns, especially with wildfire danger increasing
every year. With only a two-lane highway on the North and West Shores of Lake Tahoe, any
increase in traffic and people will exacerbate a congested exodus in the event of a wildfire
evacuation or other emergency need.

• FOWS believes that there needs to be an updated environmental analysis based on existing
conditions and populations specific to the north and west shore communities that will be
affected. Placer County is proposing to do a Categorical Exemption and TRPA will do an
environmental checklist, both of which will tier from the EIR/S's done for the 2016 Tahoe Basin
Area Plan (TBAP) and 2012 TRPA Regional Plan Update (RPU). Since the TBAP relied heavily on
the analysis from the 2012 RPU, which was based primarily on 2010 data, this means that the
‘evaluation’ of these amendments is relying in large part on analyses that are almost 13 years
old. Peak traffic, visitor and residential populations, and wildfire danger are among several
parameters that have significantly changed since 2010.

• There are many large traffic-generating projects along the West and North shores in various
stages of the permitting and/or development pipeline, including but not limited to the Tahoe
City Lodge, the Boatworks redevelopment, Palisades Tahoe, Homewood Mountain Resort, and
Boulder Bay. The cumulative impact of all these projects added to existing traffic conditions
should be evaluated prior to adopting these Area Plan amendments, especially considering the
impacts of the additional traffic on emergency evacuation and access.

• FOWS recognizes and supports the need for affordable and low income housing, but believes
that Placer should find housing solutions that are consistent with the zoning under the current
Area Plans approved in 2017. FOWS also want to preserve the rural atmosphere of West Shore
communities. The proposal assumes that simply making it easier to permit more units will solve
the affordable housing problem. What about the impacts of Short-term Vacation Rentals on
affordable housing? What other trends in the economy/society have contributed to the
affordable housing shortage? For example, how many workforce rentals have been lost due to
remote workers who can now live here full time? Are there other programs or actions that could

From Ellie Waller



further incentivize second homeowners to rent out their units full time and/or the development 
of inactive or vacant properties? How will the increased cost of building materials/inflation 
affect such housing?   
 

• FOWS is also concerned that these amendments were prepared without engagement with the 
broader public, including the Planning Teams who spent years reviewing and compromising on 
the original Tahoe Basin Area Plan regulations. Now these amendments are being fast-tracked 
toward approvals while the general public is still just finding out about the changes. 
 

• On the West Shore, the proposal to change multi-unit uses from requiring a Minor Use Permit to 
being Allowed 'by right' means adjacent/nearby properties would not have to be notified of 
such developments. This takes the public out of the equation both at the permit-level stage and 
now at the planning stage (due to the lack of adequate engagement and review done with the 
public on the amendments). 
 

• The amendments also reduce, or in some cases, eliminate the requirement for parking for new 
units. FOWS is concerned that this may result in more vehicles parking along public roadways 
and in residential areas, creating traffic concerns and other impacts. We believe it is unrealistic 
to assume the new residents or visitors staying in the new units will not have vehicles that need 
to be parked somewhere, especially without an improved transit system. 
 

• A lot of effort went into the scenic protections in Town Centers in the original adoption of the 
TBAP. The amendments would allow for taller/wider buildings that may further block views of 
the mountains and lake. Suggestions that TRPA’s scenic requirements will prevent scenic 
impacts makes little sense; the amendments themselves show the plan would allow for more 
height and massing than is currently allowed and there is no mitigation that can physically 
prevent taller and wider buildings from blocking views. In other words, there is no way to 
mitigate a lost view. 

 
FOWS requests that the amendments be postponed unless and until a comprehensive environmental 
analysis based on existing conditions (and current TRPA environmental thresholds, e.g. the revised VMT 
standard) and adequate public engagement is performed. Thank you for considering these comments.  
   
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 

Judith Tornese,      
President   

Cc: Jacob Stock, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
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Marja Ambler

From: Jacob Stock
Sent: Thursday, December 8, 2022 9:33 AM
To: Marja Ambler
Subject: FW: Please accept this comment for the 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Item # 3 

Prposed TBAP/Implementing Ordinances Amendments
Attachments: 12-8-2022 Placer County Plng Comm TBAP.pdf

See below re. Placer County AP. 
 

From: Ellie <tahoellie@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 10:39 PM 
To: adashiel@placer.ca.gov; Shirlee Herrington <sherring@placer.ca.gov>; Cindy.Gustafson 
<cindygustafson@placer.ca.gov>; Kathy Hopkins <KHopkins@placer.ca.gov>; Stacy Wydra Placer County 
<swydra@placer.ca.gov>; Emily Setzer <ESetzer@placer.ca.gov>; Crystal Jacobsen <CJacobse@placer.ca.gov>; 
planning@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: Jacob Stock <jstock@trpa.gov>; John Hester <jhester@trpa.gov>; Julie Regan <jregan@trpa.gov>; John Marshall 
<jmarshall@trpa.gov>; Karen Fink <kfink@trpa.gov> 
Subject: Please accept this comment for the 12‐8‐2022 Placer County Planning Commission Item # 3 Prposed 
TBAP/Implementing Ordinances Amendments 
 

Please accept this comment for the 12-8-2022 Placer County Planning Commission Item 
# 3 Proposed TBAP/Implementing Ordinances Amendments ~Ellie Waller for the Record 



Placer County Planning Commission 12-8-2022 Item # 3 Proposed TBAP and Implementing Ordinances 
Amendments   Ellie Waller Public Comment for the Record 
 

Page 1 of 16 
 

The Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) proposed amendment package is too complex and 

often confusing. I am asking the Planning Commissioners to not provide a 

recommendation today and request this be heard at a future date when the following is 

provided. If you must make a recommendation, revisions require additional criteria, 

public input, illustrations depicting proposal, etc. This is not ready for prime-time. We do 

not have a blank slate to work from so many constraints affect the outcome of the 

proposed amendments. “very few vacant sites exist within the Town and Village 

Centers as these areas are generally built out.” BAE  

The following reasons below explain why you should not provide a recommendation 

today. This is a piece-meal approach to targeted changes. 

1). Placer County has chosen to categorically exempt the Tahoe Basin Area Plan 

(TBAP) proposed amendments.  It was suggested Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

(TRPA)  will require an Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC).  This seems like the cart 

before the horse.  There is a December 14th “For Information Only” agenda item to be 

heard by the Regional Plan Implementation Committee  (RPIC).   

2). I am asking Placer County to conduct a couple more public meetings, provide TRPA 

the Initial  Environmental Checklist and then conduct Planning Commission and Board 

of Supervisors meetings to be followed up by the TRPA RPIC , Advisory Planning 

Commission and Governing Board meetings for possible action and direction.  

3). I am asking you as Planning Commissioners to carefully review the documentation 

so when asked to provide a recommendation you are fully aware of the implications of 

implementation of the proposed changes and required approvals from both Placer 

County and TRPA. I am requesting that Placer County take a step back and conduct a 

couple more meetings to gather community input as the developers have been provided 

ample opportunity to share their requests. 

4). The public, planning commissioners and other agencies were provided 

approximately  830 pages to review in just a couple of weeks. Add previous reports like 

the 2013 Existing Conditions Report and other references that would assist in providing 

meaningful and comprehensive comments: it’s a lot of info to consume. Staff stated the 

TBAP revision has been two years in the making at the November 30 North Tahoe 

Regional Advisory Council (NTRAC) meeting. Tell me why the public, commissioners, 

other agencies get less than a month to review documents that will forever change the 

completion of Placer County, North Lake Tahoe if approved?  

Approximately 830 pages TBAP Amendments, Implementing Regulations and Staff Report 

1). https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/65650/SR-F-PC-22-00490-TBAP-AMENDMENTS-ALL  291 pages Staff Report 

dated November 22, 2022 

2) https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64725/Proposed-TBAP_Implement-Regs_Track-Changes-102022  343 pages 

Track changes/redlines Implementing Ordinances document provided to the public mid-November 2022 

3) https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64724/Proposed-TBAP-Goals-and-Policy-Document_Track-Changes-102022   

200 pages Track changes/redlines Goals and Polices document provided to the public mid-November 2022 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/65650/SR-F-PC-22-00490-TBAP-AMENDMENTS-ALL
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64725/Proposed-TBAP_Implement-Regs_Track-Changes-102022
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/64724/Proposed-TBAP-Goals-and-Policy-Document_Track-Changes-102022


Placer County Planning Commission 12-8-2022 Item # 3 Proposed TBAP and Implementing Ordinances 
Amendments   Ellie Waller Public Comment for the Record 
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5). The amendments propose substantial changes in nature and magnitude, including 
adding new activities not anticipated in the original scope of the 2017 TBAP. Projects in 
the queue,  just waiting to come forward, WILL prove that some of these proposed 
amendments are project specific. There are new circumstances and environmental 
conditions which may affect the entire TBAP geography or have a bearing on its impact, 
such as concealed or unexpected conditions discovered during the implementation. 

6). The Staff Report cites the following: It’s more than just a few tweaks this is to repeal  

and replace the TBAP in its entirety. TAHOE BASIN AREA PLAN – ECONOMIC SUSTAINABLE 

AND HOUSING AMENDMENTS TAHOE BASIN AREA PLAN AMENDMENT (PLN22-00490) 

STATUTORY AND CATEGORICAL EXPEMPTIONS  Consider a request from the Placer County 

Planning Services Division to consider a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to adopt a 

resolution and ordinance to repeal and replace the Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) in its entirety and 

to consider adoption of an ordinance amending Placer County Code Chapter 12, Article 12.08, 
section 12.08.020 A to remove outdated zoning area references, clarify where countywide street 

improvements are required, and add single-family detached dwellings as subject to street improvement 

requirements to align with Tahoe Basin Area Plan pedestrian mobility goals. The proposed replacement 

of the TBAP would amend Parts 2.6, 2.7, 3.4, 3.5, 4.3, 4.7 and 8.2 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin 

Area Plan (TBAP), and Chapters 1, 2, and 3 of the TBAP Implementing Regulations  to refine policy 

and code sections aimed at supporting workforce housing, as well as encouraging lodging and 

mixed-use redevelopment in Town Centers. The amendments focus on diversifying land uses across a 

variety of sectors, streamlining land uses and new businesses in the Town Centers, and provide 

additional opportunities for a greater variety of housing types, including workforce housing, throughout 

North Tahoe. The Tahoe Basin Area Plan encompasses the portion of Placer County within the 

jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, an area of 46,162 acres (72.1 square miles) and 

includes the communities of California North Stateline, Kings Beach, Tahoe Vista, Carnelian Bay, Dollar 

Point, Tahoe City, Sunnyside, Homewood, and Tahoma. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors will 

consider the Planning Commission’s recommendation on a finding of a Statutory Exemption pursuant to 

Sections 15061(b), 15282(h), and Categorical Exemptions pursuant to Sections 15301, 15303, 15305, 

and 15332 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. 

7). You as Commissioners must answer the following: Has Placer County sufficiently 

analyzed the impacts related to the proposed amendments?  Does the original TBAP 

programmatic EIR and 2012 Regional Plan Update (as amended) in the context of the 

TBAP proposed amendments, adequately analyze the up-to-date cumulative impacts 

from 2017-2022?  

8). I request that a more refined examination of the potential impacts needs to be 

provided. Possible solutions to burden of proof 1). A supplemental EIR to the 2017 

TBAP and Implementing Ordinances 2). A Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Both these 

options allow public engagement.  

Examples requiring more detailed analysis: 1). The significant changes in proposed 

height must be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible, given the nature, scope 

and complexity of the amendments.  Consideration on how they will be applied to future 

projects in the queue must be considered.   

Placer should supply a list of queued projects in pre-application.  
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2). Increased height and additional massing (by increasing lengths of buildings) will 

create significant scenic changes to the built environment.   

3) Proposed setback changes on frontage roads another scenic significant change.    

Examples 1-3 must be consistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Plan 

(SQIP) and TRPA scenic thresholds .  

4). Proposed ground water intercept changes could be significant to utility providers.  

9). Where in the TBAP amendment documentation does the County prove there are no 

new impacts on the surrounding environment, community, and population that will occur 

with the proposed TBAP amendments? There will be localized impacts to a Village 

Center where proposed massing allowances will come into play. TABLE 2.04.A-4: 

BUILDING FORM GUIDELINES  GREATER TAHOE CITY MIXED-USE SUBDISTRICTS 
Village Center sub-districts MUN-DH 200 ft; 75 ft (1); 250 ft (3) with conditions and MUN-LFG 

200ft  as proposed in the red-lines. Localized impacts are just as important as the 

overall TBAP geographic region. 

10). Placer County should provide a neighborhood capacity study for each sub-district 

identified to assure localized impacts are addressed. This gives fair-share assessments 

to Town Centers versus Village centers, etc. 

11). I believe the TBAP amendments are also encroaching on new territory from a 

regional perspective as well. Should Placer County be able to take action before the 

TRPA completes their current threshold update underway? Through that process any 

number of changes could have any number of impacts. 

12). I request Placer County staff must provide a matrix identifying where (page number 

and cite text) in the 2012 Regional Plan Update and its amendments along with the 

2017 approved TBAP and Implementing Ordinances that shows proof the impacts of the 

previous environmental documents analyses cover newly proposed changes. Just 

saying the requirements are met, doesn’t make it so.  

13). New Placer County building standards code goes into effect Jan. 1, 2023. The 
newly MANDATED California Building Standards Code changes, also known as Title 24 
should have to be incorporated into the analysis and possible code changes completed.  

https://www.sierrasun.com/news/new-placer-county-building-standards-code-goes-into-effect-jan-1/    

Excerpts: The California Building Standards Code, also known as Title 24, will soon 

mandate energy storage system readiness on all new home construction; accessory 

structures such as sheds and barns will need to be built out of fire-resistive material 

when located within 50 feet of a  property line; and builders must pre-install safety 

features to accommodate aging occupants among many other changes coming in the 

new year…. Affecting Placer County’s higher elevation communities such as Lake 

Tahoe, the code will also require structures be designed to restrict the shedding of snow 

on walkways, exits, decks or adjoining structures.  

https://www.sierrasun.com/news/new-placer-county-building-standards-code-goes-into-effect-jan-1/
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14). It is evident that the 2019 Placer County Tahoe Basin Town Center Economic 

Sustainability Needs Analysis (Attachment E) conducted by Placer County and BAE is  

driving many of the TBAP amendments. I request that examples with illustrations  be 

provided to help guide the public, planning commissioners, TRPA and other agencies 

reviewing this document. BAE provided a few  examples but no illustrations are 

available to understand the proposed changes and potential impacts.  

15). Furthermore, be reminded that Placer County HAS BEEN providing financial aid to 

the developers for several years.  

Examples below. 

1. Placer County wants to develop these lakeshore Tahoe properties: Excerpt “We’re 
expecting a fair amount of interest,” she said. The county has spent about $50 million 
improving Kings Beach infrastructure, so the properties start off better than they did a 
few years ago. “We really assembled the infrastructure to have an  impact.” 
https://www.bizjournals.com/sacramento/news/2016/05/02/placer-county-wants-to-develop-these-lakeshore.html 

 

2. Dollar Creek Crossing County Placer County land acquisition $3.4 million. Funding 

for the land purchase comes primarily from the county’s Housing Trust Fund, local 

transient occupancy tax revenues and a $500,000 contribution from the Tahoe Truckee 

Airport District.  https://www.placer.ca.gov/6153/Placer-closes-on-34M-land-deal-near-Taho 

 

3. The Clarke Group/Kings Barn Placer County land acquisition 4.3 million.  Mortgage 

bank loans for $4.3 mil and a $500K loan for engineering and planning expenses 

provided. The property was sold for $3 million and a purchase and sale agreement with 

developer Kings Beach Center LLC, represented by Craig Clark. If a project is 

approved, Placer and Kings Beach Center LLC will share responsibility for relocating 

existing tenants of the property. The county would retain reversion rights to the property 

for three years after the closing of escrow, affording an opportunity to buy back the 

property at the $3 million sale price if a project is not begun within that time. 
https://www.placer.ca.gov/491/Kings-Beach-Center-property-purchase-app 

 

4. Tahoe City Lodge: Bechdolt Building Placer County purchase for $4 million, $879 in 

Tourist Accommodation Units not required to be paid back, shared parking with the 

Tahoe City golf course to name a few. 

 

 

 

https://www.bizjournals.com/sacramento/news/2016/05/02/placer-county-wants-to-develop-these-lakeshore.html
https://www.placer.ca.gov/6153/Placer-closes-on-34M-land-deal-near-Taho
https://www.placer.ca.gov/491/Kings-Beach-Center-property-purchase-app
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16). This is a Reality Check: Placer County CANNOT have it both ways.                        

Tahoe Vista is the playground for private amenities   

1). Martis Camp Beach Shack. A single family residence converted to a clubhouse 

under the auspicious of TRPA Beach Recreation use for an out of Tahoe Basin 

property.   

2). Ritz Carlton Beach House. A Bed and Breakfast was demolished and became a 

private amenity for an out of Tahoe basin property  (Beach Recreation use ?) 

3). EKN Lake Tahoe Resort (formally Boulder Bay) purchased Beeslys Cottages and 

has stated it will be a private amenity.  

4). EKN purchased the Cedar Glen Lodge, not sure what is proposed for that property?  

5). And most recently rumored , Palisades Tahoe is or has purchased The Vistana, use 

unknown. 

17). Is the March 13, 2020 FINAL EVALUATION the same as the 2019 report within the 

Planning Commission packet ? (The Placer County Tahoe Basin Town Center 

Economic Sustainability Needs Analysis (Attachment E) conducted by Placer County 

and BAE in 2019)  Placer County should provide the public, planning commissioners, 

other agencies the 2020 final evaluation document as part of the review process. 
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18). Previously mentioned: Placer County staff should provide ILLUSTRATIONS. The 

BAE prototypes that were included in the report could  provide  a starting point for what 

a project would  look like on the ground.  Include a few more details showing a 200ft + 

building length, an approvable rooftop bar, appurtenances (flues, mechanical room, 

etc.), and examples of a 36’ versus 48’ versus a 56’ building height for comparison. As 

this is stated to be a repeal and replace amendment, MANY still believe the Area Plan 

Teams proposed heights of 36’ shorezone and 48’ mountainside for most of the Area 

Plan is sufficient and should be re-considered as the maximum heights allowed.     

Tahoe City needs to speak for itself. 

From BAE report: A key tool for evaluating the potential for private investment in the 

Placer County Tahoe Basin area was a set of pro-forma financial feasibility analyses for 

four different prototype development projects, including a mixed-use project with rental 

apartments over retail, for-sale condominium project, a limited service hotel project, and 

a “condotel” project, which is a hybrid of for-sale condominiums and a hotel. The 

financial feasibility analysis models the costs to a developer to acquire property and 

develop the prototype projects and then projects the income the completed projects 

could generate and evaluates whether the projects would be sufficiently profitable to 

attract developer and investor/lender interest. While the pro-forma analysis results 

provide a general assessment of the financial feasibility of the different prototype 

projects, the results should not be interpreted to be indicative of the feasibility of any 

specific project that may be proposed, as each project will have its own specific set of 

circumstances, any of which may vary from the assumptions used for pro-forma 

modeling. 

None of the pro forma provided are for workforce housing: A pandoras box of 

categories. Low-income, affordable, achievable, etc. Addressing the demographic is 

necessary. Placer County needs to address units for all income levels in the TBAP. 

 

 

I strongly urge the prototypes be accompanied by visual representations to assist the 

public, planning commissions and other agencies in understanding what a project will 

look like “as built”. What it looks like in the proposed environment and location: Town 

Center, Village Center, Industrial, etc.   Estimate and provide price points for the units 

the public will pay after project is built. 
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Prototype 1: Placer County proposing height in feet only: not stories. Prototype 1 is 

using 3-stories. What is the proposed height associated with this prototype? When 

providing a visual representation utilize the proposed feet this project would require to 

be financially feasible. 

Provide a list of the local developers and real estate professionals interviewed in 2020 

after this report was released. Stated above in Sources (and stated in all prototypes). 
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Prototype 2 uses 2-stories not feet. What would the intended height be (almost double 

Peak 10 units density) to optimize maximum density?  Provide a visual representation, a 

similar project, if it was to be built in the shorezone with scenic ordinances applied and a 

mountainside version. TYPO: The address in the narrative is incorrect: it should be 

8308 not 8303. This could go in many directions for price-point:  High-end beachfront 

condos or neighborhood residential type development.  
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Prototype 3 uses 3-stories not height. What would the intended height be to optimize 

maximum density? This project will have an additional 1+ acre to accommodate the 

proposed 100 rooms as compared to the Tahoe City Lodge 118 unit condo-tel  project 

on 1.4 acres that utilizes shared-parking with the TC Golf Course. 400 sf rooms are a 

typical name-brand hotel sized room. Provide a visual representation, a similar project, 

if it was to be built in the shorezone with scenic ordinances applied  and an additional 

visual representation on the mountain-side of the highway. Coverage will analyzed 

dependent on site identified. This is your typical mid-class hotel up to $200 a night. 



Placer County Planning Commission 12-8-2022 Item # 3 Proposed TBAP and Implementing Ordinances 
Amendments   Ellie Waller Public Comment for the Record 
 

Page 10 of 16 
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Prototype 4 uses stories not height. What would the intended height be to optimize 

maximum density? This project will have an additional 1+ acre to accommodate the 

proposed 34 rooms and 66 condos (18 units less the TCL) as compared to the Tahoe 

City Lodge 118 unit condo-tel  project on 1.4 acres that utilizes shared-parking with the 

TC Golf Course. 400 sf rooms are a typical name-brand hotel sized room and the unit 

mix having similar sized units as compared toTCL.  Podium parking (under the units but 

not below grade?) Provide a visual representation, a similar project, if it was to be built 

in the shorezone with scenic ordinances applied  and an additional visual representation 

on the mountain-side of the highway. Coverage will analyzed dependent on site 

identified.  This is the luxury high-end property possibly upwards of $400+ a night. 
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19). BAE 2019 Report cites: “Land Acquisition: For prototypes which are not financially 

feasible, this analysis assumes a land acquisition cost of $20 per square foot for a 

vacant commercial site within a Town Center. This cost is comparable to recent 

commercial land in contract or sold in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Town Centers, 

including the Kings Beach Center and the recent sale of the Boatworks shopping mall in 

Tahoe City. Assuming a vacant site allows for greater comparability of feasibility 

between the various prototypes; though, as documented elsewhere in the report, very 

few vacant sites exist within the Town and Village Centers as these areas are 

generally built out.”  

2022 has seen an increase in interest rates (and still may be on the rise) that must be 

taken into consideration. Bigger isn’t always better: the acreage of the site, coverage 

restrictions, possibly shared-parking opportunity but not guaranteed, scenic restrictions, 

etc.   

20). https://www.tripsavvy.com/what-is-a-boutique-hotel-definition-and-examples-4172980 

Suggested project type: Boutique Hotels: It's Rich in Local Flavor : Often, the small 

size of a boutique hotel in a city affords it a stylish, dead-center location in the heart 

of town, and its spirited ambiance suits its lively location. You'll find boutique hotels 

in fashionable resort towns, too. But whether urban or rural, a good boutique 

hotel reminds you of where you are. Often, it conveys a strong sense of place and 

pride in its location's heritage.   

 

Example of a Boutique Hotel in Tahoe Vista is the Cedar Glen Lodge 

https://www.tahoecedarglen.com/ 

 

In Truckee the Gravity Haus (formerly the Cedar House Sport Hotel) 

https://gravityhaus.com/locations/gravity-haus-truckee-tahoe/ 

 

https://www.tripsavvy.com/what-is-a-boutique-hotel-definition-and-examples-4172980
https://www.tahoecedarglen.com/
https://gravityhaus.com/locations/gravity-haus-truckee-tahoe/
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21). The depiction below is for Soaring Ranch in Truckee 2023.  Is this what Placer 

County is envisioning for the TBAP?  Questions: stories versus feet what is the goal: 

greater height?  Why isn’t 36 feet and 48 feet as requested by most teams enough. Ok 

give Tahoe City 56 feet  as proposed for the Tahoe City Lodge. That should be enough!  

 

 

This depiction is at South Stateline, Nv.  WAKE-UP TRPA.  Where are the ridgeline 

protections? Scenic violations abound. This is 5-stories and probably 70 feet tall. Is this 

what the Placer County TBAP is envisioning? 

.  

Violating scenic a theme with a proposal coming forward: The Boatworks Mall 

redevelopment will be challenged in achieving no threshold violations. 
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22). When was the last existing conditions report completed : 2013?  

Since 2013 what has been built no matter the size?  Example traffic patterns have 

changed with the installation of two roundabouts in Kings Beach “slowing” the traffic 

down as intended. And of course, the regional effects of growth in Truckee, Carson City, 

The Carson Valley, Douglas County, Reno, Sacramento, etc. must be taken into 

consideration for cumulative impacts.  

 

23). Be reminded the League to Save Lake Tahoe had a study completed during the 

analyses of the Martis Valley West Project and then Squaw Valley (Palisades Tahoe) 

proposed expansion projects which concluded the Tahoe Basin was within 3 % of 

exceeding Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) Tahoe Basin threshold. 

https://www.tahoedailytribune.com/news/opinion/letter-league-condemns-placer-county-

approval-of-martis-valley-west-project/) 

“Traffic is one of the most significant sources of pollution threatening the Lake’s clarity. 
This decision brings us too close to the threshold for car trips in the Tahoe Basin, a 
figure expressed in vehicle miles traveled. Cumulatively, traffic from the proposals at 
Martis and Squaw would bring Tahoe within 3 percent of Tahoe’s threshold for vehicle 
miles traveled.” Sept 17, 2016 Darcie Goodman Collins, Ph.D. League to Save Lake 
Tahoe Executive Director 

24). And of grave importance and not to be left out is EVACUATION. Project specific 
evacuation plans exist. Placer County should provide an overarching evacuation plan 
showing that collaboration with individual large projects like Homewood Mountain 
Master Plan, nearby out of basin Northstar and Palisades along first responders, etc. 
has been accomplished and can be implemented.   

The Caldor Fire: News outlets provided visual proof that cars were backed up in excess 
of 30+ miles during evacuation. With that said, South Lake Tahoe has better evacuation 
routes. I believe North Lake Tahoe will be gridlocked for miles and miles. Pre-
evacuation probably needs to be more mandatory because of the restrictive 
infrastructure. 

 

https://www.tahoedailytribune.com/news/opinion/letter-league-condemns-placer-county-approval-of-martis-valley-west-project/
https://www.tahoedailytribune.com/news/opinion/letter-league-condemns-placer-county-approval-of-martis-valley-west-project/
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25). November 30, 2022 North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council (NTRAC) question to 

staff: Why is this being pushed for early 2023? Answer because the staff has worked on 

it for two years. BAE provided a Stakeholders list (referenced at end of this comment) 

there is not a single member of the public not representing a business entity, tourist 

organization, etc.  WHY ? There are approximately 18-20K people in Placer County 

North Lake Tahoe, surely a few would volunteer to be interviewed as members of the 

public for the TBAP amendments.  

The October 13, 2020 NTRAC meeting was initially advertised as “For 

Recommendation”.  It was ultimately changed because the public nor the NTRAC were 

provided adequate information to provide a recommendation. This Powerpoint  

presentation is difficult to find on the Placer County website. It contains details all should 

be aware of. 

26). These are some of the previous documents and studies that led up to the 2017 

TBAP approval. The efforts put forth to include the public was evident by providing this 

detailed information.   The Area Plan teams spent several years before approval. The 

public should be entitled to participate a similar level with the proposed repeal and 

replace process and there are significant changes. 

Kings Beach Vision Plan, September 2013  

Tahoe City Visioning Options Report, September 2013: 

Tahoe City Visioning Options Report, Vision Diagram, Tahoe City Principles 

Existing Conditions Report, September 2013  

Study on Economic Development Incentives for Town Centers , February 2015 

Summary of Community Plan Performance Measures , March 2015 

March 2015 North Tahoe Parking Study prepared by LSC Transportation 
Consultants as its findings were used for parking standards 

27).  I know Placer code is less restrictive than TRPA code but some of the elements 

should not be approved if they violate the TRPA code as proposed. Are map changes 

required in the 2017 Area plan to show new representations of proposed changes in 

zoning? 

28). Confusing messages between the October 13 PowerPoints and the November 9 

PowerPoints.  Placer County Staff needs to provide a clear and concise PowerPoint for 

all to review and understand. 

29).The BAE report is the framework for the new incentive program in framing the 

proposed amendments.” Appendix A includes a listing of the individuals whom 

BAE interviewed as part of this study.  
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Although no individual is specifically quoted in this report, the input from these 

interviews is reflected in the information, findings, and recommendations provided 

herein which are a synthesis of not only the interview results but also the findings from 

BAE’s additional data gathering from secondary data sources such as published codes 

and regulations, building data furnished by Placer County, data from governmental data 

sources such as the American Community Survey, and data from private data vendors, 

such as Esri, STR, and CoStar” 

Reference for developer and tourism related  stakeholders. NO GENERAL PUBLIC 

PEOPLE: full-time/second homeowners not related to tourism or development as an 

example were included. The Area Plan team members are not adequately represented 

either. 

Appendix A Stakeholders.  APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDERS AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE PARTICIPANTS The following is a list of stakeholders interviewed for 

this report, as well as Placer County, TRPA, and Public Utilities District staff who 

provided technical assistance with this analysis. 
Stakeholders 
Alyssa Reilly, North Tahoe Business Association 
Andrew Ryan, PR Design and Engineering 

Brendan Madigan, Alpenglow Sports 
Bonnie Bavetta, North Lake Tahoe Chamber of Commerce 
Brian Nelson, Pioneer Cocktail Club 
Christian Strobel, Basecamp Motel 
Craig Clark, Kings Beach Center 
Kylee Bigelow, Tahoe City Business Association 
Mike Schwartz, North Tahoe Fire Protection District 

Rick McConn, Kings Beach Center 
Samir Tuma, Tahoe City Lodge 
Steve McNamara, North Tahoe Fire Protection District 
Vinton Hawkins, MJD Development 
Wyatt Ogilvy, Ogilvy Consulting 
Jeremy Orenstein, GLA Morris Construction Company, Inc. 
Technical Assistance 
Alyson Borowski, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Amber Conboy, Placer County 
Catherine Donovan, Placer County 
Cindy Cole, Placer County 
Emily Setzer, Placer County 
Eric Simonson, Placer County 
Maurice Robinson, Maurice Robinson and Associates, LLC 
North Tahoe PUD 
Ted Rel, Placer County 
Truckee Tahoe Sanitation Agency 




