
 

 

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
 
 

                         
               NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Wednesday, September 13, 2023, commencing at 
9:30 a.m., on Zoom and at the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, 128 Market Street, Stateline, 
NV the Advisory Planning Commission of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency will conduct its 
regular meeting. The agenda is attached hereto and made part of this notice.    
 
To participate in any TRPA Advisory Planning Commission meeting please go to the Calendar on 
the www.trpa.gov homepage and select the link for the current meeting. Members of the public 
may also choose to listen to the meeting by dialing the phone number and access code posted on 
our website.  
 
 
September 6, 2023 

  
 
  
 
      Julie W. Regan 

 Executive Director 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

TRPA and Zoom                                                        September 13, 2023 
                                                                                                                                                     9:30 a.m.  
         

  
 

AGENDA 
 
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

        II.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 

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

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

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

V.        PLANNING MATTERS 
                 
              A.    Discussion and Possible Recommendation for approval    Possible Action           Page 29 

of the Proposed Amendments to the Code of Ordinances  
Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, 90, Rules  
of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, 16, and Fee Schedule  
Introduction, Multipliers, Schedules A-J, Mitigation Fees,  
and Shorezone Mitigation Fees in support of permitting  
process improvements 

                          
VI. REPORTS 

  
A.    Executive Director                                      Informational Only    

  
1) Tahoe in Brief – Governing Board Monthly Report       Informational Only  Page 171 

 
2) Upcoming Topics        Informational Only   

 
B.  General Counsel                                                                                   Informational Only   
  

1) Review of Compact Open Meeting Law and                            Informational Only        
                             Conflict of Interest Requirements                     
                

C. APC Members                                                                                       Informational Only  
 

       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

VIII.         ADJOURNMENT  
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency      June 14, 2023 
Zoom 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

                         
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

 Chair Mr. Ferry called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. 
 

Members present:, Mr. Alling Ms. Carr, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drew (arr. 9:36 a.m.), Mr. Drake, Mr. 
Ferry, Ms. Jacobsen, Mr. Letton, Mr. Hitchcock (for Ms. Roverud), Ms. Ferris Ms. Simon, Mr. 
Teshara, Mr. Young, Mr. Stephen (arr. 9:37 a.m.) 
 
Members absent:, Mr. Hill, Ms. Moroles-O’Neil, Ms. Stahler, Mr. Smokey 
 

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

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 
    None. 

 
 

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

Mr. Teshara provided correction to:  
 

Page 18: “Mr. Teshara thanked Ms. Glickert for her response but added that he wasn’t 
sure the word progress is applicable” 
 
Page 27: “Lower Kingsbury, Kale Kahle Drive & Oliver Park and also Lake Village 

 
Mr. Teshara moved approval of the April 12, 2023 minutes as amended. 
Mr. Alling seconded the motion 
 

 Motion passed. 
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June 14, 2023 

 

 
V.        PUBLIC HEARINGS 
                 

Agenda Item No. V.A. Tahoe Keys Control Methods Test Project Update 
 
TRPA Aquatic Invasive Species Program Manager, Mr. Dennis Zabaglo introduced the item, and 
was joined by partners Pete Wolcott, Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association (TKPOA), Dr. Lars 
Anderson, TKPOA, and Jesse Patterson, League to Save Lake Tahoe (LTSLT), to provide an update 
on the Tahoe Keys Control Methods Test, and the significant progress in trying to find solutions 
for our largest problem as far as invasive species are concerned. 
 
Mr. Zabaglo explained that the Tahoe Keys Control Methods Test is a multi-year test of multiple 
treatment methods to achieve a level of ‘knockback’, utilizing aquatic herbicides, ultraviolet 
light, and laminar flow aeration. The first year includes a one-time application of aquatic 
herbicides, followed up by non-chemical or non-herbicidal methods, to maintain the knockback 
achieved in the test areas. The objective for the first year was to obtain a 75% knockback, with 
the goal of maintaining that knockback in year two and beyond. 
 
Mr. Zabaglo said it is a critical and urgent need to implement this test to find these solutions. 
The weed infestation in the Tahoe Keys is the largest infestation in the lake as far as aquatic 
plants are concerned. Referring to the map on slide 3, Mr. Zabaglo said that the red square on 
the upper right of the map is about 6 acres in size, and represents the largest weed project 
completed to date. He added that the longer rectangle on the bottom of the map represents the 
largest project happening right now, which is 17 acres in the creeks and marshes of the Taylor-
Tallac system.  
 
The Control Methods Test is an innovative approach – not only using innovative techniques like 
ultraviolet light, which was really pioneered in Lake Tahoe, but also the one-time use of 
herbicides. No one has ever done that before, and they are trying to ensure that they have all 
the available tools to treat this infestation. Slide 4 illustrates some examples of the non- 
herbicide tools being used in the Tahoe Keys, UV light, bottom barriers, and diver assisted 
suction. These will be used as they move forward into the next season. 
 
Slide 5 details some of the milestones reached. Mr. Zabaglo said that the current status began 
with the overall success of the Aquatic Invasive Species program. Having that success, not only 
in ‘prevention’, but also in ‘control’, getting localized eradication in many places, gave us 
credibility and accountability, and allowed us to obtain further funding to tackle these larger 
infestations. Also critical was the commitment from the TKPOA to work collaboratively on the 
project approach and options, and in providing funding. 
 
Also important, TRPA formed a stakeholder committee to ensure transparency of the public 
process through multiple means, not only through the normal environmental review process, 
but also with webinars and public meetings to ensure maximum public input. The idea of the 
Control Methods Test came from the stakeholder committee. This approach exemplifies the 
work of the AIS program does. They start small and build from the lessons learned. That that led 
to a comprehensive environmental analysis that included multiple alternatives, a rigorous 
scientific approach, getting millions of data points to understand the baseline conditions within 
the keys, and the alternatives, including a no project alternative - that was the only alternative 
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that could not be implemented without any significant impacts, and so doing nothing was not an 
option. The environmental analysis concluded that the proposed project could be implemented 
safely to Lake Tahoe. 
 
Mr. Zabaglo said the analysis included multiple protections and mitigations to ensure that the 
ultimate protections would be in place for Lake Tahoe. That includes treating early when plants 
are small, and when water flows are coming into the Keys. Double turbidity curtains were also 
included to ensure herbicides did not spread beyond the treatment areas. Divers were on call to 
address any issues that came up. Rhodamine tracer dye, which mimics the transport of aquatic 
herbicides, and can be detected immediately, was also used. Duplicate sampling was also 
conducted, along with use of aeration to stimulate the breakdown of herbicides if necessary. 
Another mitigation that was identified was the use of Phoslock, a product that can bind any 
excess phosphorous nutrients in the system. That tool was not used, but was available. Mr. 
Zabaglo said that all the monitoring was independent, with oversight from TRPA. This all led to 
unanimous decisions by the Boards of both TRPA and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (LRWQCB) to move forward with the implementation of the project, which 
started in late May 2022.  
 
Mr. Zabaglo said that TRPA’s role is regulatory, to ensure that all the necessary mitigations and 
protections were in place. TRPA also has an interest in ensuring project success to help meet 
their significant goals for AIS population reduction throughout the region. The Tahoe Keys is a  
major factor in that equation. TRPA hired a facilitator to guide the Stakeholder Committee and  
process, with multiple meetings and engagement opportunities. TRPA also had oversight of the 
independent monitoring. The map on slide 9 illustrates all the treatment areas, with the yellow 
dots showing all of the monitoring points that TRPA oversaw for water quality, transport of 
herbicides, and efficacy. 
 
Mr. Pete Wolcott provided an overview of the ‘wild ride’, from permit approval to the CMT 
project start line. He explained that he has been the TKPOA Water Quality Chair for a couple of 
years, he currently sits on the TKPOA Board of Directors, but he is a volunteer – so all the tough 
questions should be directed to Mr. Zabaglo, Dr. Anderson, or Mr. Patterson.  
 
Mr. Wolcott said the Tahoe Keys have been battling weeds for over 50 years, they have been 
trying to bring a spotlight to the problem for about 20 years, and have been working on this 
collaborative effort for the last five years. It seemed a little crazy to only get 12 weeks to 
implement the project. 
 
Referring to the schedule shown on slide 11, Mr. Wolcott said they had 12 weeks from the time 
the TKPOA Board signed off on the permits and funding for the project until the target 
implementation date in mid-May. Mr. Wolcott said that within this 12-week period, the TKPOA 
Board had no less than five go/no-go sessions from February to May. He said that when they 
started, they gave the odds of making it to the start line at around 50:50, on a million-dollar bet, 
much of which would be sunk if they were unable to get over the start line. By mid-May, the 
good news was that the probability was up to 80-90%, but the bad news was that the tab had 
doubled to closer to two million dollars. During this intense period Mr. Woolcott had a couple of 
board members question, “you guys had five years to prepare for this thing, why aren't you 
ready? He said there's an obvious answer - the funding wasn't available until the permit was 
signed off. Despite that the Keys started an implementation effort back in October 2021, but 
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they had absolutely no funding whatsoever until February. He added that a more nuanced 
answer is that this was a pretty controversial project, and it was difficult, and actually awkward 
at times to get answers to tough questions before the permit was approved. And so, however 
hard they tried to get ready, there was just a whole lot left to do post permit approval. And then 
the obvious - with the permits being approved when they were, 12 weeks before the permit 
window, they had a pretty simple choice; it’s either 12 weeks, or it’s one year and 12 weeks. Mr. 
Wolcott said he had a great eleventh hour discussion with former TRPA Executive Director, 
Joanne Marchetta, about the momentum they already had, and the potential opportunity cost 
of a delay. Ms. Marchetta convinced him that they were ready, and should push ahead. They are 
very pleased that they did.  
 
Mr. Wolcott continued that beyond squeezing about a year's worth of work into 12 weeks, the 
team faced what they now refer to as the 7 miracles to get to the start line (slide 13). The first 
one was water depth in the lagoons. There’s a logistical side of this with boats in and out, launch 
ramps, treatments along the shoreline, and was there enough water to do the work. There’s 
also the scientific element of this, are they going to get results that are repeatable and useful for 
the future.  
 
They thought that the depth equivalent of 6,224 was about the minimum. They were right 
there, and the lake was falling, and they were spending money. Winter came in April, and they 
got around a half a foot after that. 
 
For miracles number two and three, the water temperature needed to be above 16 degrees 
centigrade but that had to happen before they could begin the test. It also had to happen while 
the lake was still rising. Based on all the information they had, it translates to slightly less than 
about a two week window in the last half of May. Everything has to be ready, and the 
meteorological conditions have to align or there is no test.  
 
Referencing miracle number four, Mr. Wolcott said they had 6 to 8 weeks to issue RFPs, identify 
contractors, and award contracts – an incredible amount of work. They ended up with 12 
contractors, more than a hundred people on the water and a great team. 
 
The turbidity curtains and boat barriers (miracle number five) are the physical elements that 
defined the test site and mitigation efforts. Beyond the physical, there’s the procedural element, 
homeowner communication, etc. There were 25 test sites (slide 17) organized into three areas: 
Lake Tallac, the southeastern area of the Tahoe Keys and the west side. Within each of these 
areas, boating and all water activities were completely restricted. 
 
The monitoring specs (miracle six) were realized thanks to great teamwork. The issue here was 
that it’s one thing to define the data that you might want to see from an incredibly sophisticated 
test like this, but it’s an entirely other thing to figure out how to logistically calculate that data, 
given 24 hours per day, limited sampling windows, limited access to boats and personnel, lab 
turnaround time, etcetera. So the job of marrying the data requirement, with the logistical 
collection was truly one of the miracles to get to the start line. 
 
Lastly, they had to prove that they had flow into the lagoons. The Keys invested in a state-of-
the-art doppler device to measure flow by sending a sonar signal into the lake and lagoons, but 
the problem is it saw the lake very differently than it saw the lagoons and couldn’t sort out the 
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data. They ended up using a meter from the water quality department. They came very close to 
not implementing this project for this specific variable. He’s not sure that this variable deserved 
the weight that it got. It boiled down to something slightly better than a coin toss for a variable 
now that they have some data on what happens in the channel, likely didn’t have much of a 
potential impact on the test. As they move forward, they need to look at all of these mitigation 
measures carefully. 
 
Mr. Wolcott said it definitely felt somewhat miraculous to make it to the start line, and there 
was some meteorological good fortune involved with the weather, the winter, and the lake rise. 
Some other factors just boil down to hard work, teamwork, competence, and great process. 
 
They met the data collection requirements, 90 percent of the target. Importantly, no herbicides 
were detected anywhere near the lake. The TKPOA took their commitment to the permit, the 
stakeholders, and the public very seriously, and they’re pleased they were able to deliver on 
that. 
 
Unfortunately, the first year one was not without its problems and challenges. The weather was 
horrific through Spring and into June. Funding is, was, and will be an issue. The 3-year cost of 
this project is going to be four times what the TKPOA budgeted. They managed to close 75 
percent of the gap. The extended boating closure was an issue, many owners lost the summer, 
and a few suffered economic loss because of rentals, etc. Because of the extended closure, 
water quality degraded to a level that was unacceptable. 
 
Mr. Wolcott said that personally the most painful part of all this was that they stood up in front 
of the homeowners in February, when they were rolling out the test, and they thought, based 
on modeling that they might be able to live with a closure of 3 to 5 weeks. They padded it a little 
and told people they expected a closure through mid-July. By the third week in June it became 
clear that they weren't going to make that, and the bar was moved to the middle of August. By 
August 1, 2022 they were questioning what they would do if they got snow and ice before 
removing the curtains. In the end, there was a 15-week closure on the west side of the Tahoe 
Keys. Adding insult to injury, partly due to the extended closure, the Keys experienced 
extended algae blooms. For a couple of weeks in August some areas were so unpleasant, due to 
the odors that people just didn't want to be in the neighborhood. It was a tough summer. 
 
Mr. Wolcott said that despite the challenges, they are very relieved they got over the test line, 
they are very pleased with the results to date. There's some lesson learned that will require 
adaptation going forward. There was a little bit of grumbling amongst some of the homeowners, 
as you might imagine, but they remain focused on the prize, which is a long-term solution to 
weed control, that needs to be environmentally sound, economically viable, and formidable. As 
one measure of their commitment to that goal, they rolled out a referendum in October for the 
homeowners to fund a second year. The members did vote to support this project with a greater 
than a four to one margin. Their board has approved funding to kick off another complimentary 
water quality project for their circulation and treatment system addressing long term nutrients.  
 
Mr. Wolcott said the toughest question he gets from homeowners is, what guarantee is there 
here? He said there is no guarantee. This is a three-year task, and they are one year in. They 
don’t know what the solution is going to look like, but they know that failure is not an option, 
and they know that the collaborative effort they’re pursuing is the only, best path. 

9



ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
June 14, 2023 

 

 
Mr. Wolcott closed by acknowledging the critical contribution of the TRPA in this collaborative 
fight against a biological threat. He thanked Kim Chevallier, Dennis Zabaglo, Emily Frey, Julie 
Regan, and Kat McIntyre. 
 
Dr. Lars Anderson said he would like to focus on results from last year, the efficacy of the 
treatments, and monitoring. Dr. Anderson said that a lot of the information they obtained on 
the effectiveness of the treatments came from physical samples using their rake system. These 
rakes are really important, because they show not only the relative amount of the plants that 
are there, but also the percentage of each species on the rake. Almose 8,000 rake samples were 
taken during the 2022 season. In addition, they used a highly sophisticated fish finder device, 
basically a hydro scan system, that allows you to tell where the plants are, and the relative 
abundance or bio volume. So with those two primary methods, they could tell what the 
treatments did to the plants, not only on the target plants, but also the native plants that 
they’re interested in preserving. 
 
Mr. Anderson’s slide summarized what happened to the treatments and how they affected the 
plants.  
 

 
 

The green arrows are good results. The left-hand side shows the treatments that were used. 
Endothall is capable of controlling all three target plants – Eurasian watermilfoil, Coontail, and 
Curly-leaf Pondweed. Triclopyr is extremely selective and will only control Eurasian watermilfoil. 
The reason they used it is because it’s a systemic herbicide, which means it moves into the roots 
and rhizomes, presumably giving a much longer control. 
 
As Dennis Zabaglo mentioned UV methods were also used. The last two rows show the 
combination sites. As Pete Wolcott mentioned, the problem with the curtains being in place 
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for over a hundred days was that it prevented them from getting in to do the UV part of the 
combination treatments, which are now going on. 
 
The first metric was were they able to produce the vessel hull clearance to make navigation 
possible in the Keys. Secondly, their metric was to produce biovolume by 75 percent, and third 
was to encourage the desirable native plants to do better. The Endothall only treatment was 
pretty much 100 percent control across all of the target species. It did produce the vessel hull 
clearance needed and also left the native Elodea plant alone and is recovering nicely this year. 
The Triclopyr treatment alone was a very selective treatment only aimed at controlling Eurasian 
watermilfoil and didn’t control the other plants. The reason they used that is because it’s 
systemic and gets into the roots and has a longer effect. It didn’t get a green arrow on the 
biovolume reduction because the other plants grew. It did get 90 to 100 percent control of 
Eurasian watermilfoil. They had good control with the ultraviolet lights approaching 70 percent 
or more biovolume with the ultraviolet lights and had some negative effect on some of the 
desirable native plants. It wasn’t that selective but was effective. The combination treatments 
will be retreated with ultraviolet lights in 2023. In terms of the complexity of this project and all 
the monitoring that went on, they are seeing some really good results at the end of the day. 
 
In addition to the installation of curtains, Dr. Anderson explained that a spill response team was 
also employed in case of accidental spill. There were no spills, but the response team followed 
the application team around to various sites just in case. As far as application, the liquid 
Endothall was mixed with Rhodamine Dye Tracer and applied through submersed hoses. It was a 
good way to detect where the herbicide might be moving, and it was very useful in terms of the 
monitoring process. Triclopyr was also applied in some of the combination areas along the 
shoreline using a solid pelleted formulation. In this case the milfoil was the target, so it’s a very 
localized way of using aquatic herbicides. This is used quite commonly to do spot treatments, or 
even larger treatments with one particular target plant. 
 
Referring to the Tahoe Keys Biovolume Acoustic Scan that shows the effect of the treatments 
120 days after treatment. Green is good, yellow is not so good, and red is bad.  
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There were 8,000 rake samples in one season to determine the condition of the plants in these 
sites. The Biovolume device does not distinguish the species, it is total submersed plants. There 
were no herbicides escape into the west lagoon or outside the treatment areas. The only issue 
they had was getting down to a non-detectable level for Endothall at 45 days and Triclopyr was 
105 days. One of the reasons was that there was high turbidity in Area A which blocked the sun 
from decomposing and degrading Triclopyr. As Mr. Wolcott also mentioned, the general 
problem with isolating these areas and creating stagnant sites. Dr. Anderson said that one of the  
lessons learned is to move the curtains much earlier, and to see if they can make some 
adjustments so they don't need to use the curtains there, depending on the approach. 
 
Dr. Anderson said they are now making decisions about where to place the Group B sites (non-
herbicide sites), but also to follow up with the UV treatments in those UV only sites, and using 
UV light as a spot treatment. Last year they had low water and high temperatures, this year they 
have a of cooler water coming in. They are at least 2 to 3 weeks later in getting to the required 
our 15 - 16-degree temperatures needed. That’s the level where plants start growing enough to 
gain an effective control from herbicides. They are trying to sustain what was achieved last year 
with the Group B methods. 
 
Dr. Anderson said that the reason Curly-leaf Pondweed is spreading so fast because it make 
vegetative structures called turions. Each plant produces dozens of them, so there are 
thousands of turions being produced every summer. They sprout in the fall, and the next year 
they're ready to take off and create more of a problem. Environmental monitoring is continuing 
this year. The only difference is that this this year there's no herbicide, so no herbicide 
monitoring is required. Basically, there will still be a lot of environmental monitoring connected 
with the Group B methods. 
 
Dr. Anderson continued, one of the decisions they needed to make following Year One, was 
where the Group B methods would be used. A flow diagram for the CMT outlines the decision 
framework: 

 
 
The top row of the diagram describes the results from Year One as a starting point.  
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There are three cases where they would not conduct Group B methods; if the effectiveness 
criteria of 75% reduction is not met, if only the desirable native plants come up, or if no target 
plants come up. Those are pretty unrealistic due to the patchy distribution of plants out there, 
so in reality the focus is on the middle two boxes. The difference really is whether they see a lot 
of native plants coming up, and if that's the case, they want to use the most selective methods 
(diver assisted suction hand removal for less than 3 acres). When the area gets larger than 3 
acres they will move to bottom barriers, or UV light spot treatments, and that's where they are 
now. Dr. Anderson said they’ve made a lot of progress. Some of the barriers are already in place 
for Group B methods. 
 
As for next steps, the bottom barrier and diver contractors are already in place, and equipment 
is staged and ready to go. Baseline surveys have been going on since mid-May, and will 
continue. Group B site locations are currently being identified. 
 
Dr. Anderson said he believes this project is an amazing success. He has been involved in a lot of 
these projects and this is the most intensely monitored, aquatic weed control program that he 
have seen anywhere in the U.S.A. or internationally. He said it's a huge undertaking, and he 
agrees with Mr. Wolcott that they have a great team and offered accolades to everyone 
involved. He added that TRPA really did stand up for this project - there is great monitoring and 
independent review of the project. Dr. Anderson handed over to Mr. Jesse Patterson, Chief 
Strategy Officer for the League to Save Lake Tahoe. 
 
Mr. Patterson said he had been with the League to Save Lake Tahoe (League) for over 10 years, 
and this was one of the first projects he took on when he began his tenure. The League has been 
around for 66 years, and their mission has remained unchanged. They really focus on water 
quality and clarity as the barometer for lake health, and how they look to preserve and protect 
the lake for current and future generations. Every decision they make on what they pursue, 
where they put resources is with that focus, and they would never support or push something 
that they believe would threaten water quality or clarity. That is one reason they are a huge 
advocate for the Control Methods Test, which they believe is essential to ‘Keeping Tahoe Blue’ -
not just addressing Aquatic Invasive Species in the Tahoe Keys or Lake Tahoe, but to truly 
protect water quality and clarity for the entire lake. 
 
Mr. Patterson explained that his background is in aquatic biology and environmental science and 
economics, and this project has all those wonderful things together. He said this has been a 
decade long journey for the League to get to this point, and offered some context to explain the 
Leagues position, why and how they’re involved, and where they're headed. In 2012 the League 
learned about the issue at Tahoe Keys through the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species 
Program. In 2013 the League launched a citizen science program called Eyes on the Lake. They 
work very closely with the Tahoe Keys property owners to identify and monitor where these 
plants are, where they're spreading, and ideally how to stop them. Several things happened 
between 2013 and 2017 that made them realize that their traditional approach of just advocacy 
and engagement alone would not be enough. They needed to put their money where their 
mouth was, and financially contribute to a solution. In 2017 they entered into an agreement 
with the Tahoe Keys property owners to fund non-chemical control method testing containment 
methods, water quality improvement methods, and additional monitoring. This was one of the 
first times in League history that they put that level of money towards a specific project, but 
they felt that progress needed to be made in this area, and that they had to contribute 
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financially to be taken seriously, and to move the needle. Also in 2017 (and to current) they 
started seeing harmful algal blooms in the Tahoe Keys, and now in Lake Tahoe proper, as well as 
the rest of the Western United States. These are largely driven by climatic conditions, but they 
realized this was something that was escalating in the wrong direction. 
 
In 2018 the Stakeholder Committee for this Control Methods Test effort began. It was the third 
or fourth stakeholder effort Mr. Patterson was involved in for the Keys, but it was the 2018 
method that really got us to where they are today. At the same time the League was fortunate 
enough to work with the Keys property owners to implement a bubble curtain, which is a 
technology that has been used since the seventies for aquaculture and other uses around the 
world, but had never been used for the containment of aquatic invasive weeds to prevent 
spread. So they created and helped fund a new design and installed that at the Tahoe Keys, 
along with additional hydro acoustic scanning in Lake Tahoe proper to see what was happening 
just outside the Keys.  
 
In 2019, through input from other stakeholder members, they thought they needed to test a 
technology called Laminar Flow Aeration, which is a way of injecting oxygen into the sediment 
without creating turbidity. That oxygenation could theoretically kickstart the biology around the 
sediment, and ‘eat up’ the muck layer that was providing the organics for the plants. They really 
wanted to change the conditions in the Keys to something that was less hospitable for those 
aquatic weeds. So in 2019, the League funded a 6-acre test site in the Keys, which is still 
operating and has been included in the Control Methods Test, and they’re looking at doing some 
enhanced treatments in that area this year. It's very exciting because laminar flow is more of a 
maintenance water quality, long-term approach, and so you need it over time to see how it's 
going to be effective, and they’re doing that as part of the Control Methods Test. 
 
In 2020 the League invested in control of the Tahoe Keys Offshore Area (formerly known as the 
Tahoe Keys Complex). Through hydro acoustic scanning and some personal experiences, they 
realized this was a much bigger infestation than originally thought, and it was growing. The 
League implemented some laminar flow in the West Channel to see how that might affect a 
different area of the Keys. They funded both those efforts and worked very closely with TRPA on 
those control methods. What they saw (slide 48) was that the infestation in the Keys was 
creeping its way out into Lake Tahoe, predominantly in the dredge channels for boating, but also 
far beyond.  
 
Referring to the map on slide 49, Mr. Patterson said roughly 105 acres outside of the Tahoe Keys 
is infested. As Mr. Zabaglo mentioned earlier, 6 acres was the next closest in size in the lake 
proper, so this is orders of magnitude larger. This is in the lake right now, and basically, we don't 
have time to wait – that is one reason the League are supportive of this test. 
 
In 2021, the League doubled down on a double bubble curtain in the East Channel, because if 
one bubble curtain's good, then two is definitely better. They wanted to see if they could really 
focus on containment. It had been almost 10 years since he started working on this, and it was 
very obvious that a solution in the Keys was going to take a long time. They had to learn what to 
do, and if there was a way to contain it, or to slow down the spread into the lake to allow them 
to do this properly. To create a true test, where they learn, adapt, and create and implement a 
long-term plan, without continuing to threaten the Lake and the spread in the Lake proper. So 
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the League invested in a double bubble curtain in the East Channel, as well as additional control 
methods at the Offshore infestation.  
 
Moving forward 2022, Mr. Patterson said that the Control Methods Test finally got in the water. 
He said he cannot reiterate how impressive it was, and how much was accomplished leading up 
to it - getting it in the water, approvals, public outreach, implementation. The number of things 
that were accomplished in such a short period of time, so holistically and in-depth, and 
gathering 75,000 data points more information to learn from. The point of a test is to learn so 
they can have a better deck of cards to play with when they deal the hand for a long-term 
solution. So they need to learn as much as possible, and it was truly impressive to see what was 
accomplished in Year One. 
 
Mr. Patterson said he thinks it’s obvious that the League supports the Control Methods Test, 
and outlined some reasons (slide 55) why the status quo is destroying the Lake. The no-action 
alternative for this test was the only one that showed significant unmitigated impacts. That 
essential meant that doing what we are doing now is making things worse, and they have plenty 
of evidence of that, hence the need to test something. Current methods in the toolbox were just 
not effective or enough. There was not going to be a silver bullet for the Tahoe keys. They 
needed to look at proven technologies from around the world, emerging technologies like UV-C 
light, technologies that are applied in a different way and for a different purpose, like laminar 
flow aeration, and everything in between - in combination and isolation. 
 
The conditions in the Keys were getting worse, and environmental variability is a very real thing 
as evidenced by last year. So the CMT posed no threat to the lake, but doing nothing did. It was 
a three-year test, and while it’s very encouraging to see the results they did, in the League’s 
mind the test cannot be assessed until the end of the Year 3. The idea is to knock it back, and 
maintain it there, without herbicide use in the future. That will require extensive adaptive 
management. Adaptive management is really the key here, and it's not just adapting and 
learning about what works to control plants, but how do you actually implement it in the Tahoe 
keys? How do you implement it in a way that balances recreation access? How do you monitor 
it? What do you monitor? How are we doing these things? And how do you mitigate the impacts 
that you observe? The League is committed to this, certainly the development of the long-term 
test, and just recommitted to participate in the next two years, to provide additional testing, 
implementation, staff time, political capital, and financial investment. 
 
Mr. Patterson offered kudos to the TRPA, the Governing Board, and staff for following through 
on this, being open to the adaptability of a three-year test, and being willing to learn and 
progress to get to a solution over time. He acknowledged that there is some risk, and it takes 
some courage, but TRPA, Lahontan, and other agencies have been very supportive. The Tahoe 
Keys property owners have also shown their commitment, not just to the test, but continuing 
beyond, both financially and through the challenges. The involvement of the science community 
and the Tahoe Science Advisory Council in particular, is hugely important to the League, because 
it gives that science backing, and that third-party review, that allows them to learn properly for 
application.  
 
So many, many people need to be given kudos for this project, but as has been mentioned, 
we're midstream right now. We're not where we need to be, but we need to continue. 
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Mr. Patterson said he wanted to close with one piece of exciting news. The Tahoe Keys Marina 
recently came under new ownership. The Marina is located in the lagoons to the east of the 
Control Methods Test location. They've been a wonderful partner so far, and have committed 
financially and provided the use of their area to test containment technologies. The images on 
slide 56 illustrate two new technologies that are being piloted in the United States for the first 
time in Tahoe this year, to enhance collection of fragments and containment. The League are 
very excited to add these tools to the aforementioned double bubble curtain.  
 
Mr. Patterson said they believe they’re really making progress, and the League encourages 
everyone to continue that progress. He said there is a choice to make – if we want to keep 
Tahoe blue we need to address the biggest threat ecologically to the lake, which the Tahoe Keys 
 
Mr. Zabaglo summarized that this is an urgent need. They truly need to find solutions through 
this test, to be able to implement and control for the long term. Finding those solutions is critical 
for the long-term health of the lake. There has been lots of coordination and collaboration, with 
many experts working really hard and diligently, both internally and with partners to get to 
where we are today. He thanked all of the partners and the team.  
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Ferry thanked the presenters, and said he was highly impressed by the incredible 
collaboration. 
 
Mr. Alling said he had a question about the UV-C light. Knowing that it kills all plants, including 
the natives, he asked if there was any sort of measurement or monitoring in terms of 
recruitment of native plants back into the areas where all the plants were removed? Mr. 
Zabaglo said that the rake pulls mentioned by Dr. Anderson will be ongoing throughout the life 
of the project. He said that the fact UV light is not selective is very similar to some of the other 
approaches such as bottom barriers which aren’t selective either. What they do see, at least in 
the lake, is that those native populations rebound faster after treatments have occurred. 
 
Referring to the images of the Tahoe Keys Marina (slide 56), Ms. Carr asked the presenters to 
describe the two new technologies in more detail. Mr. Patterson that one is called the 
PixieDrone, and one is called the Collec’Thor. One is a remote controlled ‘roomba’ on water, and 
picks up floating fragments, which is the primary way the plants spread. It also picks up other 
floating debris, such as plastics and styrofoams. Filters pick up hydrocarbons, and it also does 
live, water quality monitoring. The other technology is essentially a passive skimmer. The idea is 
that they could be mounted on the edges of the bubble curtains to create a 24x7 kind of 
collection. Right now people on boats go out once or twice a day and skim up what's collected. 
 
Referring to the bubble curtains, and some of the large boats going in and out of the Tahoe Keys 
Marina, Mr. Alling asked if there was any sort of outreach to the captains and staff to request 
that they slowdown in the area to allow the bubbles to work properly. Mr. Patterson said that 
had been attempted in the past, and with the new marina owners they think it is now happening 
very effectively. In May 2023, the League co-hosted an Aquatic Invasive Species training with the 
Keys marina - 15 members of staff attend training, along with the concessionaire boat rental 
company. Tahoe Sports boat rental company also attended, and California State Parks also sent 
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three of their divers that work in Emerald Bay. So the outreach has improved and escalated and 
he believes they are getting to where they need to be. 
 
Miss Simon said that she thinks a key point here is that the use of herbicides has never been 
permitted before. So there are probably reasons for that. She really appreciates all the work 
that everybody has done, but is just hoping that we can build from the lessons learned and Mr. 
Wolcott’s presentation about the 7 miracles. She said it’s just horrifying to think what might 
have happened if those miracles didn't occur, and is wondering how the Tahoe Water Suppliers 
Association, which favored a non-herbicide approach, are monitoring, or if the team have heard 
anything from them. She also asked TKPOA if they believe the mitigation efforts are being 
successful with Keys homeowners. When she looks at the maps it looks like there are still a lot of 
lawns and areas where pollutants can enter the lake from those marina side homes. She further 
asked how the TKPOA would address the homeowners who are not participating in the 
mitigation effort. 
 
Mr. Wolcott said that if they had not been lucky with the weather, and the team had not done 
such a great job on the other four miracles, they would be preparing to start Year One of the 
test. He said he’s glad they were lucky and good, and got Year One behind them. He said he 
cannot speak in any depth to the landscape issue. He believes that the keys is committed to a 
75% reduction in turf, and from what he has seen, albeit limited, the progress is excellent. 
A big part of the turf is common area, and so it's easier to keep track of that. He believes they’re 
12-15 months into a redesign plan that looks like it will be fantastic, and there’s no question it 
will achieve that 75% objective. Ms. Simon said she thinks it is important to look at the source, 
as well as the spread of these invasive plants. Mr. Wolcott added that the TKPOA Board have 
already agreed to fund the kickoff of a second collaborative effort that will really be aimed at 
other ways to reduce nutrients long term in in the lagoon. The goal would be to intersect with 
the implementation of the weed control project in 3 to 4 years. Ms. Simon added that she has 
been following this project since this beginning and is hoping that Year 2 & 3 will not lead to any 
more herbicides in the lake. 
 
In response to Ms. Simon’s question about the Tahoe Water Suppliers Association, Mr. Zabaglo 
informed that they are a member of the Stakeholder Committee. Mr. Patterson added that the 
League have been working with the Tahoe Water Suppliers Association, who has a very similar 
mission to their own. It’s been a very useful collaboration, and they will continue to be a 
valuable partner in that discussion. 
 
In regard to the turf issue, he also added that a ‘Green Infrastructure’ RFP to look at a larger 
landscape scale of stormwater control versus small locations is being issued. TRPA Stormwater 
Program Manager, Shay Navarro is leading that effort. Mr. Zabaglo added that some of the 
baseline science and monitoring showed that 90% of the nutrients comes from the weeds 
themselves, through the perpetual dying off cycle. Only about 10% comes from upland sources 
but that is still something that can be addressed. 
 
Mr. Drake thanked the presenters for the update, which was by far the most comprehensive he 
has heard. He said it was great to hear some of the results and offered kudos on the 
monumental collaboration effort. He asked if there were any other examples of highly 
concentrated, contained AIS that the team were leaning on for ideas and guidance, or if this is 
novel? Mr. Zabaglo said that in many ways they are the pioneers in this approach. A one-time 
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use of herbicides has not really been done anywhere else, so Tahoe has been a proving ground, 
not only for that type of test, but also with these innovative techniques and tools. They certainly 
engage with partners at a national level because they've used certain methods that we have not 
in the past. Dr. Anderson is very well informed on all that, which brings a lot of a lot of wealth of 
information to be able to implement the test appropriately.  
 
Mr. Patterson added that during the 2015 to 2017 timeframe he and other League staff were 
attending National and International conferences on Lake management to start asking these 
questions. Almost everyone they spoke to in those settings asked, “are you considering targeted 
aquatic herbicides that have been used for decades”. They responded that they were not 
considering those at the time because Tahoe is an outstanding national resource water. The 
partners replied that it should be considered since those are the tools that they know work. That 
was part of the evolution to a test. They weren’t comfortable with a full application, but needed 
to understand how to apply them, where they went, and were the effective. Mr. Patterson said 
they feel this test does that very nicely and also includes other tools.  
 
Dr. Anderson added that since the 1990’s he has been presenting papers at international 
conferences on aquatic plant management on the Tahoe situation. There has been a lot of back-
and-forth discussion on this problem, and in some ways it's not unique at all. There are  
aquatic plants in lakes all over the world. He thinks what is really unique about this project is the 
integration of the various methods, and the UV light is really fascinating, and could be a game 
changer where you have enough water clarity to use it. The trick is to figure out how to use it 
most optimally. He is encourage by that, it's going to have its limitations, but to him it's probably 
the most important new approach they’ve seen in this area in the last 25-30 years. 
 
Mr. Zabaglo added that they also have independently produced strategic documents – the 
Implementation Plan from University of Nevada, Reno (UNR), and the Control Action Agenda 
from Creative Resources Strategies – both discuss needing those multiple tools, and also 
identified that aquatic herbicides at least needed to be considered if we are going to achieve 
success.  
 
Mr. Drew asked about the mapping showing that differences between the varying treatments 
that occurred in Year One. It showed Endothall in some areas, other herbicides in another, and 
then UV or other treatments. He asked if there was a physical barrier between those sections, or 
was the only barrier at the west lagoon? Dr. Anderson said that behind the barrier curtains, the 
sub-sites were separated by distance but not physically. They could tell where things moved 
because of the sampling, and there was some movement of Endothall at very low levels, but it 
breaks down so quickly that it got below active levels within a few days. The UV light systems 
were implemented outside the curtains, so those were not done with any proximity or 
connection to any herbicide treatments. 
 
Mr. Drew said he assumed the selected sampling sites were well within each definitive area. 
So there weren’t any sampling sites where there could be some influence of one treatment into 
another. Dr. Anderson said that during the herbicide sampling they analyzed for both herbicides, 
everywhere. Mr. Drew asked if when they were using rakes to sample the aftermath of 
treatment, where those rake locations well within, where only, Endothall for example, was used 
versus where another herbicide was used. Dr. Anderson said that every 2 weeks, 30 rake 

18



ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
June 14, 2023 

 

samples were taken from each separate site. They were GPS located and directly sampled in 
those sites, including the control sites which were outside the curtains and had no treatments.  
 
Mr. Drew said that just based on the summary, it seems that the Endothall had substantially 
higher desired outcomes compared to the other herbicide. Dr. Anderson agreed it was a broader 
spectrum herbicide that controlled all three. The advantage of the Triclopyr would be a 
potentially much longer control of Eurasian watermilfoil. So it’s a longer-term approach but 
clearly there were some disadvantages with the breakdown. 
 
Mr. Drew said he is assuming that when the three years of testing and post task monitoring is 
complete, which informs what the long-term management approach for the Keys should be, if a 
herbicide is selected, it is not going to be a one-time use only for the test. Dr. Anderson said it’s 
too early to predict what any application might be if at all. It’s a three-year project and that is a 
question to be answered when they have all the data. He added that the reality about 
herbicides in general, is that there are new ones being produced periodically. There is one that 
they had hoped to use in the test but while it was approved federally, it was not approved in 
California. It has hours of degradation time, not days or weeks and is very selective – so there is 
potential, but it is too early to make predictions. 
 
Ms. Chandler offered kudos to the team. As a member of the Tahoe Keys Water Quality 
Committee she said that when they first started talking about this project back in 2016 it looked 
like it could never happen. The fact that it came together so quickly was just amazing – the team 
was highly professional, excellent, had a great scientific process, and they came up with data 
that will be useful for not only Lake Tahoe, but for the whole country. She said they should be 
really proud of what was accomplished, and she looks forward to Year 2 & 3. 
 
Mr. Ferry said he was very encouraged to see the level of support from the Keys homeowners to 
continue the CMT project, even though so many of them were shut out from their boating 
summer. He asked if the owners that were able to use their boats on the East Side voted more 
favorably, and if there will be any redistribution on who gets to boat this season. Mr. Zabaglo 
advised that there will be no boating access restrictions this year. 
 
Mr. Ferry said it sounds like when the three years is up, and they hopefully hone in on some 
strategy, depending on what that strategy is, more environmental analysis may need to happen. 
Mr. Zabaglo agreed that whatever approach is identified and proposed for the long term will 
require a significant and robust environmental analysis. Even with UV light, concerns were 
identified in the EIS, not only because of its non-selective nature, but any temperature issues or 
rapid die off that allows nutrients to be released. Significant environmental analysis for the long-
term solution will be required, regardless of the approach 
 
Mr. Ferry asked if any other marinas have latched on to any of these ideas and are they being 
implemented, or are they waiting. Mr. Zabaglo responded that they have had a lot of success 
with localized eradication, and Tahoe City is one of the cleanest marinas on the lake, with no 
invasive weeds. But there are locations that have installed bubble curtains – both Lakeside 
Marina and Elk Point Marina both have bubble curtains with support from the homeowners, 
TRPA, the League, and the Tahoe Fund. He added that Laminar Flow was first implemented at 
Ski Run Marina. 
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Public Comments & Questions 
None. 
 

VI. REPORTS 
  

A. Executive Director   
 

TRPA Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Director, Mr. John Hester provided an update on past 
items heard by the Advisory Planning Commission. The Washoe County Area Tahoe Plan will be 
heard by the Governing Board this month. Both the APC and the Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee brought up the issues of inclusionary Housing and mixed-use definitions, so they will 
be addressed with mitigation measures attached to the plan amendment. 
 
The ‘achievable’ definition item was approved by the TRPA Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Hester advised that the August APC meeting will likely be cancelled due to a date conflict 
with the Lake Tahoe Summit. 
 
Mr. Hester provided an overview of the ‘Environmental Scan’ item presented to the Governing 
Board at the recent April 27, 2023 Governing Board Retreat. At the previous Governing Board 
Retreat in May 2022, the Governing Board asked staff to prepare an environmental scan, in 
preparation for the April 2023 ‘priority setting’ retreat.  
 
So what is an environmental scan? Environmental scanning is the ongoing tracking of trends and 
occurrences in an organization’s internal and external environment that bear on its success, 
currently and in the future. The results are extremely useful in shaping goals and strategies. For 
TRPA, it fits into an annual adaptive management cycle - we do the scan, we have the workshop, 
identify initiatives or strategic priorities, work on those, report on those, and then do the 
environmental scan again.  
 
The first thing we look at in defining the scope is what are our mandates. TRPA as the bi-state 
compact which includes four parts – to achieve and maintain thresholds, prepare a plan and 
code to achieve and maintain the thresholds, implement the Regional Plan through permitting 
and compliance, and implement that through projects and programs (the EIP and transportation 
improvement programs). TRPA are also the Water Quality management Planning Agency, a 
designation that comes from the Clean Water Act, and we partner with NDEP and Lahontan to 
make sure that gets one. TRPA are also the designated the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
for regional transportation planning, so our Board actually adds one member and votes as the 
MPO Board on the transportation plan.  
 
Looking to trends, Mr. Hester said it was important to lay out the facts. The facts are that since 
2000 both population and employment in the region have dropped by about 11%. People also 
talk about there being more development currently. The facts (slide 6) show that there really 
isn't more development. There has always been a development rights cap, and the development 
rights trends since 2012 show that development of commercial property, hotel rooms, and 
short-term rental has gone down a little, while development of residential units has actually 
increased a little. That is actually what the Regional Plan EIS and mitigation measures directed 
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we should do, to allow switches between tourist accommodation units and commercial square 
footage, to residential to help with the affordable housing issues. So in a way, that's a success.  
 
However, in terms of housing, there is a much bigger issue, and that's the cost. Slide 7 shows 
that in 2012 housing cost six times household income. It is now 13 times household income. 
So our housing is even significantly less affordable. 
 
Mr. Hester said they also looked at visitation and travel trends (slide 8). He said that part of 
what's gone on, is that although the population and employment have gone down, we still get a 
lot of visitors, but they're not going to the same places used to. The Reno-Tahoe Airport had a 
billion-dollar capital improvement project and are predicted to increase passenger numbers 
substantially. Mr. Hester said that paid visitation has dropped, VMT is lower than it has been 
2016, entries and exits are up on the Nevada side, and congestion as measured by travel time is 
at the 2015 level. So we're seeing some different trends, and we think that’s about visitation. 
 
Referring to the map on slide 9 that shows visitation seasonally, Mr. Hester said that Stateline 
counts are 20% lower than they were in 2000. That adds to the conclusion that a lot of our 
visitors are not coming now just to go to the Hotel Casinos. Overall, we haven't seen big 
increases since, partly because of COVID, but given that Sacramento, Reno, and other areas 
have over a 20% projected growth rate, we think looking deeper at the data, and looking at 
where we’re going longer term, leads us to talking about transportation and visitation 
management from the visitor’s perspective to these destinations. Not necessarily the 
communities, but the destinations, like Sand Harbor and Emerald Bay, and so on. So we're going 
to have to talk about how we handle those peak events, and how we handle those sites (e.g. 
parking). 
 
They also looked at trends in the natural environment. Everybody knows that climate change is 
happening, and we've been working, and will continue to work on resiliency strategies. Last 
season saw one of the biggest snow years on record, and we’ve also had the lake really low in 
the last few years. So what we really are seeing is that you need to plan for the extremes, plan 
for resilience, and speed up the pace and scale of those EIP resiliency projects. 
 
Technology is also changing. Similarly to what has happened in marketing with big data, we now 
have companies that compile cell phone and purchasing data, to generate new algorithms and 
models for transportation. By the next Regional Transportation Plan, we will likely be looking at 
a whole different type of technology.  
 
After listening to all the trends, the Board asked leadership and staff what they recommended 
the priorities should be. They went into the retreat with four recommendations, and came out 
with three, partly because the Board said one of the four (Performance Measurement Changes 
& Threshold Update) should be integrated into the others 
 
Mr. Hester gave an overview of the staff’s thought process around those recommendations.  
The first thing they looked at was, how do we deal with housing – how do we reduce VMT per 
capita, and maintain our commitment to the environment, particularly water quality. The 
second area we thought we needed to work on is the recreation sites and visitation, 
transportation safety for visitors and those sorts of things. The third area was climate resiliency.  
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So the focus areas identified for the board were 1) complete communities, 2) visitation, and  
3) restoration and resiliency. 
 
For complete communities, they looked at the three pieces (affordable housing, VMT, water 
quality). When it comes to affordable workforce housing, we don't have a lot of new 
development left. When you look at the numbers, 92% of the capacity of development rights is 
built and 3% is restricted to things like bonus unit pools. That leaves about 5% for new 
development, so what we are really talking about is redevelopment, and when we redevelop, 
doing it so that it's more environmentally sensitive. The goal is to incentivize smaller units, allow 
greater site utilization, and address parking. 
 
When working on affordable housing, the TRPA brought in a group called Cascadia, who do pro 
formas for both the public and private sector. TRPA directed them to not just tell us what a 
policy would or would not do, but to step back and consider, if you needed to get a 12 to 15%, 
return on investment, in other words, if you were the private market, what would you have to 
do to our regulations and the way we approach things to make that work? And so they looked at 
things like density, which they said was number one – not just more units, but density. They also 
looked at setbacks, and parking requirements. The graphic on slide shows the impact on 
affordability with escalating changes from both TRPA and local jurisdictions. 
 
Side 19 speaks to the transportation system that would have to go with this affordable housing. 
The strategy, and one of our newest thresholds is to reduce VMT per capita. That means mixed 
uses, sidewalks, bike paths, trails, parking management, and transit. Starting with mixed use,  
when you separate the three basic types of land uses, work, home, and leisure, far enough 
apart, you can't get between them without a car. That has been the traditional development 
pattern in Tahoe, and pretty much all over the U.S. since World War 2. With mixed use, we’re 
talking about putting those back together, to provide the ability to walk and bike between uses. 
That looks like horizontal mixes of uses, vertical mixes of uses, and most importantly, a design 
where those land uses are compatible - you can walk between them, and have uninterrupted 
pedestrian connections. 
 
If you are going to have that kind of transportation infrastructure and those kinds of densities 
you need a different way to approach water quality. You can't say I'm keeping a percentage of 
land open to absorb the water and stop erosion, you have to move to a higher level of storm 
water treatment. We know that 72% of the fine settlement getting into the lake is from urban 
development, and we're committed to that goal to reduce it. So what we are advocating along 
with the housing and transportation changes, is green stormwater infrastructure. Slide 24 
illustrates typical green stormwater infrastructure components, stormwater planters, storm 
drains, permeable paving, rainwater harvesting, green roofs etc. + nearby and remote 
infiltration basins to capture the water from things like sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. 
 
The second focus area was visitation, and the key components are the recreation sites, and then 
the transportation to and from those sites. We think we need to figure out how to work with 
our partners to protect those areas environmentally, but maintain, and even enhance them as 
desirable places for visitors. You can't really manage those sites without thinking about the 
transportation system. Some of the things we need to look at include congestion monitoring, 
parking capacity reservation systems, public and private transit, and intelligent transportation 
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systems (ITS). ITS is a critical piece in helping to manage peak times, and helping to deal with 
emergencies, such as weather or fire. 
 
The third focus area is on restoration and resiliency. This area is pretty much under the purview 
of the Tahoe Interagency Executive Steering Committee, and the Environmental Improvement 
Program and projects. These environmental projects are often not subject to environmental 
review and can move more quickly through a collaborative, regional framework.  
 
Mr. Hester said he had also given the Governing Board a preview of upcoming activities in 
2023/2024.  For area plans, there will be amendments coming from Washoe County, Placer 
County, El Dorado County, South Lake Tahoe, and Douglas County.  
 
Working with partners, there is also a lot of upcoming corridor plan work. SR 89 will be looking 
at trail connection planning and dynamic paid parking. Work is also taking place on the SR 28/SR 
89 resort triangle on the north shore. On Nevada SR 28, work will take place with paid parking 
pilots, trails, and the future mobility hub at Spooner. On the south shore, US 50 is focused on 
project improvements on the Nevada side. Several items are also being considered at the 
Meyers corridor, including roundabout and roadway improvements, new ped-bike connections, 
complete street work, and maybe an inspection station. 
 
In terms of private projects, we recently saw and heard from the Waldorf Astoria at Crystal Bay. 
The group that restored to Denver Union Station is coming in with the Cal Neva project. Placer 
County are looking at the Kings Beach Center, and a complete redevelopment of the Boat 
Works. Homewood is looking to get their master plan going and implemented. Barton Hospital 
acquired the site near Kingsbury for a new facility. The Hyatt Regency has been purchased, and 
in the first phase of waterfront redevelopment we have seen, we have demo permit. The EIP 
tracker (LTInfo.org) also details a large number of Environmental Improvement and 
Transportation Improvement projects, so there is a lot coming forward over the next year. 
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Mr. Teshara asked if there was any crossover between the Destination Stewardship Plan and 
what Mr. Hester described as the Visitation Plan, because the elements are the same. He said he 
knows the Destination Stewardship Plan isn’t quite out yet, but he’s hoping there is some 
synergy. Mr. Hester agreed, and said they don’t want to duplicate, they want to compliment. He 
added that there are the formal plans that need to be done, such as the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), and then there’s the regional collaboration like the Destination Stewardship Plan 
(DSP). He thinks it will be nice to take some of those things out of the Destination Stewardship 
Plan that need to go in RTP, where they can complement each other. 
 
Regarding transportation data, Mr. Teshara said he travels frequently on Nevada SR 28 and 
knows what is happening in other areas of the basin. Since we have less employment and fewer 
businesses, he asked if we know the difference between you know trucks that are coming in to 
service the community, or visitation to recreation sites. Mr. Hester responded that he had asked 
for some of that data, and was told that there are so many variables - COVID, more people 
working remotely from the basin (which may or may not continue), casino gaming not having 
the same national draw – they can’t really tell exactly what is going on. He is hopeful that the 
new data will shed more light. 
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Mr. Teshara said that one additional complication to the housing challenge is that people are 
now facing doubling or more of their property insurance decided, adding further pressure to 
housing affordability. Also, another big insurance company in California has recently stated they 
will no longer write on basin properties. Mr. Hester acknowledged they are aware of these 
issues, which is just another piling on for the housing challenge. Mr. Hester added that the 
proposed changes to density etc. can only go so far. There will probably need to be some 
subsidies from elsewhere (e.g. land, clean water grants) that will need to be brought to bear, as 
well as changing the regulations. 
 
Mr. Alling asked, knowing that the Governing Board has no U.S. Forest Service representative, 
and it's been quite some time since there has been a USFS representative on the APC, what sort 
of conversations has TRPA been having with the Forest Service – they are the largest landowner, 
and a lot of the recreational opportunities in the Basin fall under their jurisdiction. Mr. Alling 
asked if there had been any discussion as to why their seat on the APC remains vacant, we need 
their buy-in and cooperation. Mr. Hester responded that he would follow up on the APC 
question, but that TRPA and the USFS have the best communication he has seen in his tenure. A 
leadership meeting takes place monthly, Erick Walker and Julie Regan co-chair the Tahoe 
Interagency Executive Steering Committee, and we work a lot with them on EIP and 
Transportation Improvement projects. Mr. Alling said he thought it would be really helpful to 
have the Forest Service representation on the APC, even just for the optics of showing that 
everyone is working together. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock applauded TRPA for taking complete communities into consideration. Obviously, 
the 1987 Regional Plan focused on reversing the degradation in the environment, and TRPA 
have been very successful, and we've come a long way. But as we move forward, taking the 
community into consideration, and making sure our rules and regulations across the board, he 
thinks it is really important that in order to reverse the trend of population loss in the basin, it’s 
really important that people should be able to live, work and play in the basin, and not have to 
come up from Minden and Gardnerville etc. 
 
Mr. Drew said that those who have been involved with EIP implementation, or trying to achieve 
the thresholds over the years, have often run into the issue of the funding regulations and 
guidelines that have basically eliminated the ability to achieve some of the things that you 
presented. There's been very little movement over the years in the funding sources coming to 
Tahoe, and the limitations related to those funding sources. For example, where you have water 
quality funding, they can't pay for anything but water quality, or you have transportation 
funding, and that can't pay for anything but transportation. But these integrated projects for 
complete streets or complete communities, just cannot be planned, designed, and implemented 
that way. He knows that there has been discussions over time, and pressure has been put on 
State and Federal elected officials to make funding more flexible. He asked Mr. Hester how they 
are feeling in terms of funding sources that are going to be flexible enough to allow us to 
implement the projects as described in the presentation.  
 
Mr. Hester replied that he is more optimistic now than he ever has been. TRPA Stormwater 
Program Manager, Shay Navarro is working with the City of South Lake Tahoe Stormwater 
Manager on a Complete Streets and Stormwater Project, and some of the NDOT or Caltrans 
projects have included water quality components. Also, TRPA and partners have applied for a 
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HIT (High Impact Transformation) grant, to try and address this stuff more holistically, as well as 
involve people who are so busy with 2 or 3 jobs that they don't even have time to participate – 
trying to reach out to those workforce people who getting pushed out of here. Are we where 
we’d like to be? Maybe not, but we’re moving in the right direction. Mr. Drew said that for the 
better part of 15 or 20 years, there's been a pretty solid understanding of what needs to happen 
on the part of people working on these projects. But they just can’t piece the funding together, 
so if we can keep that pressure up, about needing to have more flexibility in the way that 
funding is applied, that will go a long way to helping us achieve these more complete integrated 
projects. 
 
Mr. Drake asked what comes out of a Governing Board Retreat in terms of next steps/action 
plan. Strategically, he thinks those are the three important focus areas, but where do we go 
from here. It all sounds very familiar, so he’s thinking specifically about things like code changes 
that would be required to support some of those strategic areas. Mr. Hester said that staff will 
take the work plan, detailing these initiatives to the Governing Board in August 2023. The work 
plan includes staff assignments and code amendment work. Some of it is moving forward 
already, for example the Washoe Tahoe Area Plan and mixed-use/inclusionary definitions. While 
RPIC asked staff to include those items as mitigation measures, our thinking is that those 
measures are the pilot for what the code will look like regionally. The Tahoe Living Working 
Group will be looking at code changes on things like density. We’re more formative in the 
thinking, but will be looking at parking management at the regional level. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen said that the data provided today was really good to message on, and informed 
that they messaged to their Board in April 2023 on a lot of the same trends. Moving forward she 
would like to look for the data sets for the COVID period. We have a lot of data from 2021 or so, 
but what has been happening since then, particularly on the traffic side with VMT. 
 

       B.    General Counsel 
                

Due to timing constraints the item on ‘Review of Open Meeting Law Conflict of Interest’ was 
postponed to the next meeting. The item will be information only. 
 
TRPA Legal Counsel, Mr. John Marshall reported that there is litigation pending against the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board on the Tahoe Keys Project, and the approval of 
the Control Methods Test (CMT). It's proceeding very slowly, and they are about to file 
administrative record. The big issue is whether or not the use of herbicides is consistent with the 
California Lahontan Basin plan.    

            
C. APC Member Reports           

 
Mr. Hitchcock said that the Sugar Pine Project has broken ground. Site work has started, and the 
first modular unit arrived yesterday. 
 
Mr. Teshara advised that Caltrans will be conducting a public hearing at next Tuesday's council 
meeting, where they are once again proposing to increase speed on sections of U.S. Highway 50. 
When they did this a couple of years ago, many of us challenged the methodology that they use, 
which is very old school. He added that one of the areas where they're proposing to increase the 
speed is exactly where they're proposing safety improvements for pedestrians, it makes no 
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sense. Mr. Teshara said that on behalf of the Chamber, they'll be making some comments in 
opposition. He does not think the proposal is consistent with Vision Zero which we heard about 
last month. While he is not convinced that Caltrans will change their ways by next Tuesday, the 
Chamber will certainly register their concern. Mr. Hester informed that Michelle Glickert is 
preparing a response on behalf of TRPA. 
 
Ms. Carr said that now we are out of the winter season it is really nice to see everyone in person 
and have that face-to-face interaction. She encouraged online commissioners to consider 
attending future meetings in person. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen informed that Placer County have started to develop a parking management 
program in the Basin. Two workshops took place over the last couple of weeks, with one more 
scheduled for July 2023. So far they have had good feedback. There are a few different 
components, looking at paid parking in the town centers, paid parking recreational sites (beach 
parking areas and trail heads), and also looking at residential permit parking for residential areas 
that are adjacent to parking areas, so that they can control parking spillover into the 
Neighborhoods. She added that Palisades Tahoe recently reached out to the county to inform 
them that they intend to implement paid parking next season.  
 
Mr. Drake offered kudos to Ms. Jacobsen and the Placer County Planning team who are making 
great progress on the first real progressive parking management pilot program in Tahoe. Mr. 
Drake reminded APC members that parking will be one of the topics covered at the Kings Beach 
Walkabout Field Trip on August 23, 2023, following the TRPA Governing Board Meeting at the 
North Tahoe Events Center. They’ll be taking a hard look at both the successes and the 
challenges, in looking at Kings Beach as a microcosm of how we're doing in the Basin on the 
triple bottom line. 
 
Ms. Simon said her area is looking at the amendments to the Tahoe Basin Area Plan, and how 
that affects some of the proposed development in Incline Village/Crystal Bay. 
 
Ms. Chandler advised that Heavenly will be instituting paid parking on weekends next year. 
She said they can compare how Heavenly handles it in comparison to Palisades. 
 
Mr. Chad Steven, Fire Chief for Lake Valley Fire, and APC representative for the Regional Fire 
Chiefs informed that Cal Fire have extended yard, burning restrictions through the end of the 
month. Generally the Lake Tahoe Regional Chiefs burn ban goes into place at the same time, so 
we can expect that. 
 
Mr. Ferry advised that El Dorado took a long-range planning item to their Board of Supervisors 
yesterday, and they did talk about two Tahoe items, which traditionally have not been on that 
report. One is moving forward, a Commodities Policy, and the second is looking at an area plan 
expansion in Eldorado County. They’re trying to muster up support and financing to complete 
those. Mr. Ferry added that Supervisor Brook Laine is convening a vacation home rental advisory 
committee, that the Board did authorize her to move ahead with. The committee will be 
convening and meeting over the next year, and looking at potentially substantial changes to the 
County’s VHR Ordinance. 
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       VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Ms. Elise Fett said she is thrilled to hear about the mixed-use, and to see that being 
incorporated and encouraged. She was also thrilled to see the green roofs on the Green 
Stormwater slide, she has designed several of those, and met with TRPA staff member Paul 
Nielsen over 10 years ago, hoping that TRPA could provide some incentives for people to green 
roofs. What she didn't see were any points about native vegetation and the significant reduction 
using fertilizers that have phosphorous and nitrates, especially high level, slow-release ones. 
Her understanding from landscapers is that is extremely important for the health of our lake, 
and she hopes that can be encouraged and included in the slides. 
 
Ms. Fett’s other comment is with respect to aquatic herbicides. According to the slides, it was 
agreed that if aquatic herbicides were approved, it would not be a one-time application. 
Therefore you would be making the same mistake made at Big Bear Lake, Clear Lake, and many 
lakes in Minnesota, where weeds just mutate, grow stronger, and it's a lose-lose-lose situation. 
Also, when you approved an exemption for the permit to use testing of aquatic herbicides, they 
said they would protect the community from a toxic algae bloom using Phoslock. But in spite of 
all the supposed monitoring, Lars (Dr. Anderson) said that he saw the blooming too late, and 
therefore decided it might not be useful, and also that he would have to monitor the use of 
Phoslock if he used, therefore the toxic algae bloom was allowed, and that does cause BMAA 
that goes airborne.  
 
Ms. Fett said she is not hearing discussion on aggressively getting to the source of the problem, 
filtering the 169 stormwater pipes that drain into the Tahoe Keys, banning the fertilizers with 
phosphorus and nitrate. And you need to regulate that, because, I even had a discussion with 
Joan Douglas when she came up to see the students at the High School here in Incline, and even 
she has heard Keys property owners say they have not even heard about the fertilizer ban, and 
one gentleman she heard at a party talking about how we found a high-level fertilizer for his 
wife, for her yard. So that needs to be incorporated in these three years, not just to educate in 
the Keys, but in the whole basin, this need to reduce fertilizers for the health of the lake. 
 
She closed by asking members to please keep in mind the concern of applying aquatic episodes 
and the weeds mutating and getting stronger, like they did in Clear Lake, Big Bear Lake, and 
Minnesota, and also the concern of the algae blooms and BMAA, which is a neurological toxin 
that causes neurological degeneration. 
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VIII.        ADJOURNMENT  
 
               Mr. Teshara moved to adjourn. 
 
           Chair Ferry adjourned the meeting at 12:21 p.m. 
       
 
 

                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
 

Tracy Campbell 
Clerk to the Advisory Planning Commission 

 

The above meeting was recorded in its entirety. Anyone wishing to listen to the tapes of the above 
mentioned meeting may call for an appointment at (775) 588-4547. In addition, written documents 
submitted at the meeting are available for review    
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STAFF REPORT 

Date: September 6, 2023    

To: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) 

From: TRPA Staff 

Subject: Permitting Improvements Project Amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 
30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, and 90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; 
Design Review Guidelines Appendix H; and Fee Schedule.  

 

Summary:   
The TRPA Permitting Improvement Project Team requests that Advisory Planning Commission (APC) 
recommend approval and adoption of amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 30, 37, 
50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, and 90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; Design Review Guidelines 
Appendix H; and Fee Schedule to the TRPA Governing Board. The amendments implement proposed 
recommendations within the TRPA Permitting Improvement Action Plan and Implementation Report as 
endorsed by the TRPA Governing Board in August 2022 and March 2023 respectively. Stockham 
Consulting, a consultant to the TRPA, has worked collaboratively with staff and stakeholders to prepare 
the proposed amendments.   
 
Required Motions:  
In order to recommend approval of the requested action, the APC must make the following motion(s), 
based on this staff summary and provided attachments: 
 

1) A motion to recommend approval of the required findings (Attachment D), including a 
finding of no significant effect, for the adoption of amendments to the Code of Ordinances 
Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, and 90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12,  
and 16; Design Review Guidelines Appendix H; and Fee Schedule to implement 
recommendations of the Permitting Improvement Project. 

2) A motion to recommend approval and adoption of Ordinance 2023-__ (Attachment E), 
amending Ordinance 87-9, as amended, for the adoption of amendments to the TRPA 
Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, and 90; Rules of 
Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; and Design Review Guidelines Appendix H to the 
TRPA Governing Board. 

3) A motion to recommend approval and adoption of Resolution 2023-__ (Attachment E), 
amending the Fee Schedule to the TRPA Governing Board. 

In order for motions to pass, an affirmative majority vote by APC members, without regard to the state 
of representation, is required. 
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Project Description/Background: 
In August 2022, staff presented the Digital First: Innovation Strategic Initiative, including high-level 
permitting improvement recommendations detailed in the TRPA Governing Board endorsed Action Plan.  
 
The Digital First: Innovation Strategic Initiative involves significantly improving the ability of the agency 
to provide services in a “digital first” way by rethinking processes, updating policies and code, and using 
new technology to maintain and attain the agency’s compact-mandated threshold standards. This is 
achieved when all three of these are aligned and work together.  

● Development and review of policies and regulations require accurate information on the previous 
and expected effectiveness and impact of those policies; to measure and adjust policies and 
regulations, those policies and regulations must clearly identify expected outcomes and include a 
mechanism for their ongoing measurement.  

● Policies and regulations must be clear to be useful for creating effective permitting processes; 
permitting processes must accurately reflect the intent of adopted policies and regulations.  

● Effective and efficient processes rely on accurate 
information and technology to make them accessible; 
technology and information can only be used effectively 
when processes are clear and consistent. 

TRPA has been working to achieve this synergy between 
policies and regulations, data and technology, and permit 
processing (e.g., updating the threshold standard, policies, 
code, and mitigation fees) and will continue to do so as part of 
the adaptive management approach. That is the foundational 
concept underlying the Innovation Initiative. 
 
TRPA Permitting Improvement Project:  
TRPA started a permitting system improvement project in early 2022 to evaluate and improve TRPA’s 
processes and ordinances.  These improvements are paired with significant investments in the Accela 
permitting software and other technologies to streamline and improve TRPA’s application processing, 
reduce review times, and operate more efficiently and effectively.  
 
TRPA selected Stockham Consulting to assist with this project. Arlo Stockham, the principal and project 
manager, has extensive planning and community development experience in the Reno/Tahoe area, 
including prior employment with TRPA as manager for the 2012 Regional Plan Update. Mr. Stockham is 
also reviewing project applications for TRPA under a separate contract, bringing additional perspective 
to this project. Finally, the contract is unique; it includes working with staff to implement the endorsed 
permitting process improvements.  
 
Since April 2022, Mr. Stockham has worked collaboratively with staff and stakeholders to assess the 
TRPA permitting system and recommend improvements. In August 2022, the Governing Board reviewed 
the TRPA Permitting Improvement Action Plan prepared by the consultant, provided comments, and 
endorsed the document. The Action Plan outlines a strategy and work program to improve the TRPA 
permitting system.  
 
 
 

 ata and 
Technology
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Implementation Recommendations for the Permitting Improvement Action Plan:  
The Implementation Report endorsed by the TRPA Governing Board in March 2023 expanded upon the 
Action Plan by detailing the specific recommendations for the initial suite of permitting program 
improvements. Recommendations were reviewed, discussed, and refined in coordination with the TRPA 
staff team and a variety of stakeholders. The recommended changes should significantly improve 
permitting operations for applicants and staff.  
 
The attached memo from Stockham Consulting, consultant for the project, provides additional detail 
regarding deliverables of the project, stakeholder outreach, and anticipated next phase of the project. 
(Attachment A) 
 
Tasks and deliverables (i.e. recommendations) of the Permitting Improvement Project include both (1) 
proposed amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, 
and Fee Schedule, and (2) other administrative improvements.  
 
The proposed amendments included in this packet require adoption by ordinance and resolution by the 
TRPA Governing Board and are analyzed further within this packet for any potential environmental 
impact. A summary table of all proposed amendments is included as Attachment B. The environmental 
analysis and required findings for the proposed amendments is included in Attachment C and D. Draft 
ordinances and a resolution that would be provided to the Governing Board is included in Attachment E 
for reference. Full versions of the Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedures, Design Review Guidelines, 
and Fee Schedule with redline proposed amendments are available online at 
https://www.trpa.gov/permitting-improvement-project/ .  
 
Staff and the consultant are also developing other administrative improvements as part of the project 
and to help implement recommendations, including: a new Procedural Manual with standard operating 
procedures, permitting staff guidance, and standardized templates to aid streamlined and consistent 
project review; staff reorganization with dedicated project review teams and customer service team; 
new appointment system to meet with a planner; revised project applications; improved customer 
service navigation at TRPA.gov; and a permitting cost recovery monitoring strategy. These 
administrative deliverables are still under development and do not require Governing Board action.  
 
Staff tentatively plans to bring forward additional deliverables and improvements for the Permitting 
Improvement Project in March 2024.   
 
More information on the project and its progress are publicly available online at 
https://www.trpa.gov/permitting-improvement-project/.  
 
Approval Process:  
Staff requests APC discuss the proposed amendments, provide feedback, and recommend approval of 
the amendments at their September 13, 2023 meeting.  
 
The proposed amendments were presented and discussed with the Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee (RPIC), a group of Governing Board members, at their August 23, 2023. RPIC unanimously 
passed the three motions presented within this packet and that will be discussed at the APC meeting to 
recommend approval of the amendments to the TRPA Governing Board. RPIC member Shelly Aldean 
requested the following minor grammatical corrections to the packet which were included in the 
motion:  
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1. Code of Ordinances, Section 2.3.2.H.3, typographical correction to eliminate an unnecessary 
“be”  

2. Code of Ordinances, Section 2.3.3.P, typographical correction to add a “be” to “shall not be 
internally ill minated” 

3. Code of Ordinances, Section 30.4.2.A.4, typographical correction to eliminate the use of multiple 
“exemptions” 

4. Rules of Procedures, Section 16.8.3, typographical correction to remove a red ndant “for”  

Following the RPIC meeting, TRPA staff found and corrected a following grammatical corrections. These 
corrections do not change or alter the policy direction and recommended approval provided by RPIC:  
 

5. Code of Ordinances, Section 30.6 introduction, typographical correction to clarify that certain 
Qualified Exempt activities shall comply with the excess coverage mitigation program  

6. Code of Ordinances, Section 2.3.6.A.8., typographical correction to clarify application 
requirements which accommodate digital submittals and information requests 

7. Code of Ordinances, Section 2.3.6.A.1 and 2.3.6.A.2, typographical correction to correct 
references.  

 
Following APC review, the amendment packet and materials will be presented to the Governing Board 
for consideration of approval and adoption on September 27, 2023. Amendments would go into effect, 
if approved and adopted, 60 days following adoption (or November 27, 2023). Training sessions 
regarding the amendments for TRPA staff, partner agencies, and applicant representatives will be held 
prior to the effective date.  
 
Public Comment:  
To provide written public comment to decision makers, please email publiccomment@trpa.gov with the 
appropriate agenda item in the subject line. We encourage you to submit written comment (email, mail, 
or fax) in advance of the meeting date to give our staff adequate time to organize, post, and distribute 
your input to the appropriate staff and representatives. Written comments received by 4 p.m. the day 
before a scheduled public meeting will be distributed and posted to the TRPA website before the 
meeting begins. TRPA does not guarantee written comments received after 4 p.m. the day before a 
meeting will be distributed and posted in time for the meeting. Late comments may be distributed and 
posted after the meeting. 
 
Contact Information: 
For questions regarding this agenda item, please contact Jennifer Self at 775-589-5261 or 
jself@trpa.gov.  
 
Attachments:  

A. Stockham Consulting Memorandum 

B. Table of Amendments 
C. IEC 

D. Findings and FONSE 

E. Adopting Ordinances & Resolution 

F. Code of Ordinance (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
G. Rules of Procedure (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
H. Design Review Guidelines, Appendix H (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
I. Fee Schedule ((Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
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Stockham Consulting  |  15891 Glenshire Drive, Truckee, CA  96161  |  (775) 315-4231  |  arlostockham@gmail.com 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 
 

Date:  September 6, 2023 

To:  TRPA Advisory Planning Commission 

From:  Arlo Stockham, AICP 

 

Subject: TRPA PERMITTING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: Proposed Amendments to the 
Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, and Fee 
Schedule 

 

Summary:  I am pleased to present the next phase of work from the Tahoe Regional Planning 

Agency (TRPA) permitting improvement team. This is a priority project to improve TRPA 

permitting operations.  

Project information and deliverables are publicly available online at the 

https://www.trpa.gov/permitting-improvement-project/ . 

This memo outlines draft changes to the TRPA Code of Ordinances (the “Code”), Rules of 

Procedure (the “Rules”), Design Review Guidelines Appendix H (the “DRG”) and Fee Schedule 

(the “Fees”). The proposed changes are consistent with the TRPA Permitting Improvement 

Action Plan (the “Action Plan”) and the Implementation Report for TRPA Permitting 

Improvements (the “Implementation Report”).  

The Action Plan is a strategy and 18-month work program to improve the TRPA permitting 

system. It was developed through a participatory process and was endorsed by the TRPA 

Governing Board in August 2022. The Action Plan directed staff to pursue process 

improvements and code amendments focused on the following priority topics: 

• Establish more efficient, consistent, and predictable application review processes. 

• Simplify and shorten review processes for minor applications and sequential approvals. 

• Update code standards that are difficult to interpret, do not add value, or are unduly 

cumbersome. 

• Prioritize public communication and customer services.  

• Expand tools for staff development and training. 

• Maintain adequate and dependable funding to support quality application reviews.  

The Implementation Report is a technical memo detailing specific recommendations to 

implement the Action Plan. It was also developed with extensive stakeholder participation and 

was endorsed by the TRPA Governing Board in March 2023. 

Since March, I have worked with staff and stakeholders to prepare and refine complete 

implementation documents (Code, Rules, DRG, and Fees). Draft amendments are available in 

redline format. The August 24 drafts reflect refinements made following public distribution and 

review of prior drafts by stakeholders and the Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC). 

Attachment B was prepared as a reference document for reviewers. It is a comprehensive table 

identifying each of the proposed Code, Rules, DRG, and Fees changes (in chronological order). 
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The table references action items from the Implementation Report and notes implementation 

details. Please review the Implementation Report for additional supporting information.  

Full versions of the Code, Rules, DRG, and Fees with redline changes are publicly available at 
https://www.trpa.gov/permitting-improvement-project/.  

Recommendations: Tasks and deliverables (i.e. recommendations) of the Permitting 

Improvement Project include both (1) proposed amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, 

Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, and Fee Schedule, and (2) other administrative 

improvements.  

The proposed amendments to the Code, Rules, DRG, and Fees are broadly summarized below. 

The amendments were reviewed, discussed, and refined in coordination with the TRPA staff 

team for permitting improvements, and with other staff members. Additional refinements were 

made following stakeholder review and comment.  

Proposed changes include: 

Priority #1: Establish more efficient, consistent, and predictable application review processes. 

Administrative improvements are being made together with changes to Code, Rules, DRG, and 

Fees. Central to this effort is a comprehensive administrative Procedure Manual outlining 

standard practices for project reviews and other department functions. Establishing written 

process guidelines should improve the consistency and quality of permitting operations. The 

Procedure Manual will also serve as a staff training and evaluation tool, and as a publicly 

available resource. The Procedure Manual will be refined and expanded over time.  

The department has 21 full time staff members and is now organized with three staff teams 

plus special project staff. The staff teams manage routine operations, with team leaders 

providing mentoring and consistent guidance for their teams.  

Staff is also working to standardize the materials used for application reviews. Shared permit 

templates and a consolidated list of standard conditions are being assembled. Application 

forms and the Accela permitting system are also being updated. 

The application documents and standard review procedures will be enhanced during Phase 3.  

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review processes for minor applications and sequential 

approvals. 

• Minor Applications: A new “Minor Application” process will be established for less 

complex project applications. Minor Applications will have shorter review timelines (15 

+ 40 days), simplified reviews, and a dedicated review team. Procedures are detailed in 

new section 5.4 in the Rules of Procedure, including the list of qualifying projects.  

• Bundled and Concurrent Applications: Changes will allow frequently-related applications 

to be processed concurrently and in a coordinated manner. This should improve the 

review process, while reducing the combined processing time for projects that also 
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involve development right transfers, lot line adjustments, or historic resource 

determinations. See new section 5.5 in the Rules of Procedure.  

• Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: The Qualified Exempt (QE) declaration process 

is being simplified consistent with existing Code language. Additional minor 

improvements are also moved from the QE list to the fully Exempt list. See changes in 

Code section 2.3.  

• Historic Resource Protection: Changes authorize streamlined historic resource 

determination procedures and staff-level approval of projects involving potential 

historic resources. Procedures for designated historic resources will not change. Routine 

project-level consultations with state historic preservation offices will be handled by 

TRPA staff, consistent with a request from the California office and with concurrence of 

the Nevada office. See Code subparagraph 2.2.2.A.2.c and Chapter 67. 

• Additional Staff-Level Decisions: Staff-level approval procedures are proposed for 

additional routine determinations, including certain underground utility replacement 

and Environmental Improvement Projects. Bonus Units will no longer require a different 

and sometimes more intensive review process than the projects for which they are 

being used. Many routine shorezone applications, including new and expanded piers, 

will be reviewed at the staff level – however noticing requirements and appeal 

provisions are retained for the shorezone applications. See Code section 2.2.2. 

Priority #3: Update code standards that are difficult to interpret, do not add value, or are unduly 

cumbersome. 

• Code Interpretations and Clarifications: A suite of code clarifications are proposed, 

consistent with past interpretations and ongoing practices. Additional language is added 

in numerous sections to clarify the approval criteria for basic regulations. This should 

help project applicants understand key development limitations, while providing a 

framework for more consistent and improved reviews. Topics addressed include: 

o Land coverage for public safety and access of the disabled (Code sec 30.4.2) 

o Land coverage transfers between Bailey and IPES lots (Code sec 30.4.3) 

o Land coverage exemptions – non-permanent coverage, pervious coverage, 

pervious decks. Changes also include new provisions for small utility installations 

including utility boxes, generators, HVAC pads, EV chargers, solar, etc (Code sec 

30.4.6) 

o Off-site coverage (Code sec 30.4.7) 

o Heights for buildings with multiple roof pitches (Code sec 37.3.4) 

o Height standards for segmented buildings on slopes (Code sec 37.4.2) 

o Standards for reflectivity and glare outside the shorezone/shoreland (Code sec 

66.1.6) 

o Shorezone boulder relocation (qualified exempt) vs dredging (Code sec 82.5.8) 

o Rules for Rounding (Code sec 90.1.14). Rounding rules are also added in the 

Shoreland Visual Assessment Tool (Design Review Guidelines Appendix H).  

o Definitions (Code sec 90.2) 
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▪ Active Solar Energy System 

▪ Deck 

▪ Electric Vehicle Charger 

▪ Electric Vehicle Charging Station 

▪ Expansion (addresses expansion vs modification for shorezone 

structures) 

▪ Land Coverage (addresses minor site improvements) 

▪ Walkway 

• Focus Staff Time on High-Value Work: Procedure ordinances are updated to reduce 

audit frequency for single family permits and to only conduct the “below the IPES line” 

drawing if there is insufficient supply in the Residential Allocation Incentive Pool. 

Changes will significantly reduce staff work without impacting outcomes. See Code sec 

50.5.2 (A and E).  

• Organize Code Reference Documents: Documents and datasets that are “adopted by 

reference” in the TRPA Code have been compiled in a list with convenient links to each 

document.  This will be included in the procedure manual and posted online. 

Priority #4: Prioritize public communication and customer services. 

Customer service improvements are being implemented, including dedicated customer service 

staff, a customer service policy for staff, and additional online resources for applicants. 

Customers will also benefit from more consistent and efficient project reviews.  

Priority #5: Expand tools for staff development and training. 

The procedure manual and project review teams provide a framework for enhanced staff 

guidance/training and increased delegation of work to lower level positions. Future efforts will 

include staff training and increasing opportunities and responsibilities for lower level positions.  

Priority #6: Maintain adequate and dependable funding to support quality application reviews. 

In recent years, TRPA applications have increased rapidly – both in volume and complexity. 

Increases in complex shoreland and shorezone applications have been most notable. Staff have 

struggled to keep up with permit reviews, but funding is limited for additional staff increases.  

The Implementation Report focused on efficiency improvements, but also identified targeted 

fee changes to better reflect the cost of reviews. These changes are now addressed in the Fee 

Schedule amendments. Moving forward, additional expense monitoring systems and reports 

are being developed. These can be used when evaluating operating costs and considering 

future fee changes. 

Most application fees remain unchanged, including for all residential and commercial projects 

outside the shoreland/shorezone. The changes proposed address fees that are clearly out of 

alignment with the complexity of reviews. 
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The fee multiplier sheet is updated to better reflect review time requirements. The 25 percent 

increase in special planning areas is eliminated and replaced with a new 25 percent multiplier 

for projects that can be approved at the staff level, but require public noticing.  

In aggregate, application fees for development in the shoreland and shorezone currently fall 

well short of the associated administrative costs.  

Shoreland scenic review fees are proposed to increase to reflect the time required for these 

reviews. This will impact projects that are located in the shoreland or shorezone and are visible 

from Lake Tahoe. The current $629 added application fee is increased to $1,000 or $2,000, 

depending on the review process type/complexity. Several shorezone fees are also increased, 

including for buoys, mooring lottery eligibility reviews, and pier expansions.  

The expanded staff-level approval authorities (with noticing) provides fee reductions that offset 

the increases for some applications. Net fee changes for common applications are noted in the 

table below. These amounts are better aligned with typical project review costs. 

In other areas, targeted changes are proposed with no significant change to total fee revenue. 

Day care fees are decreased. Lodging fees are increased consistent with fees for multi-family 

projects. Modest fees are applied to certain “no-fee” submittals, including additional Qualified 

Exempt declarations (some pay now), repeat acknowledgement (final approval) of approved 

permits, and parcel consolidation deed restrictions. 

Fee-related provisions in the Code, Rules, and Fee Schedule are also reorganized to simplify 

administrative processes. Procedures for fees are moved to a new chapter 16 in the Rules. Fee 

amounts are all listed in the Fee Schedule and are not repeated elsewhere. References in 

various sections are updated to reflect this approach. Language is also changed to consistently 

use the Western States CPI for fee indexing (where applicable) and to discontinue use of other 

inflation indexes. 

Please see Attachment B for a detailed list of amendments to the Code, Rules, DRG, and Fee 

Schedule. 

 

 

Application Type Total Fee (Existing) Total Fee (Proposed) 

Single Family Remodel/Addition (Lakefront, 
4,000 sf, High Scenic) 

$7,799 $9,170 

New Pier – multiple use (High Scenic) $11,809 $9,852 (no GB review) 

New Pier – single use (High Scenic) $9,389 $9,852 (no HO review) 

Pier Expansion (High Scenic) $3,944 $9,852 

Pier Modification (No Scenic) $3,315 $3,315 

One New Buoy (No Scenic) $787 $1,500 
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Summary of Requested Action by Project Task: 

TASKS & DELIVERABLES REQUESTED ACTION 

Priority #1: Establish more efficient, consistent, and predictable application review processes 

Procedural Manual  These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance).  
 
No action requested. Deliverables are under 
development. Comments welcomed.  
 

Standardized Forms, Templates, and Conditions 
of Approval 

Dedicated Project Review Teams 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review processes for minor applications and sequential approvals. 

Minor Applications These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance).  
 
Procedures are detailed in new section 5.4 and 
5.5 in the TRPA Rules of Procedure, including a list 
of qualifying projects.  
 
Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Rules of 
Procedures.  
 

Bundled Applications 

QE Declaration Process Simplification The existing Qualified Exempt (QE) declaration 
procedures are being clarified consistent with 
existing code language.  These improvements are 
administrative and operational in nature. (e.g. 
provides procedural guidance) Clarifications 
regarding the QE procedure will be included in 
the Procedural Manual and TRPA applications.  
 
No action requested. Deliverables will be 
available at TRPA.gov November 2023. 
Comments welcomed.  
 

Expand Exempt Activities List The proposed amendments include moving select 
minor activities from the QE list to the fully 
Exempt list in TRPA Code 2.3. These are 
consistent in scale and scope of existing exempt 
activities.  
 
Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances.  
 

Historic Resource Process Simplification Amendments include streamlined historic 
resource determination procedures and staff-
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level approval of projects involving potential 
historic resources.  
 
Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances.  
 

Additional Staff Level Delegation Staff-level approval procedures are proposed for 
additional determinations.  
 
Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances.  
 

Priority #3: Update code standards that are difficult to interpret, do not add value, or are unduly 
cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications A suite of amendments is proposed, consistent 

with past code interpretations and ongoing 

practices. The amendments clarify the approval 

criteria for common regulations, such as land 

coverage and height. The amendments help 

project applicants better understand 

development limitations and considerations, 

while providing a framework for more consistent 

and improved reviews.   

Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances.  
 

Reduce Audit Volumes Procedural ordinances are updated to reduce 
audit frequency for single family permits and to 
only conduct the “below the IPES line” drawing if 
there is insufficient supply in the Residential 
Allocation Incentive Pool.  
 
Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Code of 
Ordinances.  
 

Reduce “Below the IPES Line” Drawings 

Organize and Publicize Code Reference 
Documents 

This improvement is administrative and 
operational in nature. (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance and references important documents)  
 
No action requested. Deliverables will be 
available at TRPA.gov November 2023. 
Comments welcomed.  
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Priority #4: Prioritize public communication and customer service.  

See tasks and deliverable for Priority #1. 

Priority #5: Expand tools for staff development and training.  

See tasks and deliverable for Priority #1. 

Priority #6: Maintain adequate and dependable funding to support quality application reviews.  

Updates Select Fees and TRPA Fee Schedule Requested action of APC to recommend 
adoption of amendments to the Fee Schedule.  
 

 

Cost Recovery Monitoring Program These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature. Program is intended to 
better understand required resources and 
staffing necessary to review applications and 
expenses incurred.  
 
No action requested. Deliverables are under 
development. Comments welcomed.  
 

 

“Phase-3” Projects: The next 6-month phase of this permitting improvement project will focus 

on TRPA’s application requirements and forms, project review procedures, online navigation to 

permitting tools and resources, and administrative systems. The team has been discussing 

opportunities to simplify application requirements, operate more efficiently, and automate 

certain permitting functions. 
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Draft Amendments to the Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, and Fee Schedule 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 

Table 1: Code of Ordinance Amendments 

Updated August 24, 2023 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

CHAPTER 2: APPLICABILITY OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.2.2.A.2.c 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project 
Review: 
Historic 
Resources 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals.  

Historic Resource Protection: 

• Authorize staff approval of 
additions, reconstruction, or demolition 
of eligible historic resources. This would 
retain Hearings Officer reviews for 
modifications to designated historic 
resources. Code amendments will be 
required. 

2.2.2 Projects and Matters to be Approved by the Governing Board or 
Hearings Officer 

A. General Projects or Matters 

2. Hearings Officer Review 

The following projects or matters require review and approval by the 
Hearings Officer: 

c. Additions, reconstruction, or demolition of eligible or designated 
historic resources (Chapter 67: Historic Resource Protection); 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.2.2.A.2.d 

Project 
Review: 
Underground 
Utility 
Replacement 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Staff-Level Decisions: 

• Expand exemptions for hearings 
officer review of SEZ disturbances to 
permit staff approval for underground 
utility replacement projects. 

2.2.2 Projects and Matters to be Approved by the Governing Board or 
Hearings Officer 

A. General Projects or Matters 

2. Hearings Officer Review 

The following projects or matters require review and approval by the 
Hearings Officer: 

d. Modification to SEZs, excluding modifications for residential 
projects and underground utility replacement projects in 
accordance with subparagraph 30.5.2.A and erosion control and 
other environmentally oriented projects and facilities in 
accordance with subparagraph 30.5.2.D; 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 2.2.2.B Project 
Review: Award 
of Bonus Units 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

**This is an additional process 
improvement for projects using bonus 
units.   

Code outlines separate approval 
authorities for housing projects and for 
bonus units that may be used.  

Projects that use bonus units – often 
affordable or moderate income housing 
- sometimes require a more intensive 
review process than would be required 
for market rate housing or timeshares.  

Chapter 52 has clear standards for the 
assignment of bonus units. Projects 
either qualify or they don’t. 

Proposed amendments eliminate the 
separate review requirements for the 
allocation of bonus units.  

Bonus units will be assigned as an 
administrative action following approval 
of qualifying projects by the applicable 
decision making body.  

**Significant code amendments for 
housing are also in development. This 
targeted process improvement supports 
TRPA’s broader housing initiative. 

B. Residential Projects  

1. Governing Board Review 

Residential projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Governing Board: 

a. Allocation of ten or more residential bonus units for income-
restricted housing; and 

b.a. Mobile home developments involving the creation or elimination 
of ten or more mobile homes, including conversions to other uses.  

2. Hearings Officer 

Residential projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Hearings Officer: 

a. Multi-residential and employee housing greater than four units; 
and 

b. Projects that require special use findings (except those identified 
for Governing Board review) involving changes, expansions or 
intensification of existing uses.; and 

c. Allocation of more than two, but less than ten, residential bonus 
units for income-restricted housing. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.2.2.D.1.a 

Project 
Review: Public 
Service EIP 
Projects 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Staff-Level Decisions: 

• Permit staff approval of added 
land coverage for qualifying 
transportation improvements 

 

**Note this was broadened to include 
Transportation and Recreation EIP 
projects with up to 15,000 square feet 
of land coverage. 

2.2.2 Projects and Matters to be Approved by the Governing Board or 
Hearings Officer 

D. Public Service Projects 

1. Governing Board Review 

Public service projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Governing Board: 

a. New facilities or additions involving over 3,000 square feet of floor 
area or 3,500 square feet of new land coverage, except 
Environmental Improvement Projects involving no more than 
3,000 square feet of floor area or 15,000 square feet of land 
coverage; and 

Code 
2.2.2.E.1.a 

Project 
Review: 
Recreation EIP 
Projects 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Staff-Level Decisions: 

• Permit staff approval of added 
land coverage for qualifying 
transportation improvements 

 

**Note this was broadened to include 
Transportation and Recreation EIP 
projects with up to 15,000 square feet 
of land coverage. 

2.2.2 Projects and Matters to be Approved by the Governing Board or 
Hearings Officer 

E. Recreation Projects 

1. Governing Board Review 

Recreation projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Governing Board: 

a. New facilities or additions involving more than 3,000 square feet of 
building floor area or 3,500 square feet of land coverage, with the following 
exceptions: 

(1)  (except rRecreational trails); and 

(1) (2) Environmental Improvement Projects involving no more than 3,000 
square feet of floor area or 15,000 square feet of land coverage.   
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Code 2.2.2.F Project 
Review: 
Shorezone 
Projects 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Staff-Level Decisions in the Shorezone: 

Allow staff-level decisions with noticing 
/ appeal process. 

• New multiple parcel/multiple 
use piers, which are currently 
considered by the Governing Board. 

• New single parcel piers, which 
are currently considered by the 
Hearings Officer.  

• Existing buoy field expansions, 
which are currently considered by the 
Hearings Officer. 

 

**Note refinements to: 

- Not change special use requirements 
for shoreline revetments and 
stabilization; and 

- Allow staff-level decisions for minor 
improvements listed as allowed (not 
special) uses in section 84.8.   

2.2.2 Projects and Matters to be Approved by the Governing Board or 
Hearings Officer 

F. Shorezone Projects 

1. Governing Board Review 

Shorezone projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Governing Board: 

a. Tour boat operations (new or expansion); 

b. Waterborne transit (new or expansion); 

c. Seaplane operation (new or expansion); 

d. Marinas (new or expansion); 

e. Boat launching facilities (new or expansion);  

f. Recognition of multiple-use facilities (Section 84.4), except 
recognition of new multiple parcel/use piers and buoy field 
expansions; and 

2. Hearings Officer 

Shorezone projects involving the following require review and approval by 
the Hearings Officer: 

a. Special use projects (except those identified for Governing Board 
review) involving changes, expansions or intensifications of existing 
uses; and 

b. New structures (except those identified for Governing Board 
review), with the following exceptions: 

(1)  and nNew mooring buoys and piers for eligible private, 
single-family littoral parcels). 
(2) Buoy field expansions. 
(3) Other structures that are identified in Section 84.8 and are 
not special uses. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 2.3.2.A 

(was 
2.3.6.A.1 
Qualified 
Exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 

Structural 
Repair 

[Moved from 2.3.6 Qualified Exempt] 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: 

The least significant QE activities should 
be made fully exempt from TRPA review. 
include:  

1. Structural repairs under 
$50,000 (increased from $21,000) 

 

**Language shown in green text is 
relocated from 2.3.6 (Qualified 
Exempt). The maximum improvement 
value is increased to generally adjust for 
inflation and material costs of the same 
type of activities. The current structural 
repair amount ($21,00) has not been 
updated in 12 or more years. Larger 
remodels and additions remain as QE 
with requirements for BMPs and Excess 
Coverage Mitigation. 

 

2.3 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.2 General Activities 

1.A. Structural Repair 

Exterior Structural repair of existing structures of less than $50,000$21,000 
per year, provided there is:  

1. No excavation, filling, or backfilling in excess of that exempted by 
subparagraph E A.6 below; 

2. No increase in the dimensions of a structure; 

3. No intensification or change in use;  

4. No increase in commercial floor area, and  

5. No increase in density.   

This amount shall be calculated on an objective market valuation of the 
materials involved. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 2.3.2.E Exempt 
Activities: 

Excavation 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: 

The least significant QE activities should 
be made fully exempt from TRPA review. 
include:  

3. Additional grading on non-
sensitive land (increased from 3 cu. 
yards to 10 cu. yards). 

 

**Language maintains the current 
general exemption for up to 3 cy of 
grading. The exemption amount is 
increased to 10 cy for grading on non-
sensitive land during the grading 
season. This code section maintains 
protections for drainage patterns and 
natural grade. 

2.3 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.2 General Activities 

D. E. Excavation, Filling, or Backfilling 

Excavation, filling, or backfilling for a volume not in excess of three cubic 
yards, provided the activity is completed within a 48-hour period and the 
excavation site is stabilized to prevent erosion. Excavation, filling, or 
backfilling for a volume up to ten cubic yards is exempt on non-sensitive land 
only and provided the activity occurs during the grading season (May 1 to 
October 15) and the excavation site is stabilized within 48 hours to prevent 
erosion. Changes to existing grade shall not exceed two vertical feet in any 
location and shall not alter existing drainage patterns except as needed to 
implement water quality BMPs. This exemption shall not be construed to 
exempt a series of excavations, filling, or backfilling that collectively would 
constitute a project. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.3.2.H 

(was 
2.3.6.A.9 
Qualified 
Exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 

Seasonal 
Outdoor Retail 
Sales 

[Moved from 2.3.6 Qualified Exempt] 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: 

The least significant QE activities should 
be made fully exempt from TRPA review. 
include:  

4. Seasonal Outdoor Retail Sales 
Use 

**Language shown in green text is 
relocated from 2.3.6 (Qualified Exempt) 
and modified to use a list format, to 
allow the use in mixed-use districts, and 
to include new limitations 4 and 5 for 
noise and land disturbances.   

The proposed amendment retains 
protections to vegetation, water quality, 
and soils by limiting parking and where 
this type of activity can occur. The 
proposed amendment adds further 
mitigation to ensure environmental 
protection. The activity would not 
create or relocate land coverage, any 
disturbed area would be revegetated 
and stabilized, and no excess noise is 
created beyond the limits of the Code. 
This section does not relate to Outdoor 
Retail Sales within the Shorezone. 

2.3 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.2 General Activities 

9.H. Seasonal Outdoor Retail Sales Use 

An outdoor retail sales use associated with a holiday season such as 
Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales, provided the use: 

 1. Does shall not cause parking on unpaved areas;,  

2. Ddoes not operate for more than six consecutive weeks in a 12-
month period, and;  

3. Is is located in a plan area designated mixed-use, commercial, 
public service, or tourist.; 

4. Does not create noise in excess of the limits in Chapter 68: Noise 
Limitations; and 

5. Does not create permanent land coverage or disturbance. Any 
disturbed area shall be revegetated and stabilized to prevent 
erosion. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 2.3.3.P 
& Q 

(was 2.3.6.B 
Qualified 
Exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 

Signs 

[Moved from 2.3.6 Qualified Exempt] 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: 

The least significant QE activities should 
be made fully exempt from TRPA review. 
include: 

5. Subdivision Identification Signs 

6. Replacement of Approved Sign 
Faces 

**Language shown in green text is 
relocated from 2.3.6 (Qualified 
Exempt). No changes  

This activity is consistent in scale and 
scope to other sign activities that are 
currently exempt including 
identification signs (Sec 2.3.3.D) and 
residential property identification signs 
(Sec 2.3.3.I).  Section 2.3.3.Q, are signs 
that have previously been approved by 
TRPA and found in conformance within 
the Code. Only replacement in-kind 
would qualify under this section. 

2.3 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.3. Sign Activities 

1.P. Subdivision Identification Signs 

Installation or replacement of subdivision identification names or letters, 
provided the name or lettering shall be installed on an existing wall or similar 
structure, shall be not be over 12 inches high, and shall not be internally 
illuminated; and 

2.Q. Replacement of Approved Sign Faces 

Replacement of sign faces on signs approved by TRPA pursuant to Chapter 
38: Signs, provided the new sign face remains in compliance with Chapter 38. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 2.3.4.A Code 
References 

 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Organize Code Reference Documents: 

Code amendments should be processed 
to reduce the number of different 
documents that need to be referenced 
during the Project application process. 

 

**The referenced mail delivery program 
is not known to staff. 

EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.4. Mail Delivery Activities 

The mail delivery activities listed below are exempt. 

A. Mail delivery receptacles that are designed and installed in 
accordance with design standards that are part of a TRPA-approved area 
wide mail delivery program. 

B.A. Mail delivery receptacles and support structures that comply with 
the following standards: 

1. A maximum of one mail box shall be allowed for each parcel or 
project area provided that: 

a. Complies with all U.S. Postal Service standards; 

b. Is located in a manner and place that can be accessed by mail 
delivery vehicles such that the vehicles will not cause compaction or 
disturbance of previously uncompacted or undisturbed road or driveway 
shoulders or aprons; and 

c. If located within a scenic highway corridor pursuant to Section 66.2, 
is colored using dark shades of earthtone colors and matte finish. 

2. One set of cluster boxes shall be allowed provided that the number 
of boxes is equal to the number of parcels or project areas being served and 
the set meets the design and scenic standards listed in subparagraph 1 
above. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.3.6.A.1 

(now 2.3.2.A 
exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 
Qualified 
Exempt  

[Moved to 2.3.2.A Exempt General 
Activities] 

2.3 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

2.3.6. Qualified Exempt Activities 

A. General Activities 

Structural Repair 

Exterior Structural repair of existing structures of less than $21,000 per year, 
provided there is: 

a. No excavation, filling, or backfilling in excess of that exempted by 
subparagraph A.6 below; 

b. No increase in the dimensions of a structure; 

c. No intensification or change in use; 

d. No increase in commercial floor area, and 

e. No increase in density. 

This amount shall be calculated on an objective market valuation of the 
materials involved. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
2.3.6.A.6 

(now 2.2.2.E 
exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 
Qualified 
Exempt  

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Exempt and Qualified Exempt Activities: 

The least significant QE activities should 
be made fully exempt from TRPA review. 
include:  

3. Additional grading on non-
sensitive land (increased from 3 cu. 
yards to 10 cu. yards). 

 

**Grading up to 10 cy during the 
grading season on non-sensitive land is 
proposed to be exempt.  

2.3.6. Qualified Exempt Activities 

A. General Activities 

6. Excavation, Filling, or Backfilling 

Excavation, filling, or backfilling for an area not in excess of seven cubic yards 
is exempt provided the activity occurs during the grading season (May 1 to 
October 15) in Land Capability Districts 4, 5, 6, or 7, or on parcels with IPES 
scores above the line, and the excavation site is stabilized within 48 hours to 
prevent erosion. This exemption shall not be construed to exempt a series of 
excavations that viewed as a whole would constitute a project. 

Code 
2.3.6.A.9 

(now 
2.3.2.H 
exempt) 

Exempt 
Activities: 
Qualified 
Exempt 

[Moved to 2.3.2 Exempt General 
Activities] 

2.3.6. Qualified Exempt Activities 

A. General Activities 

9. Seasonal Outdoor Retail Sales Use 

An outdoor retail sales use associated with a holiday season such as 
Christmas tree and pumpkin patch sales, provided the use shall not cause 
parking on unpaved areas, does not operate for more than six consecutive 
weeks in a 12-month period, and is located in a plan area designated 
commercial, public service, or tourist. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 

2.3.6.A.11 

(now 8) 

Exempt 
Activities: 
Qualified 
Exempt 

**Clean up amendment to reflect 
ongoing practice. 

11. 8. Replacement of Existing Roof with Metal Roof 

Replacement of an existing roof with a metal roof that is composed of non-

glare earthtone colors.  For this subparagraph, non-glare earthtone colors are 

defined as Munsell  Colors set forth in Appendix G, TRPA Approved 

Earthtone Colors, of the Design Review Guidelines that have a value and 

chroma of 0-4 or other color systems that are equivalent to the adopted 

hues, values, and chromas of Appendix G.  The applicant shall provide submit 

color and material information samples to TRPA with their qualified exempt 

form. 

Code 2.3.6.B 

(Now 
2.3.3.P & Q 
exempt) 

  

Exempt 
Activities: 
Qualified 
Exempt 

[Moved to 2.3.3 Exempt Sign Activities  2.3.6. Qualified Exempt Activities 

B. Sign Activities 

The following sign activities are qualified exempt: 

1. Subdivision Identification Signs 

Installation or replacement of subdivision identification names or letters, 
provided the name or lettering shall be installed on an existing wall or similar 
structure, shall be not over 12 inches high, and shall not internally 
illuminated; and 

2. Replacement of Approved Sign Faces 

Replacement of sign faces on signs approved by TRPA pursuant to Chapter 
38: Signs, provided the new sign face remains in compliance with Chapter 38. 

CHAPTER 30: LAND COVERAGE 
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Code 
30.4.2.A.4 

Land Coverage 
Limitations: 
Transferred 
Land Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Qualifying criteria for coverage 
exemptions should be clarified, 
consistent with prior interpretations. 

**This section applies when existing 
developed properties require 
improvements for public safety or 
access of the disabled, do not have 
coverage available to use, and do not 
qualify for coverage exemptions.  

Coverage must be transferred from a 
comparable or more sensitive property, 
providing significant mitigation.   

Language is added and clarified 
consistent with the established 
administrative decision making 
considerations. Changes clarify what is 
considered coverage, what 
improvements can be exempted, and 
when this transfer provision can be 
used. 

Further, the amendment would limit 
the applicability and minimize the 
installation footprint of such facilities by 
putting into place safeguards for 
sensitive land that is not clear with the 
existing code language. These 
clarifications reduce the risk that the 
provisions for necessary and important 
health and safety needs may be taken 

4. Facilities for Public Safety and Access of the Disabled 

Facilities legally existing on the effective date of the Regional Plan: TFor 
receiving parcels with legally existing development and insufficient available 
or banked coverage, transfers of land coverage may be permitted for the 
addition of facilities for access of disabled persons for compliance with the 
American Disabilities Act (ADA) and other public safety requirements that do 
not qualify for a coverage exemption under subparagraph 30.4.6.C. 

a. Transfer Standards 

The maximum land coverage transferred shall be consistent with the 
following standards: 

(1) Transferred coverage shall be the minimum amount necessary to 
meet the public safety and access requirements; 

(2) Coverage shall not be transferred to sensitive land unless there is 
no feasible alternative on the receiving parcel.  

(3) Pervious decking shall be used where feasible.  

(4) Receiving parcels shall have installed and maintained BMPs 
meeting TRPA requirements and the transferred coverage shall 
also have BMPs installed and maintained to meet TRPA 
requirements.   

(5) This provision shall not be used in conjunction with any project 
that adds coverage for purposes not related to public safety or 
access of the disabled.  

(6) When feasible alternatives exist, TRPA may require the relocation 
of on-site coverage for some or all of the coverage needed. On-site 
coverage relocation is appropriate for parcels with non-essential 
coverage areas that can be reduced in size or replaced with 
pervious alternatives without significant structural modifications 
or significant impacts to the usability of the parcel. This 
subparagraph shall not be interpreted to require the removal of 
existing living area, garage space, vehicle access routes, pedestrian 
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advantage of or provided to parcels 
where other reasonable alternatives 
may exist. 

**This is part of a broader clarification 
of the overall framework for land 
coverage. Amendments are made to 
the land coverage definition, coverage 
exemptions in section 30.4.6, and this 
transfer provision.  

access routes, the first 1,000 square feet of driveway or the first 
1,000 square feet of decking/patio space on each parcel.   

b. Eligible Improvements 

Eligible improvements include: 

(1) Facilities for access of disabled persons for compliance with the 
American Disabilities Act (ADA).  

(2) Utility improvements including boxes, vaults, poles and electric 
vehicle chargers.  

(3) The minimum driveway necessary to provide two off-site parking 
spaces for each residential parcel. 

(4) Other property improvements that the executive director 
determines are necessary for public safety or access of the 
disabled. 

c. Land coverage transferred for public safety and access shall be 
classified exempt in accordance with subparagraph 30.4.6.H.    

60



 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 

Code 
30.4.3.B.3 & 
4 

Land Coverage 
Limitations: 
Method of 
Transferring 
Land Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings. 

 

**This text and table 30.4.3-2 below 
implement code interpretations 1989-3 
(Sensitivity Coverage Transfers Land 
Capability) and 1989-4 (Potential Base 
Coverage Transfer Bailey IPES), both 
dated 1989-10-28, and are consistent 
with ongoing practice.  

This amendment provides procedural 
guidance regarding how to calculate 
and determine the amount of coverage 
that can be transferred between a 
Baileys land capability and IPES parcel. 
The amendment does not alter land 
growth management controls or 
increase development potential within 
the Region. 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

3. Base Land Coverage 

Unused allowable base land coverage (i.e., potential coverage) referred to in 
subsection 30.4.1 may be transferred in all cases, except for transfers relating 
to commercial, mixed-use, or tourist accommodation uses or facilities.  Land 
coverage transferred as mitigation for excess coverage associated with 
commercial, mixed-use, and tourist accommodation projects shall be existing 
hard coverage except as provided in subparagraph 2 above.  

a. General Rule for Transfer Amounts 

The amount of coverage that may be transferred from a parcel having an IPES 
score shall be the amount of potential base coverage allowed under IPES. 
Potential base coverage under the Bailey system may be transferred only 
when an IPES score has not been established for the sending parcel. 

b. Exceptions to the General Rule: 

Bailey coverage, not IPES coverage, shall be used to determine the amount of 
potential coverage to be transferred in the following situations: 

(1) When an IPES score has been assigned to a sending parcel that is 
subsequently developed under the Bailey system; or 

(2) When the sending parcel has a current TRPA approval under the 
Bailey system. 

4. Land Coverage for Single-Family House 

Land coverage transferred for a single-family house, including, but not 
limited to, a house to be constructed pursuant to IPES, shall be from a 
sending parcel as environmentally sensitive as or more environmentally 
sensitive than the receiving parcel.  If both sending and receiving parcels 
have not received IPES rating scores, relative environmental sensitivity shall 
be determined by comparing the land capability classification of each parcel.  
If both parcels have IPES rating scores, sensitivity shall be determined by 
comparing the scores of each.  If one parcel has an IPES rating score and the 
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other does not, TRPA shall determine sensitivity sensitivity shall be 
determined based on Table 30.4.3-2.  
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Table 30.4.3-2 Potential Coverage Transfers Between Bailey and IPES Lots 

 Receiving Parcel 

Bailey Land Classifications IPES Score 

1a, 1b, 1c, 2, 3 4 5 6 7  Above 
725 

At or 
Below 725 

Se
n

d
in

g 
P

ar
ce

l 

IP
ES

 S
co

re
 

A
t 

o
r 

B
e

lo
w

 

7
2

5
  

N E E E E See Subparagraph 
30.4.3.B.3 
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7 See Subparagraph 30.4.3.B.3 E N 

6 E N 

5 E N 

4 E N 

3 E E 

2 E E 

1c E E 

1b E E 

1a E E 

 E – Eligible for Transfer 

N – Not Eligible for Transfer 

* - New coverage is generally not allowed on residential lots with Bailey classifications 1-3. 
Exceptions shall be consistent with the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 
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Code 
30.4.6.A 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:   

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Non-
Permanent 
Structures and 
Small Utility 
Installations 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Qualifying criteria for coverage 
exemptions should be clarified, 
consistent with prior interpretations. 

 

**Additionally, this language proposes 
new allowances for up to 30 square feet 
of small utility installations in lieu of an 
equivalent non-permanent structure 
exemption. This will address ongoing 
challenges for parcels without available 
coverage and will support the 
installation of solar energy and EV 
charging infrastructure. New 
exemptions do not extend into sensitive 
lands.  

Additional climate smart code 
amendments are being separately 
developed and are expected to include 
additional climate-smart codes that 
extend beyond the procedural nature of 
these amendments.  

 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

A. Exemption for Non-Permanent Structures and Small Utility 
Installations 

Up to 120 square feet of lLand coverage underlying non-permanent 
structures and small utility installations are exempt from the calculation of 
land coverage, subject to the following limitations:.   

1. For purposes of this provision only, non-permanent structures are 
those with no permanent foundation, do not exceed 120 square feet in 
aggregate size, are located on non-sensitive lands, do not exceed two percent 
of the total amount of non-sensitive land on a parcel, and do not require a 
permit from TRPA. Non-permanent structures may include emergency power 
generators, hot tubs, sheds, greenhouses, and similar improvements when 
installed without a permanent foundation. Non-permanent structures with 
sanitary sewer service do not qualify  

2. For purposes of this provision only, small utility installations may 
include up to 30 square feet of coverage for any combination of the 
improvements listed below.   

a. Emergency power generators; 

b. HVAC installations; 

c. Electric vehicle chargers; and 

d. Active solar energy systems with panel reflectivity ratings of 11 
percent or less; and  

e. Utility improvements including boxes, vaults, and poles that are 
included in the definition of land coverage.  

3. Any existing installations that were legally established as coverage 
count as coverage and shall only qualify for this exemption if consistent with 
all approval criteria.   
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

4. In addition, the following limitations apply: 

a. Exempted installations shall be on non-sensitive land; 

b. Exempted installations shall not exceed two percent of the total 
amount of non-sensitive land on a parcel.  

c.  This exemption shall apply only to parcels with installed and 
maintained BMPs meeting TRPA requirements and the exempted non-
permanent coverage shall also have BMPs installed and maintained to meet 
TRPA requirements; and  

d. This exemption shall not apply to structures or facilities used for 
access, parking, or storage of motorized vehicles.  

e. Total coverage exempted for non-permanent structures and small 
utility installations may not exceed 120 square feet total. 
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Code 
30.4.6.D.1.e 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Pervious 
Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Qualifying criteria for coverage 
exemptions should be clarified, 
consistent with prior interpretations. 

 

**New language provides a standard 
accepted design for pervious coverage 
(e(i) & (ii)), allows demonstration of 
pervious design consistent with 
standard condition of approval 
language (e(iii)), and clarifies how 
existing verified coverage is handled. 

The standard design is for pervious 
“walkways” (a new defined term). 
Pervious “driveways” will continue to 
require design details and maintenance 
plans. 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

1. Pervious Coverage 

For pervious coverage on non-sensitive lands, 25 percent of the size of the 
improvement shall not count towards the calculation of land coverage, 
subject to the following design and maintenance requirements: 

a. The coverage shall comply with all applicable BMPs, including those 
relating to installation and maintenance. 

b. Pervious asphalt is not eligible for credit under this provision. 

c. This exemption shall apply only to parcels with installed and 
maintained BMPs meeting TRPA requirements. 

d. This exemption shall apply only to locations with low sediment loads 
(e.g., locations that do not receive road abrasives, locations that are not 
tributary to runoff that may contain road abrasives, locations that are not 
tributary to runoff associated with erodible surfaces) unless a redundant 
infiltration BMP is in place. 

e. Applications to use pervious land coverage shall be consistent with 
one of the following design options to be approved: 

(i) Ungrouted stone or paver walkways meeting all of the following 
criteria shall be considered pervious: 

(1) Individual stones or pavers do not exceed 1 foot in width and 
three feet in length;  
(2) 10 percent minimum open surface; 
(3) 4 inch minimum layer of well-draining base material; and 
(4) Plan sheet notes for maintenance (inspect and clean or 
replace as needed) every 10 years. 

(ii) Ungrouted metal grates and similar hard surface walkways 
meeting all of the following criteria shall be considered pervious: 
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(1) Perforations spaced no more than 8 inches apart;  
(2) 10 percent minimum open surface; 
(3) 4 inch minimum layer of well-draining base material; and 
(4) Plan sheet notes for maintenance (inspect and clean or 
replace as needed) every 10 years. 

(iii) Plans for alternative pervious coverage installations shall include 
details of the proposed pervious coverage (pavers or concrete), 
including the manufacturer’s instructions for installation and 
maintenance to ensure the installation allows at least 75 percent 
of precipitation to directly reach and infiltrate the ground 
throughout the life of the surface. 

f. Any existing pervious coverage that was legally established as 
coverage without exemptions count as coverage without exemptions and 
shall only qualify for this exemption if consistent with all approval criteria. 
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Code 
30.4.6.D.2.E 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Pervious 
Decks 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Qualifying criteria for coverage 
exemptions should be clarified, 
consistent with prior interpretations. 

 

**New language provides a measurable 
standard for gaps in pervious decks 
(e(1)-(5)), and clarifies how existing 
verified coverage is handled. 

This works together with the new 
definition of “Deck”. Decks are held in 
place with open structural elements 
such as foundations, posts, and beams. 
Decks are not installed directly on the 
ground or on a concrete pad.    

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

2. Pervious Decks 

a. Partial exemption from the calculation of land coverage is available 
for new residential pervious decks on non-sensitive lands provided the decks 
meet all applicable requirements of this Code, including installation of BMPs.   

b. The following exemptions are available:  

Applicable to the first 500 square feet of decking: 100 percent exemption 

Applicable to decking above the first 500 square feet:  

(1) 1 – 125 square feet decking: 80 percent exemption 
(2) 126 – 250 square feet decking: 60 percent exemption 
(3) 251 – 375 square feet decking: 40 percent exemption 
(4) 376 – 500 square feet decking: 20 percent exemption 

c. Existing decks that were legally established as of January 1, 2013, 
count as coverage and shall only qualify for this partial exemption if 
consistent with all approval criteria. 

d. This exemption shall apply only to residential parcels with installed 
and maintained BMPs meeting TRPA requirements. 

e. A deck shall be considered pervious if it has gaps that allow water to 
pass freely and in a distributed fashion consistent with the criteria below to 
deck armoring underneath the deck meeting BMP requirements in the BMP 
Handbook.  

(1) Decks surfaced with dimensional boards shall use boards not 
exceeding 8 inches in width installed with ¼ inch minimum gaps 
between each board. 
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(2) Decks surfaced with metal grates or similar hard surfaces shall 
have perforations spaced no more than 8 inches apart and a 10 
percent minimum open surface. 

(3) Decks surfaced with dimensional blocks shall use blocks not 
exceeding 8 inches in width installed with ¼ inch minimum gaps 
between each block. 

(4) Decks surfaced with other materials shall have perforations spaced 
no more than 8 inches apart and a 10 percent minimum open 
surface. 

(5) Any deck covering (roofing, trellis, etc) shall meet the same 
standards for gaps that allow water to pass freely, except for those 
areas that are excluded from coverage in accordance with the 
overhang allowance in subparagraph 30.4.6.B. 

f. This exemption shall not exempt more than five percent of the total 
amount of non-sensitive land on a parcel or project area, or 750 square feet 
per parcel, whichever is less, provided that the pervious deck meets BMP 
requirements and is located on non-sensitive land. 

g. If decking qualifies for a partial exemption, applicants may determine 
which portion of the deck is exempt and which portion is not. 

h. Any existing decks that were legally established as coverage without 
exemptions count as coverage without exemptions and shall only qualify for 
this exemption if consistent with all approval criteria. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Code 
30.4.6.E 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Limit on 
Aggregate 
Exemption 

**Reference Code sec 30.4.6.A. Small 
Utility Installations are included in the 
aggregate exemption limit (ten percent 
of non-sensitive land). 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

E. Limit on Aggregate of Coverage Exemptions and Credits on Parcels 
or Project Areas 

The total amount of coverage exemptions and credits on parcels or project 
areas applies only to non-permanent structures, pervious decks, and 
pervious coverage, and small utility installations and shall not exceed in 
aggregate ten percent of the total amount of non-sensitive land on a parcel. 

Code 
30.4.6.G 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Qualifying criteria for coverage 
exemptions should be clarified, 
consistent with prior interpretations. 

 

**Note: Consistent with ongoing 
practice, gravel groundcover used for 
defensible space is exempted from the 
calculation of land coverage.  

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

G. Fire Defensible Space 

Gravel and similar pervious non-flammable groundcover that is used for 
defensible space within 5 feet of a structure is exempt from the calculation of 
land coverage. Any existing installations that were legally established as 
coverage count as coverage and shall only qualify for this exemption if 
consistent with all approval criteria.   
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Code 
30.4.6.H 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

**Reference Code sec 30.4.2.A.4. 
Consistent with ongoing practice, 
coverage transferred for public safety 
and access of the disabled is exempted 
from land coverage calculations. 
Qualifying standards are listed in sec 
30.4.2.A.4. 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

H. Facilities for Public Safety and Access of the Disabled 

Coverage transferred to a parcel for public safety and access facilities in 
accordance with subparagraph 30.4.2.A.4 shall be exempted from 
calculations of land coverage.        

Code 
30.4.6.I 

Land Coverage 
Limitations:  

Exemptions 
and Partial 
Exemptions 
from 
Calculation of 
Land Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Clarify when land coverage is 
“Available” vs “Banked”. 

 

**This clarifies that coverage is banked 
after the application of coverage 
exemptions if the coverage is not used 
in other project locations.  

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land 
Coverage 

I. Relocating or Banking Exempted Coverage 

When TRPA authorizes exemptions for existing verified coverage, the 
exempted coverage may be relocated onsite or banked for future use or 
transfer in accordance with Chapter 51. 
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Code 30.4.7 Land Coverage 
Limitations 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings 

 

**This new text implements the code 
interpretation memo dated 2001-11-27 
(Offsite Coverage as Excess Coverage) 
and is consistent with ongoing practice. 

As discussed within the IEC, this 
amendment may result in additional 
coverage within the Region; however, 
all off-site coverage is required to be 
fully mitigated by paying an excess 
coverage mitigation fee and therefore 
would result in a less-than-significant 
impact to water quality and pollutant 
run-off. Excess coverage mitigation fees 
are paid by project proponents and 
provided by TRPA to the California and 
Nevada land banks that use those funds 
to retire development and 
development potential on sensitive or 
remote lands. 

30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.7. Off-Site Land Coverage 

For purposes of this section, off-site coverage is coverage that is located in 
the public right-of way, but used for private purposes. Most developed 
properties have off-site driveway coverage. 

A. General Standards 

1. Off-site driveway coverage shall be the minimum necessary to 
provide safe property access.  

2. Off-site walkway coverage is allowed for connections between on-
site walkways and sidewalks, trails or roads. 

3. When projects decrease off-site coverage, the off-site coverage 
shall be retired. 

4. When projects increase off-site coverage, the additional coverage 
shall be fully mitigated in accordance with the applicable 
Hydrologic Area Mitigation fee listed in the fee schedule. 
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Code 30.6 
Introduction 

Excess 
Coverage 
Mitigation - 
Applicability 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings 

**Applicability language added for 
certain qualified exempt activities, 
consistent with Section 2.3.6 and 
ongoing practice. Excess coverage 
mitigation is required for: “Structural 
Remodeling or Additions” and for “Non-
Permanent Structures” meeting 
coverage exemption criteria in Section 
30.4.6.A. 

30.6. EXCESS LAND COVERAGE MITIGATION PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION (Applicability) 

This section applies to projects and certain qualified exempt activities 
pursuant to subsection 2.3.6 where the amount of TRPA-verified land 
coverage existing in the project area prior to the project exceeds the base 
land coverage prescribed by subsection 30.4.1.  Land coverage in excess of 
the base allowable land coverage shall be mitigated by the transfer of land 
coverage pursuant to subsection 30.4.3 or the land coverage mitigation 
program set forth in this section. 
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Code 
30.6.1.C.2 

Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 
schedule. 

30.6. EXCESS LAND COVERAGE MITIGATION PROGRAM 

C. Determination of Excess Land Coverage Mitigation 

2. Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Fee 

The excess coverage mitigation fee shall be calculated by determining the 
amount of required land coverage reduction (sq. ft.), in accordance with 
subparagraph 1 above.  The land coverage reduction square footage shall 
then be multiplied by the appropriate Mitigation Fee Coverage Cost Factor to 
determine the Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Fee.  The Mitigation Fee Land 
Coverage Cost Factor(s) shall be established by TRPA staff using an Annual 
Percentage Growth Rate (APGR) calculation (or best available alternate 
methodology) based on the best available residential sales information for 
the Tahoe Region. The APGR shall be calculated regularly, at least every 4 
years. The fee shall be updated utilizing the most recently calculated APGR. 
Fee adjustments are limited to increases, even in instances when the APGR 
calculation may result in a negative percentage growth, to preserve the 
intent of the Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Fee program, and maintain 
consistency with the land bank’s cost to acquire and restore land coverage 
under this program.  The current excess land coverage fee shall be included 
within the fee schedule provided in the Rules of Procedure in subsection 
10.8.5.   

CHAPTER 37: HEIGHT 
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Code 37.3.4 Height 

Height 
Standards for 
Buildings 

 Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings 

Clarify how Building Height is 
measured. 

 

**This new text implements the code 
interpretation memo dated 1993-12-22 
(Clarification of Height Policy) and is 
consistent with ongoing practice. 

37.3 Definitions 

37.3.4. Roof Pitch 

A. Buildings with a single roof pitch shall not exceed the maximum 
height permitted in Section 37.4. 

B. For buildings with multiple roof pitches, maximum height shall be 

determined as follows: 

1. A roof pitch that constitutes more than 50 percent of the total roof 
area shall be the majority roof pitch used to determine maximum 
height in accordance with Section 37.4. The remaining roofs, if of a 
shallower pitch, may be constructed up to the maximum height 
based on the majority roof pitch. Portions of the roof which have a 
steeper pitch than the majority roof pitch, may be constructed up 
to the maximum height permitted for that roof pitch. 

2. When no roof pitch constitutes more than 50 percent of the total 
roof area, all roofs must independently conform to the maximum 
height for that roof pitch in accordance with Section 37.4. 

C. Height measurements for each roof pitch shall be taken from the 

same lowest natural ground elevation for the building; or for each building 

segment established in accordance with Section 37.4.2. 
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Code 37.4.2 Height 

Definitions 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings 

Clarify how Building Height is 
measured. 

**This new text clarifies design 
requirements for “segmented” 
buildings on slopes. 

37.4 Height Standards for Buildings 

37.4.2.  Maximum Height for Buildings on Slopes 

For a building located on a sloping site with a percent cross slope retained 
across the building site of 10% or greater, the provisions of subsection 37.4.1 
may be modified as follows: 

A. For purposes of measuring height, the building may be divided into 
up to three distinct, attached segments (e.g., steps or terraces); 

B. Each segment of the building shall comply with the base maximum 
height permitted by Table 37.4.1-1, except that the ground floor segment 
(the building segment closest to the street providing primary access to the 
building) shall not exceed 28 feet in height, including any additional height 
approved under Section 37.5; and 

C. The total maximum height of the building as measured from the 
lowest point of the structure to the highest point on the structure shall not 
exceed 150% of the average maximum height of each of the building 
segments. 

D. When building segments are used for maximum height calculations, 
the ground slope and roof pitch calculations shall be completed separately 
for each building segment as if it was a separate building.  

E. Building segments shall be consistent with all of the following 
standards. 

1. Segment boundaries shall correspond with structural elements of 
the building such as support walls or distinct roof planes. 

2. Segments shall have 120 square feet or more covered by a roof. 

3. Segments shall be at least one story in height. 

CHAPTER 50: ALLOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT 
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Code 
50.5.2.A 

Allocation of 
Additional 
Residential 
Uses 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Focus Staff Time on High-Value Work 

IPES Parcels with scores “below the 
line” are addressed with redundant 
programs.  

Section 50.5.2.A requires procedures for 
an annual “below the IPES line 
drawing”. This is a labor-intensive 
process.  

A newer program allows a below the 
IPES line parcel to retire a sensitive lot 
in exchange for an allocation from the 
Residential Allocation Incentive Pool 
(Section 50.5.1.D.1).  

Programs should be consolidated under 
the Residential Allocation Incentive 
Program. 

 

**Text specifies that a “below the IPES 
line drawing” is only required if there is 
insufficient supply in the Residential 
Allocation Incentive Pool.  

50.5 Allocation of Additional Residential Units 

50.5.2. Distribution and Administration of Residential Allocations 

Residential allocations shall be distributed and administered in accordance 
with the Goals and Policies, this Code, and the Rules of Procedure. 

A. Reserved Allocations 

Distribution of allocations shall be by a method or system that permits the 
participation of parcels with scores below the numerical level defining the 
top rank in the applicable jurisdiction. 

1. TRPA shall reserve ten percent of each jurisdiction's annual 
allocations for distribution to parcels below the Individual Parcel Evaluation 
System (IPES) line.   

2. In the event there are sufficient allocations in the Residential 
Allocation Incentive Pool to accommodate all applications to retire a parcel 
below the Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES) line, the following 
process applies: 

a. TRPA shall assign allocations from the residential allocation 
incentive pool to parcels provided the recipient retires a parcel 
below the Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES) line; and 

b. TRPA shall issue the reserved allocations to jurisdiction of origin. 

3. In the event there are insufficient allocations in the Residential 
Allocation Incentive Pool to accommodate all applications to retire a parcel 
below the Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES) line, the following 
process applies: 

a. The reserved allocations shall be distributed by a method of 
random selection by TRPA.  A county or city may elect to distribute 
the reserved allocations, or may be exempt from the set-aside 
requirement, provided TRPA finds the substitute system or the 
city/county distribution system, as applicable, provides an equal or 
superior opportunity for participation of parcels below the IPES 
line. 
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b. Allocations distributed by TRPA under this subsection may either 
be transferred or returned to TRPA for reissuance to the 
jurisdiction of origin.  Unclaimed reserved allocations after June 1 
of the year awarded shall be given to the appropriate jurisdiction 
for issuance. 

c. Failure to submit a complete application for a transfer by June 1 of 
the year in which the allocation was distributed shall result in the 
forfeiture of the allocation to the jurisdiction of origin. 
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Code 
50.5.2.E.3 

Allocation of 
Additional 
Residential 
Uses 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Focus Staff Time on High-Value Work 

Reduce single family audit requirements 
from 10 percent to 5 percent  

 

**Language reduces audit frequency, 
while maintaining the sample size for 
annual audits. 

 

50.5 Allocation of Additional Residential Units 

50.5.2. Distribution and Administration of Residential Allocations 

E. Performance Review System  

3.  Permit Monitoring and Compliance 

By October 1 of each year, TRPA shall conduct a representative 
sample audit of not less than fiveten percent of the single-family 
residential permits issued in the prior year and compliance 
inspections performed the prior year by the counties, city, and TRPA.  
The base allocation may be awarded or reduced by the PRC 
according to the combined score of the two most recent annual 
audits, as follows: 

a.  A jurisdiction shall receive its base allocation for an average score 
of 90 percent or greater for both the project review portion and 
the compliance portion of the audit; or 

b.  A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for 
average audit scores for both the project review portion and the 
compliance portion of the audit between 75 and 90 percent; or 

c.  A jurisdiction shall be penalized two increments of deduction for 
average audit scores for both the project review portion and the 
compliance portion of the audit below 75 percent. 

CHAPTER 60: WATER QUALITY 

Code 60.2.4 Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 
schedule. 

60.2.4. Fee Required 

A fee shall be assessed for each square foot of additional land coverage 

created.  The amount of contribution shall be established and periodically 

updated by Resolution of the Board and recorded in a fee schedulein the 

Rules of Procedure. 
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CHAPTER 65: AIR QUALITY/TRANSPORTATION 

Code 

65.1.4.A.2 

Air Quality 

Combustions 
Appliances 

**Clean up amendment to reflect 
ongoing practice. 

2. List of Approved Heaters 

TRPA shall maintain a list of standards for gas heaters that are in compliance 

with the air quality standards in subparagraph 65.1.4.A.1.  The list shall 

include the names and model numbers of the heaters.  A heater certified by 

the South Coast Air Quality Management District of California under 

SCHEMED Rules 1111 and 1121 shall be considered in compliance with 

subparagraph 65.1.4.A.1. 

Code 
65.2.4.D 

Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 
schedule and removal of alternative 
inflation index. Western States CPI will 
be applied annually.  

65.2.4. Requirements for New Development 

D. Fee Schedule 

The mobility mitigation fee shall be assessed in accordance with the 
mitigation fee schedule in the Rules of Procedure.  The mitigation fee shall be 
adjusted annually consistent with the annual change in the Consumer Price 
Index for the San Francisco region.  Fee adjustments are limited to increases, 
even in instances when the calculation may result in a negative percentage 
growth, to preserve the intent of the mobility mitigation fee and maintain 
consistency with the costs to implement VMT reduction measures.  The 
current mobility mitigation fee shall be included within the schedule 
provided in the Article 16 in the Rules of Procedures subsection 10.8.5. 

Code 65.2.6 Fees **This is a revised reference to Rules of 
Procedure for fees. 

65.2.6. Revision of Fee Schedules 

TRPA shall review the fee schedules in accordance with Article 16 subsection 
10.7 in the Rules of Procedure. 

CHAPTER 66: SCENIC QUALITY 
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Code 66.1.6 Scenic Quality 

Reflectivity 
and Glare 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

The criteria for rating scenic quality and 
assessing potential impacts could be 
clarified for projects outside the 
shorezone/shoreland regulatory areas. 

 

**Text clarifies locations and standards 
to limit building reflectivity outside the 
shoreland and shorezone. This 
amendment serves to improve the 
consistency of implementation of 
existing scenic protection standards. 
Due to the inconsistency of reflectivity 
provisions in the past, adding this 
clarification will likely result in 
increased attainment to scenic 
thresholds over time. 

66.1.6. Reflectivity and Glare 

Structure planes (roofs, walls, etc) that directly reflect sunlight glare onto 
Lake Tahoe, a scenic roadway unit, or a scenic recreation area are subject to 
the following standards: 

A. Reflectivity for Windows and Glass Railings 

Reflectivity shall not exceed 11 percent on all unscreened glass or 
glass-like windows, railings and other building features that directly 
reflect sunlight glare onto Lake Tahoe, a scenic roadway unit, or a 
scenic recreation area. 

B. Reflectivity for Metal and Other Low-Texture Building Surfaces 

Metal, plastic, composite, and other low texture building surfaces 
that directly reflect sunlight glare onto Lake Tahoe, a scenic roadway 
unit, or a scenic recreation area shall be constructed with non-glare 
finishes that minimize reflectivity. 

C. Screening and Orientation 

Projects with vegetation screening and/or surface plane orientations 
preventing sunlight glare from directly reflecting onto Lake Tahoe, a 
scenic roadway unit, or a scenic recreation area are exempt from 
these Reflectivity and Glare standards. 

CHAPTER 67: HISTORIC RESOURCE PROTECTION 
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Code 67.4  Priority #2:  Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

• Establish a more efficient 
process for Historic Resource 
Determinations 

• Pursue development of MOUs 
with State Historic Preservation Offices 
to comply with the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances and limit when consultation 
is warranted. 

 

**Language here and in 67.7.3 below is 
consistent with a request from the 
California State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) and is also supported by 
the Nevada SHPO and TRPA staff.  

SHPO staff desire to stop to this type of 
consultation, noting concerns regarding 
proper authorities and insufficient staff 
time available to serve in such a 
manner.  

67.4. DISCOVERY OF ELIGIBLE RESOURCES 

Upon discovery of a site, object, district, structure, or other resource, 
potentially meeting the criteria of Section 67.6, TRPA shall consider the 
resource for designation as a historic resource and shall consult with the 
applicable state historic preservation officer (SHPO), and with the Washoe 
Tribe if it is a Washoe site.  If the resource initially is determined to be eligible 
for designation as a historic resource by the SHPO, TRPA shall consider 
designation pursuant to Sections 67.6 and 67.5. 
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Code 67.7.3 Historic 
Resource 
Protection 

Projects 
Relating to 
Historic 
Resources 

**Change associated with 67.4 above. 67.7. PROJECTS RELATING TO HISTORIC RESOURCES 

67.7.3. Demolition 

Historic resources shall not be demolished, disturbed, or removed unless 
TRPA finds that: 

A. The action will not be detrimental to the historic significance of the 
resource; 

B. The action is pursuant to a TRPA-approved recovery plan approved 
by the applicable state historic preservation officer; or 

C. It is the only feasible alternative to protect the health and safety of 
the public. 

CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES [SHOREZONE] 
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Code 82.5.8 Shorezone 

Existing 
Structures and 
Exempt 
Activities 

Qualified 
Exempt 
Activities 
(Shorezone) 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Boulder relocation standards should be 
clarified in relation to dredging. 

 

**Text implements a recent code 
interpretation clarifying the distinction 
between boulder relocation (qualified 
exempt) and dredging (not exempt).  

This amendment mitigates potential 
impacts by limiting such activity and 
placing measurable requirements on 
such activities. 

82.5. QUALIFIED EXEMPT ACTIVITIES [SHOREZONE] 

82.5.8. Relocation of boulders for navigational purposes provided that the 
character and habitat function throughout the project area is maintained and 
the relocation is consistent with Chapter 67. This provision does not apply to 
removal, modification, or destruction of boulders. Up to six boulders, or 
three cubic yards of boulders, whichever is more limiting, may be relocated if 
they are directly impeding watercraft access to an existing boatlift or catwalk. 
Relocations of boulders may also be allowed in conjunction with a pier 
expansion if the expansion will bring a con-conforming pier completely into 
conformance with the applicable development standards in TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Chapter 84. A qualified exempt boulder relocation must comply 
with the all of the following requirements: 

1. No more than 6 boulders, or a total of 3 cubic yards of boulders, 
whichever is more limiting, may be relocated under a Qualified 
Exempt Declaration.  

2.  A boulder is an object that is greater than 10 inches in diameter 

3. Boulders to be relocated shall not be buried or partially buried 
beneath the substrate. The declarant shall demonstrate that a 
boulder can be plucked off the top of the substrate rather than 
pulled out from the substrate so that lake bottom disturbance is 
minimized. 

4. A boulder shall not be relocated if the only way to move the 
boulder is to drag it across the lake bottom. 

CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 

Code 

84.3.2.G 

Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 

schedule. 

G. Mooring Registration Fee.  

All existing and additional moorings shall be subject to an annual TRPA 
mooring registration fee, as set forth in Article 106 of the TRPA Rules of 
Procedure and fee schedule. 
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Code 

84.3.3.C 

Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 

schedule. 

C. Buoy Scenic Mitigation Fee.  

All existing and additional buoys shall be subject to an annual TRPA buoy 
scenic mitigation fee in addition to the annual mooring registration fee, as set 
forth in Article 106 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure and fee schedule. 

Code Figure 

84.3.3-2 

Shorezone 

Development 

Standards 

Mooring 

Structures 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 

are difficult to interpret, do not add 

value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Possible clarifications to buoy 

standards. 

**This modifies text associates with the 

buoy field graphic to be consistent with 

the language in code. 

 

Code 
84.11.2.E. 

Fees **This is a revised reference to the fee 
schedule. 

84.11. MITIGATION 

84.11.2. Mitigation Required 

To assist in providing funds for restoration of fish habitat and providing public 
access to Lake Tahoe, all new construction and the expansion of piers, boat 
ramps, and marinas, regardless of fish habitat type, shall pay a mitigation fee, 
set forth in Article 160 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure and fee schedule. 

CHAPTER 90: DEFINITIONS 

A) TOTAL NUMBER OF BUOYS IN BUOY FIELD SHALL NOT EXCEED THE CAPACITY, 
THE AREA FOR WHICH IS  DEFINED BY THE LAKE FRONTAGE, NOT INCLUDING 
SETBACKS, MULTIPLIED BY 300' 

(i) B) BUOYS SHALL BE LOCATED AT LEAST 50' FROM LEGALLY EXISTING BUOYS 
(ii) C) BUOYS SHALL BE NO GREATER THAN 600' LAKEWARD FROM 6,220 LTD 

D) BUOYS SHALL BE LOCATED AT LEAST 20' FROM ADJACENT LITTORAL PARCEL 
BOUNDARY PROJECTION LINES 
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Code 
90.1.14 

Definitions 

Rules of 
Interpretation 
and 
Construction  

Rounding 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Rounding standards should be 
addressed for TRPA’s key development 
limitations. 

 

**New text specifies rounding rules and 
is consistent with ongoing practice. 

 

90.1.14. Rounding 

A. Unless otherwise specified, numbers shall be rounded to the nearest 
whole number. Fractional numbers .5 or greater are rounded up. Fractional 
numbers less than .5 are rounded down.  

B. Unless otherwise specified, when standards specify a minimum or 
maximum limit, those limits shall be the actual limit. The fractional number 
rounded to the nearest whole number shall not exceed the maximum limit or 
be less than the minimum limit. 

C. The following rules of rounding apply to land coverage: 

1. Round each distinct land coverage category to the nearest square 
foot. 

2. Round disconnected areas of the same land coverage category to 
the nearest square foot before totaling. 

D. The following rules of rounding apply to height: 

1. Calculate natural ground elevation to the nearest inch. 

2. Calculate building height to the nearest inch. 

E. The following rules of rounding apply to development rights and 
units of use for conversions, banking, etc:  

1. CFA shall be rounded to the nearest whole number in square feet. 

2. All other units of use shall be rounded to the nearest one one-
hundredth of a unit (0.01). 
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Code 90.2 Definitions 

Active Solar 
Energy System 

**Definition relates to coverage 
exemptions for small utility installations 
(30.4.6.A). 

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Active Solar Energy System 

A solar energy system with a primary purpose to harvest energy by 
transforming solar energy into another form of energy or transferring heat 
from a solar collector to another medium using mechanical, electrical, or 
chemical means. 

Code 90.2 Definitions 

Deck 

**Definition relates to coverage 
exemptions for pervious decks 
(30.4.6.D.2). 

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Deck 

An elevated structure or element of a structure, designed or used as a floor 
for the support of persons, animals, or property in an outdoor setting. Decks 
are typically surfaced with dimensional lumber, composite boards, blocks, or 
metal grates. Decks are held in place with open structural elements such as 
foundations, posts, and beams. Decks are not installed directly on the ground 
or on a concrete pad.          

Code 90.2 Definitions 

Electric 
Vehicle 
Charger 

Electric 
Vehicle 
Charging 
Station 

**Definitions relate to coverage 
exemptions for small utility installations 
(30.4.6.A). 

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Electric Vehicle Charger 

Off-board charging equipment used to charge an electric vehicle. A 
“universal” EV charger means an electric vehicle charger that is compatible 
with multiple types and models of electric vehicles, regardless of make, 
brand, or input. 

Electric Vehicle Charging Station 

One or more electric vehicle charging spaces served by electric vehicle 
charger(s) or other charging equipment allowing charging of electric vehicles.    
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Code 90.2 Definitions 

Expansion 
(Shorezone) 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

Pier expansion criteria should be 
clarified in relation to boatlifts, hand 
railing for safety purposes, etc. 

 

**New text clarifies the distinction 
between pier modifications and pier 
expansions. 

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Expansion 

Outside of the shorezone, “expansion” means an increase in size or extent of 
an existing structure or use that results in additional commercial floor area, 
additional residential units, additional tourist accommodation units, 
additional PAOTs, additional land coverage, vehicle trips, or other capacities 
regulated by this Code.  Within the shorezone, “expansion” means an 
increase in size or extent, including an increase in the dimensions of a 
structure, and the addition of any structure or edifice to an existing structure. 

The following are modifications to existing piers that do not constitute an 
expansion of a pier: 

A. Placement of bumpers on piers. 

B. Removal of non-conforming structures (i.e. rock cribbing). 

C. Handrails. 

D. Swim ladders. 

E. Pier deck height if there is a net decrease in the total visible mass 
of the pier. 

F. Addition of a catwalk if taking the place of existing pier footprint 
and not creating additional visible mass. 

The following are modifications to existing piers that do constitute an 
expansion of a pier: 

A. Additional pier width. 

B. Additional pier length. 

C. Addition of a boatlift. 

D. Additional visible mass except for the additional visible mass 
created by the addition of structures/edifices/accessories listed 
above. 
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Code 90.2 Definitions 

Land Coverage 

Priority #3: Update code standards that 
are difficult to interpret, do not add 
value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications: 

TRPA should process code amendments 
to address prior interpretations and 
understandings 

The definition of land coverage should 
be clarified for accessory site 
improvements such as post 
foundations, masonry walls, elevated 
metal grates, utility lids, ungrouted 
stone walks, placed rocks or boulders, 
and BMP installations. 

 

**New text clarifies the dimension 
standards for small site improvements 
that are not land coverage. This is 
generally consistent with past 
interpretations and ongoing practice. 
Numeric standards will assist with 
consistent outcomes. 

The governing board previously 
approved a code interpretation of non-
coverage for bear resistant garbage 
enclosure elevated 18 inches or more. 
The proposed height limit is reduced to 
6 inches. Language is also added to limit 
the maximum size. This does not apply 
to larger dumpsters.  

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Land Coverage 

A man-made structure, improvement, or covering, either created before 
February 10, 1972, or created after February 10, 1972, pursuant to either 
TRPA Ordinance No. 4, as amended, or other TRPA approval, that prevents 
normal precipitation from directly reaching the surface of the land underlying 
the structure, improvement, or covering.  Such structures, improvements, 
and coverings include, but are not limited to, roofs, decks, surfaces that are 
paved with asphalt, concrete, or stone, roads, streets, sidewalks, driveways, 
parking lots, tennis courts, patios; and 2) lands so used before February 10, 
1972, for such uses as for the parking of cars and heavy and repeated 
pedestrian traffic that the soil is compacted so as to prevent substantial 
infiltration.  A structure, improvement or covering shall not be considered as 
land coverage if it permits at least 75 percent of normal precipitation directly 
to reach the ground and permits growth of vegetation on the approved 
species list.  See also “Potential Land Coverage.”  Common terms related to 
land coverage are: 

A. Hard Coverage—man-made structures as defined above. 

B.  Soft Coverage—compacted areas without structures as defined 
above. 

The following improvements are not land coverage: 

A. Post foundations that are 12 inches or less in width and length at 
ground level. 

B. Walls and other impervious improvements that are 12 inches or 
less in width at ground level and in aggregate do not exceed one 
percent of the project area. 

C. Utility improvements including boxes, vaults, and poles that are 
required for utility services (including water, sewer, electricity 
including undergrounding, natural gas, and telecommunications), 
are surrounded by pervious surfaces, and do not individually 
exceed 6 square feet in size. This provision does not extend to 
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additional discretionary utility improvements such as generators 
and HVAC installations.   

D.  Bear resistant garbage enclosures not exceeding 3 feet in depth 
that are installed on one or more posts and have an enclosure 
elevated 6 inches or more above ground level. 

E. Land coverage associated with BMP installations may be excluded 
from land coverage calculations if such improvements are 
necessary for a properly functioning BMP installation. 

F. Natural rocks used in landscaping, slope retention, and for 
aesthetic purposes are not land coverage if the rocks are in their 
natural location or are surrounded by pervious surfaces, are not 
designed to serve as a walkway or gathering area. 

Code 90.2 Definitions 

Walkway 

**Definition relates to coverage 
exemptions for pervious coverage 
(30.4.6.D.1). 

90.2. OTHER TERMS DEFINED 

Walkway 

A clearly identifiable gathering area or access path for pedestrians. Walkways 
are separated from Driveways and Roads with curbing, railings, landscaping, 
rocks or similar barriers. Walkways include paved and unpaved patios, 
sidewalks, trails, and paths. Walkways are generally located on the ground 
but may have elevated sections or bridges 
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Rules 5.3 Completeness 
Reviews 

Priority #2:  Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Establish a Minor Application process 
with shorter deadlines, less complex 
applications, simplified reviews, and a 
dedicated application review team 

 

**New procedures split minor from 
regular applications upon submittal. 
Other text is updated to reflect digital 
applications and current practices. 

5.3. DETERMINATION OF COMPLETE APPLICATION TYPE AND 
COMPLETENESS  

Upon receipt submittal of an application, the application processing shall 
begin.be stamped “Received – TRPA,” dated, and signed by the TRPA 
employee authorized to receive it. If the application has been submitted as a 
minor application, it shall be routed for expedited processing in accordance 
with Section 5.4. If the application has not been acted upon within 30 
calendar days of submittalthe “Received – TRPA” date, then TRPA shall 
notify the applicant, in writing, of the information required prior to a TRPA 
determination that the application is “complete” for purposes of 
commencing review of the application.  The notice shall comply with the 
requirements of Section 5.75.9.  Upon receipt of the requested information, 
TRPA shall deem the application complete and shall notify the applicant of 
such. 
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Rules 5.4 Minor 
Applications 

Priority #2:  Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Establish a Minor Application process 
with shorter deadlines, less complex 
applications, simplified reviews, and a 
dedicated application review team 

 

**Subparagraph 1 is the list of projects 
that qualify for minor application 
processing.  

Subparagraph 2 established the 
expedited 15 + 40 days review process. 

 

5.4. MINOR APPLICATIONS 

Applicants may request expedited processing of certain minor applications. 

1. Qualifying Applications 

The following applications may be submitted as minor applications: 

A. Development Right Banking 

B. Conversions and Transfers of Banked Development Rights 

C. Coverage Banking from Non-Sensitive Land 

D. Transfers of Banked Coverage from Non-Sensitive Land  

E. Historic Resource determinations 

F. Lot Line Adjustments meeting all the following criteria: 

1. The adjustment is between two parcels. 
2. The adjustment is an equal area exchange, with existing 
parcel areas maintained to the nearest square foot. 
3. The exchanged areas do not include any land coverage. 
4. The exchanged areas have the same Land Capability 
Classification. 
5. The project area is located entirely outside of the 
shorezone/shoreland. 

G. Minor Site or Building Improvements meeting all the following 
criteria: 

1. The project is a single parcel application.  
2. The project area is classified as Residential, Mixed-Use, or 
Tourist Land Use. 
3. The project area is located entirely outside of the 
shorezone/shoreland. 
4. The project does not propose any new or relocated 
coverage on sensitive land. 
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5. The parcel has an existing BMP certificate; except revisions 
to approved permits may be Minor with a BMP certificate to be 
issued with project completion.  
6. The project will not add “additional building height” (above 
26 feet). 
7. The project does not involve a non-conforming use or 
structure. 

H. Establishment of up to two Accessory Dwelling Units, as long as 
the project does not exceed other limitations for Minor 
Applications. 

I. Grading not exceeding 10 cu. yards on sensitive land and 50 cu. 
yards total.  

J. Sign permits for projects having no more than two signs with sizes 
not exceeding 40 sf each.  

K. Linear Public Facility repair or reconstruction projects resulting in 
no new coverage and no significant changes to finished grades.  

L. Public Health and Safety Facilities; unless staff determines that 
the project scale or complexity warrants regular project review.  

M. Fire mitigation projects for pipelines and power transmission 
facilities, if outside scenic areas; unless staff determines that the 
project scale or complexity warrants regular project review. 

2. Minor Application Review Process: 

The following revised procedures apply to minor applications: 

A. The application completeness review described in Section 5.3 
shall be expedited to 15 days. Minor applications that are 
determined to not qualify in accordance with subsection 1 above 
shall be processed as regular applications with all required 
application material.  

B. The application processing procedures described in Section 5.7 
shall be expedited to 40 days. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 5.5 Bundled 
Applications 

Priority #2:  Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Procedures should be implemented to 
review and approve certain “bundled” 
applications in a combined and 
coordinated manner  

 

**Text list applications that may be 
bundled. 

5.5. BUNDLED APPLICATIONS 

Applicants may request coordinated and concurrent processing of 
associated applications for the same project area. Review timelines for the 
longest of the bundled applications shall apply to all bundled applications. 

1. Qualifying Applications 

A. Development right transfers and conversions associated with 
project applications. 

B. Coverage transfers to enable project applications. 

C. Lot Line Adjustments to enable project applications. 

D. Historic Resource determinations with project applications. 

Rules 5.8 Fee Schedule **Reorganize content in new Article 16 
(Fees). Retain a reference. 

5.6. FEE SCHEDULE 

TRPA may fix and collect reasonable fees for project review services. to 
recover costs associated with permit reviews and other services and to 
mitigate impacts associated with permitted development.  The Board shall 
adopt, by resolution, an application fee schedule. Fees shall not be charged 
for inquiries and requests preceding the filing of an application, except as 
otherwise required by the fee schedule.See Article 16 Fees. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 5.10 Application 
Refund 

**Reorganize to new Article 16 (Fees) 5.10. APPLICATION REFUND 

5.10.1. If the application is withdrawn by written request by the applicant or 
by TRPA in accordance with Section 5.7, the Executive Director shall refund 
the application fee according to the schedule below. APPLICATION REFUND 
SCHEDULE Task Completed Refund Amount Due 

APPLICATION REFUND SCHEDULE 

 Task Completed Refund Amount Due 

If there are no actions other than the application is stamped 
“Received – TRPA,” dated, and signed by the TRPA employee 
authorized to receive it pursuant to Section 5.3  

90% 

30-day review complete per Section 5.3 75% 

If an “incomplete” application is made “complete,” or more 
than one incomplete letter or time extension is issued 

65% (less 10% for each 
additional incomplete letter 

or time extension issued) 

If TRPA review of a “complete” application is less than 50% 
finished 

45%, (but no more than the 
amount calculated above) 

If TRPA review of a “complete” application is more than 50% 
finished 

10% 

If final action is taken on a “complete” application by TRPA 
(other than withdrawal) 

No refund 

 

5.10.2. An application fee shall be forfeited if a refund is not requested in 
writing by the applicant within one year from the date the application is 
withdrawn. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 5.13 Notice  **Adds language requiring notice for 
projects reviewed by the Governing 
Board, consistent with language for 
Hearings Officer reviews and ongoing 
practice. 

5.13. NOTICE   

All projects or matters reviewed by the Governing Board shall require notice 
to affected property owners.  The proponent of the project or matter shall 
submit a list to TRPA of the names and addresses of the persons who own 
property, or a portion thereof, within 300 feet of the project area 
boundaries.  The list shall be compiled from the current county assessor’s 
rolls and shall be verified by the applicant.  The proponent also shall provide 
addressed envelopes and postage prepaid to the persons listed.  Notice shall 
be given to such persons by TRPA.  The notice shall be given no later than 14 
calendar days before the hearing, shall state the date, time, and place of the 
hearing and the opportunity to be heard. 
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Rules 5.22 Refund of 
Mitigation 
Fees 

**Reorganize to new Article 16 (Fees)  5.22.5.23. REFUNDS OF MITIGATION FEES   

Mitigation fees may be refunded as provided by the applicable Code 
provision and subject to the following limitations: 

1. Mitigation fees paid on or before July 1, 1987, shall not be 
refundable.  A written request for a refund for mitigation fees paid after July 
1, 1987, shall be received by TRPA no later than seven years minus one day 
from the date of final action by the Agency.  In accordance with Article VI(p) 
of the Compact, in computing the above time periods, any time during 
which the project is the subject of a legal action which delays or renders 
impossible the diligent pursuit of the project shall not be counted.  If the 
request for refund is made by a person other than the owner of the parcel, 
the request shall include authorization from the owner to refund the fee. 

2. TRPA verifies that no site disturbance or construction has occurred, 
beyond what would normally be allowed as an exempt or qualified exempt 
activity in the Code, or that no use has commenced, as applicable, under 
the subject permit.  The permittee shall also pass a final inspection and be 
eligible for a security return in accordance with Chapter 4: Compliance of 
the TRPA Code, and shall submit evidence that notice to all other affected 
jurisdictions has been given in accordance with subsection 5.22.3, below.  
Site disturbance includes, but is not limited to, tree cutting, vegetation 
removal, grading, or excavation.  Partial refunds shall not be permitted. 

3. The permittee consents, in writing, to the cancellation of the subject 
permit and to all rights there under.  Notice of cancellation of a TRPA permit 
shall be given to all other local, state, or federal jurisdictions also having 
jurisdiction over the matter such notice is the responsibility of the 
permittee.  Cancelled TRPA permits shall not be renewable. 

4. Refunds shall be made only to the extent funds are available in the 
applicable city or county mitigation fund.  In the event there are insufficient 
funds in a particular account, TRPA shall pay the balance of the refund as 
funds become available in that account.  Priority for refunds shall be 
determined based on the date the refund request was received.  Refund of 
the mitigation fee shall not include any interest earned on the fee.  The 
amount of a refund shall be in accordance with the following schedule 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

(calculated from the date of project approval and not the date a mitigation 
fee was paid to TRPA):  

Year Percent 

Years 1 through 4 100% 

Year 5  75% 

Year 6 50% 

Year 7 and afterward No Refund  

5. The Executive Director shall maintain the necessary accounts and 
fund balances to implement the above policies. 

Rules 10.7 Fees for 
Service 

**Reorganize to new Article 16 (Fees) 10.7. FEES FOR SERVICES 

1. Whenever the Agency performs services for members of the public, 
other than applicants or other public agencies, by providing or mailing 
copies of documents, the Agency shall collect a reasonable charge for the 
purpose of recovering costs to the Agency. 

2. The chairman or executive officer shall set, or cause to be set, the 
service charges for handling, copying and mailing. 
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Rules 10.8 Fees for 
Reviews 

**Reorganize to new Article 16 (Fees) 10.8. FEES FOR REVIEWS 

1. Basic Fees  

Fee schedules for project review and preparation of environmental 
documents shall be set by resolution of the Body.  

2. Consultant Fees  

Under applicable circumstances, in addition to the application filing fee, a 
fee shall be charged that is equal to the fee estimated by the consultant 
selected by the Agency pursuant to Section 6.6. 

3. Exception  

Whenever, in the opinion of the chairman or executive officer, the basic fee 
or the consultant fee does not reasonably reflect the actual cost to the 
Agency of analyzing or preparing required environmental documents, the 
chairman or executive officer may increase the basic fee or the consultant 
fee by an amount not exceeding50 percent of the amount indicated. 

4. Calculation of Fees 

Project review fees shall be in accordance with the adopted schedule unless, 
in the discretion of the Executive Director, the actual cost can be reasonably 
and accurately calculated and is significantly less than the fee schedule, in 
which case the actual cost shall be used. 

5. Mitigation Fees 

A. Mobility Mitigation Fee 

1. TRPA shall assess a mobility mitigation fee according to the 
following schedule:  

a. For new residential units - $196.20/average daily Vehicle 
Mile Travelled. 
b. For new tourist accommodation units - $196.20/average 
daily Vehicle Mile Travelled. 
c. For new campground site or recreational vehicle site - 
$196.20/average daily Vehicle Mile Travelled. 
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d. For new commercial floor area - $21.80/average daily 
Vehicle Mile Travelled. 
e. For all other development - $21.80/average daily Vehicle 
Mile Travelled. 

2. TRPA shall review the fee schedules in this subsection in light of 
the costs of needed improvements and the funds available to 
support those improvements and recommend adjustments to the 
fee schedules as appropriate. 

3. Refund: Mobility mitigation fees may be refunded, under certain 
conditions, in accordance with these Rules. 

B. Rental Car Mitigation Fee 

Beginning January 1, 2002, the rental car mitigation fee shall be $4.75 for 
EACH DAY of the rental transaction. The mitigation fee shall be separately 
stated in the rental agreement covering the transaction. Drop-off of the 
rental car outside the Tahoe region shall not be cause for exemption from 
payment of the fee. The mitigation fee shall be adjusted annually consistent 
with the annual change in the Consumer Price Index for the San Francisco 
region, rounded to the nearest quarter-dollar. Any adjustment to the fee 
shall be reviewed and approved by the Tahoe Transportation District. 

C. Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Fee 

The excess land coverage fee shall be calculated according to the schedule 
below: 

EXCESS LAND COVERAGE MITIGATION FEE 

Hydrologic Transfer Area Fee Per Sq. Ft. 

Area 1 – Incline $20.00 

Area 2 – Marlette $12.00 

Area 3 – Cave Rock $25.00 

Area 4 – South Stateline (Nevada side) $15.00 

Area 4 – South Stateline (California side) $8.50 
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Area 5 – Upper Truckee $8.50 

Area 6 – Emerald Bay $8.50 

Area 7 – McKinney Bay $8.50 

Area 8 – Tahoe City $8.50 

Area 9 – Agate Bay (California side) $8.50 

Area 9 – Agate Bay (Nevada side) $18.00 

D. Water Quality Mitigation Fee 

The current fee of $1.54 per square foot shall be increased to $1.86 per 
square foot. 

1. Mitigation Fee Credit 
If a project approval expires and the project is not complete, then a 
water quality mitigation fee credit may be given for a subsequent 
similar project approval. This subsection shall not be construed to 
require a refund of a water quality mitigation fee. Credit shall be 
given if the following requirements are met: 
a. The prior project approval was granted within the same 
project area as the project approval for which a credit is sought; 
b. The applicant provides sufficient evidence of the payment 
of a water quality mitigation fee or implementation of a TRPA 
approved water quality mitigation project; and 
c. A water quality mitigation fee or project is required as part 
of the project approval for which a credit is sought. 
2. Mitigation Fee Refunds 
Water quality mitigation fees may be refunded, under certain 
conditions, in accordance with TRPA's Rules of Procedure. 

A. Shorezone Fees 

1. Mooring Fee 

The owner of every mooring on, or with access to, Lake Tahoe shall pay a fee 
to TRPA of $43 per year. 

2. Buoy Scenic Mitigation Fee  
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All buoys shall be assessed a scenic mitigation fee of $47 per year. 

3. Motorized Boat Rental Concession Fee 

Concessionaires shall pay the following fees to TRPA annually for every 
motorized boat subject to rental: 

a. For every boat with an EPA 3-Star or better rating: $75 per year; 

b. For every boat with an EPA 2-Star of worse rating: $150 per year. 

4. New Construction and Expansions. 

 

a. Piers. New pier construction and the expansion of the existing 
piers shall be assessed mitigation fees as follows: 

i. New pier - $60 per linear foot 
ii. Additional length to an existing pier - $60 per lineal foot 
iii. Other additions - $600 per application 

b. Boat Ramps. Boat ramp construction and the expansion of 
existing boat ramps shall be assessed mitigation fees as follows: 

i. New boat ramp - $60 per lineal foot 
ii. Additional length to an existing ramp - $60 per lineal foot 
iii. Additional width to an existing ramp - $200 per lineal foot 

c. Marinas. Marina construction and the expansion of existing 
marinas shall be assessed mitigation fees as follows:  

i. New boat slip - $200 per slip 
ii. New mooring buoy - $200 per buoy 
Other additions - $500 per application 

2. Monitoring Fees 

A. Allocation Monitoring Fees 

1. The allocation monitoring fee shall be $100 per allocation issued by 
a local jurisdiction. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 
12.14.7 

Notice to 
Affected 
Property 
Owners 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review 
processes for minor applications and 
sequential approvals. 

Staff-Level Decisions in the Shorezone: 

Allow staff-level decisions with noticing / 
appeal process. 

• New multiple parcel/multiple use 
piers, which are currently considered by 
the Governing Board. 

• New single parcel piers, which 
are currently considered by the Hearings 
Officer.  

• Existing buoy field expansions, 
which are currently considered by the 
Hearings Officer. 

 

**Related to Code sec 2.2.2.F. Retains 
noticing for projects no longer requiring 
governing board or hearings officer 
review. 

12.14. PROJECT OR MATTER REQUIRING NOTICE TO AFFECTED PROPERTY 
OWNERS 

7. Shorezone*  (new and expansions) 

A. Marinas 

B. Recognition of multiple parcel/use piers (Section 84.4) 

C. Single parcel piers 

D. Buoy fields  

B.E. Structures (except for two buoys per littoral parcel [52.6.A(1) ] 
and navigational and safety devises on existing structures) 

Rules Article 
16 

Fees Simplify organizational documents 
related to fees. 

 

**Content is mostly reorganized existing 
language. Changes are noted. 

ARTICLE 16:  FEES 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 16.1 Purpose and 
Scope 

**New purpose statement. 16.1. PURPOSE & SCOPE 

This article sets forth the procedures for recording, collecting, updating fees. 

Fees are applied to recover costs associated with permit reviews and other 

services and to mitigate impacts associated with permitted development. 

This article addresses fees for services, project review fees, mitigation fees, 

monitoring fees, administrative fees, and shorezone fees. 

Rules 16.2 Fee Schedule **Content reorganized from section 5.6. 
New language added to use the Western 
States CPI index for all indexed fees. This 
is a change for the indexing of Mobility 
Mitigation fees, (indexing removed from 
code section 65.2.4.D.) and rental car 
mitigation fees (indexing removed from 
ROP fee language). 

16.2. FEE SCHEDULE 

Unless otherwise stated in this article, all fees shall be recorded in a fee 

schedule. Unless otherwise stated in these rules of procedure or in the Code 

of Ordinances, the fee schedule shall be updated annually based on the 

Western States Consumer Price Index. The Agency shall keep a current 

version of the fee schedule posted to the TRPA website.   

Rules 16.3 Service Fees **From Section 10.7. No substantive 
change. 

16.3. SERVICE FEES 

1. Whenever the Agency performs services for members of the public, 

other than applicants or other public agencies, by providing or mailing 

copies of documents, the Agency shall collect a reasonable charge for the 

purpose of recovering costs to the Agency. 

2. The chairman or executive officer shall set, or cause to be set, the 

service charges for handling, copying and mailing. 
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Rules 16.4 Project Review 
Fees 

**1-4 are from section 10.8. 5 is from 
section 5.10. No substantive change. 

16.4 PROJECT REVIEW FEES 

1. Basic Fees 

Fees for project review and preparation of environmental documents shall 
be identified in the fee schedule. 

2. Consultant Fee 

Under applicable circumstances, in addition to the application filing fee, a 
fee shall be charged that is equal to the fee estimated by the consultant 
selected by the Agency pursuant to Section 6.10. 

3. Exception 

Whenever, in the opinion of the Executive Director, the basic fee or the 
consultant fee does not reasonably reflect the actual cost to the Agency of 
analyzing or preparing required environmental documents, the Executive 
Director may increase the basic fee or the consultant fee by an amount not 
exceeding 50 percent of the amount indicated. 

4. Calculation of Fees 

Project review fees shall be in accordance with the adopted fee schedule 
unless, in the discretion of the Executive Director, the actual cost can be 
reasonably and accurately calculated and is significantly less than the fee 
schedule, in which case the actual cost shall be used. Bundled applications 
shall be subject to all applicable fees for all activities being proposed or 
required as part of the project.  

5. Refund of Fees 

A. If the application is withdrawn by written request by the applicant 
or by TRPA in accordance with Section 5.7, the Executive Director 
shall refund the application fee according to the schedule below. 

APPLICATION REFUND SCHEDULE 

 Task Completed Refund Amount Due 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

If there are no actions other than the 
application is stamped “Received – TRPA,” 
dated, and signed by the TRPA employee 
authorized to receive it pursuant to 
Section Error! Reference source not f
ound.  

90% 

30-day review complete per Section Error! R
eference source not found. 

75% 

If an “incomplete” application is made 
“complete,” or more than one incomplete 
letter or time extension is issued 

65% (less 10% for each 
additional incomplete letter or 

time extension issued) 

If TRPA review of a “complete” application 
is less than 50% finished 

45%, (but no more than the 
amount calculated above) 

If TRPA review of a “complete” application 
is more than 50% finished 

10% 

If final action is taken on a “complete” 
application by TRPA (other than 
withdrawal) 

No refund 

B. An application fee shall be forfeited if a refund is not requested in 
writing by the applicant within one year from the date the 
application is withdrawn.   
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Rules 16.5 Mitigation 
Fees 

**1, 2, 3 and 5 are from 10.8.5.  

6 is from section 5.22.  

4 is new and recognizes off-site 
mitigation practices and code 
amendments.  

Indexing language (San Francisco CPI) is 
removed from 1 and 2. Standard 
indexing per Western States CPI will 
apply. TTD review and approval of fees is 
also removed from 2.  

New language in 3-5 clarifying that these 
mitigation fees are not indexed annually. 

Fee amounts replaced with references to 
the Fee Schedule. 

16.5. MITIGATION FEES 

1. Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Reduction, and Mobility Mitigation 
Fee 

A. TRPA shall assess an air quality, greenhouse gas reduction, and 
mobility mitigation fee consistent with Code section 65.2.  

B. Refund: Mobility mitigation fees may be refunded, under certain 
conditions, in accordance with these Rules. 

2. Rental Vehicle Mitigation Fee 

TRPA shall assess a rental vehicle mitigation fee consistent with Code section 
65.4. The mitigation fee shall be separately stated in the rental agreement 
covering the transaction. Drop-off of the rental vehicle outside the Tahoe 
region shall not be cause for exemption from payment of the fee.  

3. Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Fee 

TRPA shall assess an excess land coverage mitigation fee consistent with 
Code section 30.6. Excess coverage mitigation fees are adjusted by specific 
action and are not indexed annually.  

4. Off-Site Land Coverage Mitigation Fee 

TRPA shall assess an off-site land coverage mitigation fee consistent with 
Code section 30.7. Excess coverage mitigation fees are adjusted by specific 
action and are not indexed annually. 

5. Water Quality Mitigation Fee 

TRPA shall assess a water quality mitigation fee consistent with Code section 
60.2. Water quality mitigation fees are adjusted by specific action and are 
not indexed annually.   

A. Mitigation Fee Credit 

If a project approval expires and the project is not complete, then a 
water quality mitigation fee credit may be given for a subsequent 
similar project approval. This subsection shall not be construed to 
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require a refund of a water quality mitigation fee. Credit shall be 
given if the following requirements are met: 
1. The prior project approval was granted within the same 
project area as the project approval for which a credit is sought; 
2. The applicant provides sufficient evidence of the payment 
of a water quality mitigation fee or implementation of a TRPA 
approved water quality mitigation project; and 
3. A water quality mitigation fee or project is required as part 
of the project approval for which a credit is sought. 

6. Refund of Mitigation Fees 

Mitigation fees may be refunded as provided by the applicable Code 
provision and subject to the following limitations: 

A. Mitigation fees paid on or before July 1, 1987, shall not be 
refundable.  A written request for a refund for mitigation fees 
paid after July 1, 1987, shall be received by TRPA no later than 
seven years minus one day from the date of final action by the 
Agency.  In accordance with Article VI(p) of the Compact, in 
computing the above time periods, any time during which the 
project is the subject of a legal action which delays or renders 
impossible the diligent pursuit of the project shall not be counted.  
If the request for refund is made by a person other than the 
owner of the parcel, the request shall include authorization from 
the owner to refund the fee. 

B. TRPA verifies that no site disturbance or construction has 
occurred, beyond what would normally be allowed as an exempt 
or qualified exempt activity in the Code, or that no use has 
commenced, as applicable, under the subject permit.  The 
permittee shall also pass a final inspection and be eligible for a 
security return in accordance with Chapter 4: Compliance of the 
TRPA Code, and shall submit evidence that notice to all other 
affected jurisdictions has been given in accordance with 
subsection C, below.  Site disturbance includes, but is not limited 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

to, tree cutting, vegetation removal, grading, or excavation.  
Partial refunds shall not be permitted. 

C. The permittee consents, in writing, to the cancellation of the 
subject permit and to all rights there under.  Notice of 
cancellation of a TRPA permit shall be given to all other local, 
state, or federal jurisdictions also having jurisdiction over the 
matter such notice is the responsibility of the permittee.  
Cancelled TRPA permits shall not be renewable. 

D. Refunds shall be made only to the extent funds are available in 
the applicable city or county mitigation fund.  In the event there 
are insufficient funds in a particular account, TRPA shall pay the 
balance of the refund as funds become available in that account.  
Priority for refunds shall be determined based on the date the 
refund request was received.  Refund of the mitigation fee shall 
not include any interest earned on the fee.  The amount of a 
refund shall be in accordance with the following schedule 
(calculated from the date of project approval and not the date a 
mitigation fee was paid to TRPA): 

Year Percent 

Years 1 through 4 100% 

Year 5  75% 

Year 6 50% 

Year 7 and afterward No Refund  

E. The Executive Director shall maintain the necessary accounts and 
fund balances to implement the above policies. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Rules 16.6 Monitoring 
Fees 

**From 10.8.6.  

Fee amounts replaced with references to 
the Fee Schedule. 

16.6. MONITORING FEES 

1. Allocation Monitoring Fee 

An allocation monitoring fee for each allocation issued by a local jurisdiction 
shall be identified in the monitoring fee schedule. 

Rules 16.7 Administrative 
Fees 

**New language recognizing 
administrative fee practices. 

16.7. ADMINISTRATIVE FEES 

TRPA shall assess administrative fees for the implementation of project 
securities. Administrative fees shall be identified in the fee schedule. 
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Rules 16.8 Shorezone 
Fees 

**From 10.8.5.E.  

New language in the introduction 
clarifying fees that shorezone fees are 
not indexed annually. 

Fee amounts replaced with references to 
the Fee Schedule. 

16.8. SHOREZONE FEES 

TRPA shall assess the following shorezone fees. Shorezone fees are adjusted 
by specific action and are not indexed annually. 

1.  Mooring Fees 

The owner of every mooring on, or with access to, Lake Tahoe shall pay a 
mooring fee to TRPA. 

2. Buoy Scenic Mitigation Fee 

All buoys shall be assessed a scenic mitigation fee consistent with Code 
section 84.11. 

3. Motorized Boat Rental Concession Fee 

Concessionaires shall pay a mitigation fee to TRPA annually for every 
motorized boat subject to rental. The mitigation fee schedule shall assess a 
separate fee: 

A. For every boat with an EPA 3-Star or better rating; and 

B. For every boat with an EPA 2-Star of worse rating. 

4. Fees for New Construction and Expansion 

A. Piers. New pier construction and the expansion of existing piers 
shall be assessed mitigation fees consistent with Code section 
84.11 as follows: 

1. Fee for new pier  
2. Fee for additional length to an existing pier 
3. Fee for other additions to an existing pier  

B. Boat Ramps. Boat ramp construction and the expansion of 
existing boat ramps shall be assessed mitigation fees consistent 
with Code section 84.11 as follows: 

1. Fee for new boat ramp  
2. Fee for additional length to an existing ramp  
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

3. Fee for additional width to an existing ramp  

C. Marinas. Marina construction and the expansion of existing 
marinas shall be assessed mitigation fees consistent with Code 
section 84.11 as follows:  

1. Fee for new boat slip  
2. Fee for new mooring buoy  
3. Fee for other additions 
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Table 4: Amendments to Design Review Guidelines Appendix H (Visual Assessment for Scenic Review) 

Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Step 1 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 1: Determine the square footage of differing surfaces (i.e., roof, 
windows, shingle, stone) by direct measurement of the buildings/structures 
on the project area from elevation views. Measure square footage to the 
nearest square foot or with greater precision. 

Step 2 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 2: Determine the percentage of each differing surface in relation to the 
overall square footage of the façade facing the lake. Round the percentage 
to the nearest 0.1 percent. 

Step 3 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 3: Utilize the Color Matrix below to determine the rating for each 

differing surface except glass (which is rated in step 4). Use the percentage 

of each differing surface and multiply by the appropriate rating. Round the 

result for each surface to the nearest 0.1. The sum of these results is your 

Color Score. For unique site conditions where the dominant color in the 

background is gray or green, the Brown to Black category may be used for 

scoring. 

Step 4 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 4: Utilize the Glass Matrix below to determine the rating for all glass 

surfaces facing the lake. Determine the Visible Light Reflectance/Reflection 

Value provided by the glass manufacturer and determine the appropriate 

rating. Multiply the rating and the percentage of glass facing the lake 

derived in Step 2 above. Round the result to the nearest 0.1. This is your 

Reflectance Score. Steps 3 and 4 combined are your color and reflectance 

score. 

[also see table below] 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Surface Materials  Munsell Color 

Percent of 

Total 
 

Rating 
 

Weighted Average 

Ex. Cedar Siding 5YR 6/6 69 X 10 = 6.9 

Ex. Windows >15% 2530 X 1 = 0.250.3 

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

      X    =   

Color & Reflectance Score     Total  =   
 

Step 6 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 6: Determine the appropriate surface pattern for each differing surface 

determined in Step 1. Using the Surface Plan & Texture Matrix below and 

the appropriate visible plane column from Step 5, assign an appropriate 

rating and multiply it to the percentage of each differing surface derived 

from Step 2. Round the result to the nearest 0.1. Sum the results to get your 

Surface Plan/Texture Score. 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Step 8 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 8:  Add the three scores (Color & Reflectance Score, Perimeter Score, 

and Surface/Texture Score) and round up to the next to the nearest whole 

number. This is the CONTRAST RATING. 

Step 9 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 9: Repeat Steps 1-8 for each visible building/structure in the project 

area. Each will have a separate contrast rating score. Multiply each 

buildings/structure’s contrast rating by its percentage of the overall 

lakefront façade and sum the results. Round up the next whole number. This 

is the Composite Contrast Rating for the project area. 

Step 11 Rounding Clarify standards for rounding Step 11:  Determine the existing visible area of the structures in the project 

area. Round to the nearest square foot.   
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Table 4:  Fee Schedule Amendments 

Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Fees: Fee 
Multipliers 

Enhanced 
Staff Review 

Apply a 25 percent fee multiplier for 
enhanced staff-level reviews. 

Enhanced Staff Level Review  

Projects with noticing requirements per the 

TRPA Rules of Procedure that do not require 

Hearings Officer or Governing Board Review.  

1.25 

 

Fees: Fee 
Multipliers 

Special 
Planning Areas 

Eliminate the 25 percent fee multiplier 
for special planning areas. 

SPECIAL PLANNING AREAS   

For projects located in an adopted community 

plan area, or subject to an adopted 

redevelopment, specific, or master plan. 

1.25 

 

Fees: 
Throughout 

Shoreland 
scenic review 

Increase shoreland scenic review fees 
from $629 to recover project review 
costs. Apply higher scenic review fees for 
more complex reviews, with a modest 
increase for minor improvements:  

$1,000 for “Level 3” reviews and “Level 
6” reviews. 

$2,000 for all other reviews. 

Shoreland Scenic Review Fee1 

$629$1,000 or $2,000 

1 Shoreland Scenic Review fee only applies to littoral parcels. Level 3 and 6 $1,000, 

all other reviews $2,000. See TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 66: Scenic Quality. 

Fees: Line 
11 

Tourist 
Accommodati
ons (new) 

Increase the base fee for new lodging 
projects and the per-unit fee for all 
lodging projects to match fees for multi-
family units. 

$2,644 $3,195 + $47 per unit $59 per unit 

Fees: Line 
12 

Tourist 
Accommodati
on Additions 

Increase the base fee for new lodging 
projects and the per-unit fee for all 
lodging projects to match fees for multi-
family units. 

$2,644 + $47 per unit $59 per unit 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Fees: Line 
25 

Day Care new Establish an intentional fee subsidy. 
Reduce application fees to $800. 

$2,782 min. fee, deposit account 

$800 

Fees: Line 
25 

Day Care 
additions 

Establish an intentional fee subsidy. 
Reduce application fees to $800. 

$2,782 min. fee, deposit account 

$800 

Fees: Line 
62.A 

Buoys, 
Floating 
Platforms, and 
Low-Water 
Blocks (new) 

The fee should be increased to about 
$1,500 per buoy. This is a cost recovery 
estimate. 

$787 per buoy, floating platform, or low-water block (for first 3) plus $393 

per additional item 

$1,500 each 

Fees: Line 
62.B 

Recognition of 
Existing Buoys, 
Mooring 
Lottery 
Eligibility 
Review 

The fee should be increased to about 
$350. This is a cost recovery estimate. 

$71 

$350 

Fees: Line 
66 

Buoys, 
Floating 
Platforms, and 
Low-Water 
Blocks 
(additions) 

The fee should be increased to about 
$1,500 per buoy. This is a cost recovery 
estimate. 

$629 per buoy, floating platform, or low-water block (for first 3) plus $315 

per additional item 

$1,500 each 
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Section Topic Implementation Item / Explanation Proposed Amendment 

Fees: Line 
67 

Piers 
Modifications 
(no 
expansion), 
Water Intake 
Lines4 

Fee should remain for pier modifications $3,025 min. fee, deposit account 

Fees: Line 
132 

Pier 
Expansions4 

Pier expansions should have the same 
base fee as for new piers.   

$6,050 min. fee, deposit account 

Fees: Line 
108.A 

Qualified 
Exempt 
(structural 
additiona/mo
dificationnot 
in the 
shorezone) 

The current fee for some QE Declarations 
should apply to all QE Declarations 

$213 

Fees: Line 
131 

Parcel 
Consolidation 
Deed 
Restrictions 

Apply a $200 fee to recover review costs. $200 

Fees: Line 
132 

Repeat Permit 
Acknowledgm
ent 

Apply a $200 fee to recover review costs. $200 
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Fees: 
Mitigation 
Fee Table 

Mitigation 
Fees (all) 

**Mitigation fees are listed here. Fee 
amounts are removed from the Code 
and the Rules. No substantive changes 
except recognition of off-site 
mitigation fees. 

See fee table below: 

MITIGATION FEES 

Fee Category Fee 

Water Quality Mitigation $1.86 per square foot 

Mobility Mitigation Fee  Per Average Daily Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) 

Residential $196.20 per VMT 

Commercial $21.80 per VMT 

Tourist Accommodation Unit $196.20 per VMT 

Campsites & RV sites $196.20 per VMT 

Other $21.80 per VMT 

Off-Site Coverage Mitigation See Excess Coverage Mitigation 

Excess Coverage Mitigation Fees by Hydrologic Area  See Map 

Incline $20 per square foot 

Marlette $12 per square foot 

Cave Rock $25 per square foot 

South Stateline (Nevada side) $15 per square foot 

South Stateline (California side) $8.50 per square foot 

Upper Truckee $8.50 per square foot 

Emeral Bay $8.50 per square foot 

McKinney Bay $8.50 per square foot 

Tahoe City $8.50 per square foot 

Agate Bay (California side) $8.50 per square foot 

Agate Bay (Nevada side) $18 per square foot 

Rental Vehicle Mitigation  $4.75 for EACH DAY of the rental transaction 
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Fees: 
Shorezone 
Mitigation 
Fees 

Shorezone 
Mitigation 
Fees (all) 

**Shorezone mitigation fees are listed 
here. Fee amounts are removed from 
Code and the Rules. No substantive 
changes. 

See fee table below 

SHOREZONE MITIGATION FEES 

Fee Category Fee 

Mooring  $43.00 per year 

Buoy Scenic Mitigation $47.00 per year 

Motorized Boat Rental Concession  $75.00 per year for every boat with an EPA 3-star or better rating 
 
$150.00 per year for every boat with an EPA 2-star or better rating 

Mitigation Fees $60.00 per linear foot, new pier 
 
$60.00 per linear foot, additional length to an existing pier 
 
$600.00 per application, other additions 

New Boat Ramp Construction or Expansion $60.00 per linear foot, new boat ramp 
 
$60.00 per linear foot, additional length to an existing boat ramp 
 
$200.00 per linear foot, additional width to an existing boat ramp 

New Marina Construction or Expansion 
$200.00 per slip, new boat slip  
 
$200.00 per buoy, new mooring buoy 
 
$500.00 per application, other additions 

 

 

[end] 
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INITIAL DETERMINATION OF  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CHECKLIST 
 
 
  

Project Name: Permitting Improvement Project  

 

Project Description: 
This Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) considers and analyzes the potential environmental impact of draft 

amendments to the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s (TRPA) Code of Ordinances (the “Code”), Rules of Procedure 

(the “Rules”), Design Review Guidelines (“DRG”), and Fee Schedule (the “Fees”) as part of TRPA’s Permitting 

Improvement Project. The proposed amendments are necessary to implement the TRPA Permitting Improvement 

Action Plan (the “Action Plan”) and the Permitting Improvement Implementation Report (the “Implementation 

Report”). 

The Action Plan is a strategy and 18-month work program to improve TRPA permitting operations. It was developed 

through a participatory process and was endorsed by the TRPA Governing Board in August 2022. The Action Plan 

directed staff to pursue process improvements and code amendments focused on the following priority topics: 

• Establish more efficient, consistent, and predictable application review processes. 

• Simplify and shorten review processes for minor applications and sequential approvals. 

• Update code standards that are difficult to interpret, do not add value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

• Prioritize public communication and customer services. 

• Expand tools for staff development and training. 

• Maintain adequate and dependable funding to support quality application reviews. 

The Implementation Report is a technical memo detailing specific recommendations to implement the Action Plan. 

It was also developed with stakeholder participation and was endorsed by the TRPA Governing Board in March 

2023. 

The proposed amendments to the Code, Rules, DRG, and Fees are summarized within the packet staff summary and 

Table of Amendments (Attachment B). The amendments were reviewed, discussed, and refined in coordination 

with TRPA staff, including legal counsel, and a variety of stakeholders as summarized in the staff summary and 

consultant memo (Attachment A).  

Implementation of the permitting improvement and operations recommendations would require amending the 

following:  

• TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters:  

o Chapter 2: Applicability of the Code of Ordinances 

o Chapter 30: Land Coverage 

 

OFFICE 
128 Market St. 
Stateline, NV  

 
Phone: (775) 588-4547 

Fax: (775) 588-4527 

MAIL 
PO Box 5310 

Stateline, NV 89449-5310  
 

trpa@trpa.org 
 www.trpa.org 

HOURS 
Mon. Wed. Thurs. Fri 

9 am-12 pm/1 pm-4 pm 
Closed Tuesday  

 
New Applications Until 3:00 pm  
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o Chapter 37: Height 

o Chapter 50: Allocation of Development 

o Chapter 60: Water Quality 

o Chapter 65: Air Quality/Transportation 

o Chapter 66: Scenic Quality 

o Chapter 67: Historic Resource Protection 

o Chapter 82: Existing Structures and Exempt Activities [Shorezone] 

o Chapter 84: Development Standards Lakeward of High Water in the Shorezone and Lakezone 

o Chapter 90: Definitions 

• TRPA Rules of Procedure Articles: 

o Article 5: Project Review 

o Article 10: Miscellaneous 

o Article 12: Notice 

o Article 16: Fees (NEW, a consolidation of fee related items) 

• TRPA Design Review Guidelines, Appendix H. 

• TRPA Fee Schedule Sections: 

o Introduction 

o Fee Multipliers 

o Schedules A-J 

o Mitigation Fees 

o Shorezone Mitigation Fees 

The Permitting Improvement Project also includes administrative improvements such as a Procedural Manual with 

standard operating procedures, permitting staff guidance, and standardized templates to aid in streamlined and 

consistent project review; staff reorganization and dedicated project review teams; revised project applications; 

improved customer service navigation at TRPA.gov; and a permitting cost recovery monitoring strategy that are 

under development.   

Environmental Review: 

Pursuant to TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 3.3, TRPA shall use either an initial environmental checklist or 

environmental assessment to determine whether an environmental impact statement shall be prepared for a 

project or other matter, with the exception of planning matters and ordinary administrative and operational 

functions of TRPA which do not require a determination of need to prepare an environmental impact statement. 

This Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) is a program-level environmental document. No specific land use or 

development projects are proposed at this time or analyzed herein. All future projects will be subject to project-

level environmental review and permitting by TRPA and/or a local jurisdiction pursuant to an adopted MOU, with 

the permitting agency determined based on the scope and location of the project. Project-level environmental 

analysis would require identification of, and mitigation for, any site-specific potentially significant environmental 

impacts.  

123



 

 
AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 

This IEC is tiered from the TRPA 2012 Regional Plan Update (RPU) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 

accordance to section 6.12 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure.1 The RPU and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) are 

comprehensive land use and transportation plans that guide physical development within the Lake Tahoe Region 

through 2035. The RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS are program-level environmental documents that include a regional 

scale analysis and a framework of mitigation measures and provide a foundation for subsequent environmental 

review. These documents serve as first-tier documents for the TRPA review of the proposed recommendations. 

Meaning, the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS analyzed total development potential of the two plans. 

The Permitting Improvement Project, as discussed in Attachment A, developed recommendations that generally 

fall into three categories: (1) codification of existing policies (e.g. code interpretations), (2) clarification of 

existing regulations (e.g. land coverage, height, etc.), and (3) streamlining of procedures to increase the 

effectiveness and efficiency of permitting operations. The proposed amendments included in the provided 

packet are necessary to implement these recommendations. These amendments are primarily intended to 

provide further clarification of existing environmentally beneficial regulations as opposed to the creation or 

removal of regulations. Where criteria have been expanded (e.g. new exempt activities or expanding permissible 

coverage exemptions), the amendments are consistent in scale and scope of similar activities found within the 

applicable sections of the code and maintain specific project requirements to further threshold attainment (such 

as installation of stormwater systems and compliance with design and development guidelines).  

To the extent that the project’s recommendations are consistent with the RPU and the RTP, for which the program 

EISs were prepared, the amendments were found to be within the scope of the program EISs, or in the context of 

tiering. By tiering from the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS, this Initial Environmental Checklist relies on those analyses for 

the following: 

• a discussion of general background and setting information for environmental topic areas; 

• overall growth-management regulations; and  

• assessment of the land coverage system, projects and matters requiring TRPA review and approval, 

height standards, and scenic and historic protective regulations.  

Under the proposed amendments, the background, overall development caps, growth control programs, and 

environmental thresholds (e.g. air and water quality, wildlife conservation, etc.) as analyzed in the RPU and RTP 

remain in place with no changes. The Permitting Improvement Project amendments are intended to streamline the 

permitting operations of the RPU.   

Amendments to the Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedure, DRG, and Fee Schedule which require adoption by 

ordinance and resolution by the TRPA Governing Board are included within this IEC and analysis. Other 

administrative and operational improvements (e.g. providing procedural guidance) of the Permitting Improvement 

Project as described above are not included within this IEC. See Attachment B for a detailed list of amendments to 

the Code, Rules, and Fee Schedule. 

 

 
1 The TRPA Governing Board certified the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS on December 12, 2012. 

124



 

 
AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 

The table below provides an overview of the environmental impact considerations of each task and deliverables 

being implemented as part of the project: 

TABLE 1: Overview of Environmental Impact Considerations per Project Task 2 

TASKS & DELIVERABLES ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONSIDERATION & 
DISCUSSION 

Priority #1: Establish more efficient, consistent, and predictable application review processes 

Procedural Manual  These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance). Environmental protections, regulations, and 
requirements would not be altered by these tasks and 
deliverables.  
 

Standardized Forms, Templates, and Conditions of 
Approval 

Dedicated Project Review Teams 

Priority #2: Simplify and shorten review processes for minor applications and sequential approvals. 

Minor Applications These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance). Environmental protections and regulations 
would not be altered by these tasks and deliverables. 
 
Procedures are detailed in new section 5.4 and 5.5 in 
the TRPA Rules of Procedure, including a list of 
qualifying projects.  
 

Bundled Applications 

QE Declaration Process Simplification The existing Qualified Exempt (QE) declaration 
procedures are being clarified consistent with existing 
code language.  These improvements are 
administrative and operational in nature. (e.g. provides 
procedural guidance) Clarifications regarding the QE 
procedure will be included in the Procedural Manual 
and TRPA applications. Environmental protections and 
regulations would not be altered by these tasks and 
deliverables. 
 

Expand Exempt Activities List The proposed amendments include moving select 
minor activities from the QE list to the fully Exempt list 
in TRPA Code 2.3. These are consistent in scale and 
scope of existing exempt activities.  
 
Qualified Exempt activities as described within TRPA 
Code section 2.3 are a subset of Exempt Activities. 
Exempt activities, including QEs, are not TRPA actions 
or approvals and are not required to be reviewed by 
staff per the existing TRPA code. 
   

 

 
2 The Permitting Improvement Project tasks and recommendations are described in more detail within Attachment A: 
Consultant Memo of the packet.  
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The difference between a fully exempt activity and a 
QE is largely procedural. A QE requires notice of the 
property owner or project proponent prior to activity 
commencement. A QE declaration is filed by a project 
proponent on a TRPA provided form.  
 
The proposed changes will remove the requirement for 
notice to TRPA for certain activities that are similar in 
scale and scope to existing fully exempt activities.  
 
Exempt activities, like all activities and projects, are still 
subject to compliance enforcement and action should 
the activity be inconsistent with the TRPA Code or 
cause harmful environmental impacts. 
 
Activities proposed to be included on the Exempt list 

include:  

1. Structural repair less than $50,000 (Sec 2.3.2.A) 

-moved from QE section and amount increased 

2. Excavation, filling, or backfilling less than 10 

cubic yards (Sec 2.3.2.D) 

-moved from QE section and amount increased 

3. Seasonal Outdoor Retail Sales Use (Sec 2.3.2.H) 

-moved from QE section 

4. Subdivision Identification Signs (Sec 2.3.3.P) 

-moved from QE section 

5. Replacement of Approved Sign Faces (Sec 

2.3.3.Q) 

-moved from QE section 

 
See amendments in Code section 2.3.2 and 2.3.3. 
 
These amendments are discussed in more detail 
within the IEC.  
 

Historic Resource Process Simplification These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature. (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance) There are no environmental threshold 
standards for historic resources; however, the Bi-State 
Compact does list “historical facilities” as a 
conservation plan component. 
 
Amendments include streamlined historic resource 
determination procedures and staff-level approval of 
projects involving potential historic resources. Routine 
project-level consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Offices is being discontinued, consistent 
with a request from the California office and 
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concurrence with the Nevada office. Regulations for 
the identification, designation, and protection of 
historic and cultural resources are retained within the 
TRPA Code.  
 
See amendments in Code section 2.2.2.A.2.c and 
Chapter 67. 
 

Additional Staff Level Delegation These changes are administrative and operational in 
nature. The requirements for findings and 
Environmental protections and regulations would not 
be altered.  
 
Several amendments related to recommendations for 
certain project types that currently require review and 
approval by a Hearings Officer or Governing Board to 
be delegation for review and approval at staff level. 
These are projects that generally routine in nature and 
have clearly defined requirements within the Code and 
in some cases have disproportionally higher level of 
scrutiny than similar projects (e.g. Projects that use 
residential bonus units require a more intensive review 
process than would be required for market rate 
housing or timeshares.) 
 
Noticing requirements and appeal provisions are 
retained for shorezone applications and Article 11: 
Appeals of the TRPA Rules of Procedure.  
 
See amendments in Code section 2.2.2.F. 
 

Priority #3: Update code standards that are difficult to interpret, do not add value, or are unduly cumbersome. 

Code Interpretations and Clarifications A suite of amendments is proposed codifying past code 

interpretations and existing practices. The 

amendments are not intended to significantly change 

or lessen land use regulations or environmental 

protections. Added code language within the 

amendments clarify the approval criteria for common 

regulations, such as land coverage and height. The 

amendments help project applicants and stakeholders 

better understand development limitations and 

considerations, while providing a framework for more 

consistent and improved reviews.   

Topics addressed with the suite of amendments 

include:  

1. Land coverage for public safety and access of 

the disabled (Code sec 30.4.2) 
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2. Land coverage transfers between Bailey and 

IPES lots (Code sec 30.4.3) 

3. Land coverage exemptions – non-permanent 

coverage, pervious coverage, pervious decks. 

Changes also include new provisions for small 

utility installations including utility boxes, 

generators, HVAC pads, EV chargers, solar, etc 

(Code sec 30.4.6) 

4. Off-site coverage (Code sec 30.4.7) 

5. Heights for buildings with multiple roof pitches 

(Code sec 37.3.4) 

6. Height standards for segmented buildings on 

slopes (Code sec 37.4.2) 

7. Standards for reflectivity and glare outside the 

shorezone/shoreland (Code sec 66.1.6) 

8. Shorezone boulder relocation (qualified 

exempt) vs dredging (Code sec 82.5.8) 

9. Rules for Rounding (Code sec 90.1.14) 

10. Definitions (Code sec 90.2) 

▪ Active Solar Energy System 

▪ Deck 

▪ Electric Vehicle Charger 

▪ Electric Vehicle Charging Station 

▪ Expansion (addresses expansion vs 

modification for shorezone structures) 

▪ Land Coverage (addresses minor site 

improvements) 

▪ Walkway 

These amendments are discussed in more detail 
within the IEC. 
 

Reduce Audit Volumes Procedural ordinances are updated to reduce audit 
frequency for single family permits and to only conduct 
the “below the IPES line” drawing if there is insufficient 
supply in the Residential Allocation Incentive Pool. In 
recent years, TRPA and the local agencies have focused 
more on education and coordination. Auditing has 
show high levels of compliance, with jurisdictions 
regularly receiving a score of 90 or better with a few 
exceptions. TRPA staff and local agencies believe that 
audits of five percent would be adequate for program 
purposes and would continue to flag permitting issues. 
 
These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature. (e.g. provides procedural 
guidance) Environmental protections and safeguards 

Reduce “Below the IPES Line” Drawings 
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would not be altered by these tasks and deliverables. 
Procedural changes to the “below the IPES line” 
drawing would only change the process for how 
allocations could be acquired for undevelopable 
parcels. It would not change access to allocations or 
development potential within the region.  
 
Changes will significantly reduce staff work without 
impacting outcomes.  
 
See Code sec 50.5.2.A and E. 
 

Organize and Publicize Code Reference Documents This improvement is administrative and operational in 
nature. (e.g. provides procedural guidance and 
references important documents) Environmental 
protections, regulations, and requirements would not 
be altered by these tasks and deliverables.  
 

Priority #4: Prioritize public communication and customer service.  

See tasks and deliverable for Priority #1. 

Priority #5: Expand tools for staff development and training.  

See tasks and deliverable for Priority #1. 

Priority #6: Maintain adequate and dependable funding to support quality application reviews.  

Updates Select Fees and TRPA Fee Schedule These improvements are administrative and 
operational in nature. Environmental protections and 
regulations would not be altered by these tasks and 
deliverables. 
 

Cost Recovery Monitoring Program 

 

Determination: 

The purpose of this IEC is to disclose to the public and decision makers the environmental considerations of 

implementing the proposed Code, Rules, DRG and Fee amendments as part of the Permitting Improvement 

Implementation Plan.  

Based on findings discussed within this IEC, it is anticipated that TRPA will be able to make the findings pursuant 

to Section 3.3.2.A of the TRPA Code that the proposed amendments would not have a significant effect on the 

environment and that a finding of no significant effect (FONSE) will be prepared in accordance with Section 6.6 of 

the TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.  
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The following questionnaire will be completed by the applicant based on evidence submitted with the application.  All 
"Yes" and "No, With Mitigation" answers will require further written comments. Use the blank boxes to add any 
additional information and reference the question number and letter. If more space is required for additional 
information, please attached separate sheets and reference the question number and letter. 

For information on the status of TRPA environmental thresholds click on the links to the Threshold Dashboard. 

I. Environmental Impacts

1. Land

Current and historic status of soil conservation standards can be found at the links 
below:  

 Impervious Cover
 Stream Environment Zone

Will the proposal result in: Ye
s 
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a. Compaction or covering of the soil beyond the limits allowed in the land capability
or Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. A change in the topography or ground surface relief features of site inconsistent
with the natural surrounding conditions?

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
c. Unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the proposal? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
d. Changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic substructures or grading in excess

of 5 feet?
☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. The continuation of or increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the
site?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sand, or changes in siltation, deposition
or erosion, including natural littoral processes, which may modify the channel of a
river or stream or the bed of a lake?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,
backshore erosion, avalanches, mud slides, ground failure, or similar hazards?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.130

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/ImperviousCover
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/StreamEnvironmentZone
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1. Land (Continuation Page)

Discussion: 

Amendments to Sec�on 30.4.2 and 30.4.6.H “Facili�es for Public Safety and Access of the Disabled” 
clarifies that coverage transferred to a parcel for public safety and access facili�es may be exempted 

from land coverage calcula�ons. This provision is consistent with Sec�on 30.4.6.C for the exemp�on of 

coverage for Americans with Disabili�es Act (ADA) related facili�es. The 2012 Regional Plan EIS 

concluded that an ADA coverage exemp�on would result in a less-than-significant impacts related to 

stormwater runoff and pollutant loads based on the required implementa�on of stormwater systems 

(i.e. BMPs), design guidelines, and coverage limits of the Bailey land capability system.  

Permissible coverage exemp�ons under the subject code sec�ons does not create “new coverage”. The 

amendments provide limited applicability for health and safety facili�es and access where coverage is 

unavailable or limited. To take advantage of such exemp�ons, a project proponent would be required to 

transfer in coverage from an equally sensi�ve or more sensi�ve parcel, and thus limi�ng the 

development poten�al on the sending site. This transfer of coverage is a requirement and serves as a 

coverage relocation (i.e. no net increase in coverage on sensitive lands).  

The proposed amendments maintain the same implementa�on mi�ga�on measures as Sec�on 30.4.6.C 
related to ADA facili�es. Parcels eligible for the coverage exemp�ons must have a BMP cer�ficate and 

comply with applicable design guidelines (e.g. home landscaping guide, fire defensible space, and Design 

Guidelines for any new structure or facili�es), as well as the transfer of coverage as discussed above. The 

amendments retain and do not alter Sec�ons 30.4.6.E and 30.5 that limit the aggregate of coverage 

exemp�ons permissible on a parcel or project area and that prohibit addi�onal land coverage on 

sensi�ve lands with some excep�ons.  

Addi�onal amendments to Sec�on 30.4.6 “Exemp�ons and Par�al Exemp�ons from Calcula�on of 
Land Coverage” clarify the type of object or structure that may be eligible and clarify by way of 

measurable criteria the material or structures eligible under this sec�on.  

The 2012 Regional Plan EIS concluded that par�al or full coverage exemp�ons could result in addi�onal 

coverage in the Region; however, coverage exemp�ons would result in less-than-significant impacts 

related to stormwater runoff and pollutant loads based on the implementa�on of requirements such as 

project compliance with design and development guidelines, installa�on of stormwater systems (i.e. 

BMPs), and coverage limits of the Bailey land capability system. In order to be eligible for coverage 

exemp�ons, the parcel or project area is required to have a BMP cer�ficate and install BMPs.  

To take advantage of coverage exemp�ons, project proponents must install BMPs and fully mi�gate all 

excess coverage at the �me of project approval which is typically through a mi�ga�on fee. 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.131
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These mi�ga�on fees are held by TRPA and disbursed to the local land banks to help fund important 

restora�on projects and legacy development acquisi�ons to further threshold atainment.  

The proposed amendments do not increase development poten�al beyond what the Code currently 

allows as analyzed in the 2012 Regional Plan EIS. The amendments retain and do not alter Sec�ons 

30.4.6.E and 30.5 that limit the aggregate of coverage exemp�on permissible on a parcel or project area 
and that prohibit addi�onal land coverage on sensi�ve lands with some excep�ons. 

Amendment to Sec�on 30.4.7 “Off-Site Land Coverage” codifies a code interpreta�on from 2001. 

Specifically, the amendment defines off-site coverage and prescribes general standards consistent with 

exis�ng prac�ces. This amendment is limited in applicability because it relates to coverage, such as 

parking or walkways, only within the right-of-way. The proposed language may result in addi�onal 

coverage within the Region; however, all off-site coverage is required to be fully mi�gated by paying an 

excess coverage mi�ga�on fee and therefore would result in a less-than-significant impact to water 

quality and pollutant run-off. Excess coverage mi�ga�on fees, as discussed above, are paid by project 

proponents and held by TRPA to be disbursed to the local land banks for environmentally beneficial 

restora�ons and site acquisi�ons. 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.132
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2. Air Quality

Current and historic status of air quality standards can be found at the links below:  

 Carbon Monoxide (CO)
 Nitrate Deposition
 Ozone (O3)
 Regional Visibility
 Respirable and Fine Particulate Matter
 Sub‐Regional Visibility

Will the proposal result in: Ye
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a. Substantial air pollutant emissions? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
c. The creation of objectionable odors? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
d. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in climate,

either locally or regionally?
☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Increased use of diesel fuel? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.133

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/CarbonMonoxide
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/NitrateDeposition
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/Ozone
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/RegionalVisibility
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/RespirableAndFineParticulateMatter
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/SubRegionalVisibility
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3. Water Quality

Current and historic status of water quality standards can be found at the links below: 

 Aquatic Invasive Species
 Deep Water (Pelagic) Lake Tahoe
 Groundwater
 Nearshore (Littoral) Lake Tahoe
 Other Lakes
 Surface Runoff
 Tributaries
 Load Reductions

Ye
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Will the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface
water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm runoff (approximately 1 inch per hour)
cannot be contained on the site?

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

c. Alterations to the course or flow of 100‐yearflood waters? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water body? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water quality, including
but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

g. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct additions or
withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public water
supplies?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding and/or
wave action from 100‐year storm occurrence or seiches?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

j. The potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any alteration of
groundwater quality?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

k. Is the project located within 600 feet of a drinking water source? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.134

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/AquaticInvasiveSpecies
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/DeepWaterPelagicLakeTahoe
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/Groundwater
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/NearshoreLittoralLakeTahoe
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/OtherLakes
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/SurfaceRunoff
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/Tributaries
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/LoadReductions
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3. Water Quality (Continuation Page)

Discussion: 

Amendments to Sec�on 2.3 “Exempt Ac�vi�es” include moving select minor ac�vi�es from the 
Qualified Exempt ac�vity list to a fully Exempt ac�vity. These are ac�vi�es that are consistent in scale 
and scope of exis�ng exempt ac�vi�es.  

The difference between an Exempt ac�vity and a QE is largely procedural. A QE is a declara�on filed by a 

project proponent on a TRPA provided form. QEs are not TRPA ac�ons or approvals and are not required 

to be reviewed by staff per the exis�ng TRPA code. Fully exempt ac�vi�es do not require review, 

approval or any documenta�on submital to TRPA. Exempt ac�vi�es, like all ac�vi�es and projects, are 

s�ll subject to compliance enforcement and ac�on should the ac�vity be inconsistent with the TRPA 
Code or cause harmful environmental impacts. 

The ac�vi�es that would result in land coverage or permanent land disturbance, disturbance to natural 
grade or drainage paterns or absorp�on rates, require stormwater systems (i.e. BMPs), or require 

mi�ga�on fees are not included in the amendment package.   

Amendment to Sec 82.5.8 serves to codify Code Interpreta�on 2023-01 “Shorezone Boulder Reloca�on”. 
In 2018, TRPA added to the Code a qualified exempt (QE) ac�vity for boulder reloca�on in the shorezone 

to enhance naviga�onal safety. A QE ac�vity is an ac�vity that does not have the poten�al to have a 

substan�al effect on the land, air, water, space, or any other natural resource in the region. The boulder 

reloca�on QE, however, provides no limita�on on the number of boulders that can be relocated. 

Moreover, in order to protect lake clarity, TRPA strictly limits new dredging (which includes boulder 

reloca�on) to marinas and public facili�es and only when certain findings can be made. Recently, TRPA 

has received boulder reloca�on QEs for substan�al numbers of boulders that both individually and 

cumula�vely present risk of nega�ve environmental impacts beyond those an�cipated for this QE 

category. Boulder reloca�on can adversely impact water quality depending on lake botom substrate, the 

degree of sedimental disturbance, whether and to what extent a boulder is buried, the technique used 

to relocate the boulder, and implementa�on of best construc�on management prac�ces. This 
amendment mi�gates those impacts to less than significant by limi�ng such ac�vity and placing 

measurable requirements on such ac�vi�es.  

Amendments to Sec�on 30.4.2 “Facili�es for Public Safety and Access of the Disabled” and 30.4.6 
“Exemp�ons and Par�al Exemp�ons from Calcula�on of Land Coverage” clarify the type of object or 

structure that may be eligible and clarify by way of measurable criteria the material or structures eligible 

under this sec�on.  

The 2012 Regional Plan EIS concluded that an ADA coverage exemp�on would result in a less-than-

significant impacts related to stormwater runoff and pollutant loads based on the required 
implementa�on of stormwater systems (i.e. BMPs), design guidelines, and coverage limits of the Bailey 

land capability system. The proposed amendments maintain the same implementa�on mi�ga�on  

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.135
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measures as Sec�on 30.4.6.C related to ADA facili�es. Parcels eligible for the coverage exemp�ons must 
have a BMP cer�ficate and comply with applicable design guidelines (e.g. home landscaping guide, fire 

defensible space, and Design Guidelines for any new structure or facili�es). 

In order to be eligible for coverage exemp�ons, the parcel or project area is required to have a BMP 

cer�ficate and installa�on of BMPs. Coverage exemp�ons can and do serve as an incen�ve for property 

owners to maximize their development poten�al. In doing so, this expedites and furthers compliance 

with the installa�on and maintenance of stormwater systems on the subject property.  

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.136
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4. Vegetation

Current and historic status of vegetation preservation standards can be found at the 
links below:  

 Common Vegetation
 Late Seral/Old Growth Ecosystems
 Sensitive Plants
 Uncommon Plant Communities

Will the proposal result in: Ye
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a. Removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for the actual
development permitted by the land capability/IPES system?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Removal of riparian vegetation or other vegetation associated with critical wildlife
habitat, either through direct removal or indirect lowering of the groundwater
table?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive fertilizer or water, or will
provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number of any species of plants
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora, and aquatic plants)?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare, or endangered species of plants? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Removal of stream bank and/or backshore vegetation, including woody vegetation
such as willows?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

g. Removal of any native live, dead or dying trees 30 inches or greater in diameter at
breast height (dbh) within TRPA's Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

h. A change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.137

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/CommonVegetation
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/LateSeralOldgrowthEcosystems
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/SensitivePlants
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/UncommonPlantCommunities
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5. Wildlife

Current and historic status of special interest species standards can be found at the 
links below:  

 Special Interest Species

Current and historic status of the fisheries standards can be found at the links below:  

 Instream Flow
 Lake Habitat
 Stream Habitat

Will the proposal result in: Ye
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a. Change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of any species of
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects, mammals, amphibians or microfauna)?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered species of animals? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the
migration or movement of animals?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or quality? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.138

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/SpecialInterestSpecies
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/InstreamFlow
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/LakeHabitat
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/StreamHabitat
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6. Noise

Current and historic status of the noise standards can be found at the links below:  

 Cumulative Noise Events
 Single Noise Events

Will the proposal result in: Ye
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a. Increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels (CNEL) beyond those
permitted in the applicable Area Plan, Plan Area Statement, Community Plan or
Master Plan?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Single event noise levels greater than those set forth in the TRPA Noise
Environmental Threshold?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. The placement of residential or tourist accommodation uses in areas where the
existing CNEL exceeds 60 dBA or is otherwise incompatible?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. The placement of uses that would generate an incompatible noise level in close
proximity to existing residential or tourist accommodation uses?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Exposure of existing structures to levels of ground vibration that could result in
structural damage?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.139

https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/CumulativeNoiseEvents
https://thresholds.laketahoeinfo.org/ThresholdReportingCategory/Detail/SingleNoiseEvents
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7. Light and Glare

Will the proposal: 
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a. Include new or modified sources of exterior lighting? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Create new illumination which is more substantial than other lighting, if any, within
the surrounding area?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Cause light from exterior sources to be cast off ‐site or onto public lands? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements or through the
use of reflective materials?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

8. Land Use

Will the proposal: 
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a. Include uses which are not listed as permissible uses in the applicable Area Plan,
Plan Area Statement, adopted Community Plan, or Master Plan?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Expand or intensify an existing non‐conforming use? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A.140
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9. Natural Resources

Will the proposal result in: 
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a. A substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Substantial depletion of any non‐renewable natural resource? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

10. Risk of Upset

Will the proposal: 
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a. Involve a risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances including, but
not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation in the event of an accident or
upset conditions?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Involve possible interference with an emergency evacuation plan? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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TRPA‐‐IEC  13 of 22 02/2022 

11. Population

Will the proposal: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
 

m
it
ig
at
io
n
 

D
at
a 

in
su
ff
ic
ie
n
t 

a. Alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human population
planned for the Region?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Include or result in the temporary or permanent displacement of residents? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

12. Housing

Will the proposal: 
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a. Affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?

To determine if the proposal will affect existing housing or create a demand for
additional housing, please answer the following questions:

1. Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

2. Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region
historically or currently being rented at rates affordable by lower and very‐low‐
income households?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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13. Transportation / Circulation

Will the proposal result in: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
 

m
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at
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n
 

D
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a 

in
su
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n
t 

a. Generation of 650 or more new average daily Vehicle Miles Travelled? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems, including highway, transit,
bicycle or pedestrian facilities?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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14. Public Services

Will the proposal have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or 
altered governmental services in any of the following areas?: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
 

m
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n
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a. Fire protection? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Police protection? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Schools? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Other governmental services? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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15. Energy

Will the proposal result in: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
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h
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n
 

D
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n
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a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the
development of new sources of energy?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion: 

16. Utilities

Except for planned improvements, will the proposal result in a need for new systems, 
or substantial alterations to the following utilities: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w
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h
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D
at
a 

in
su
ff
ic
ie
n
t 

a. Power or natural gas? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Communication systems? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Utilize additional water which amount will exceed the maximum permitted capacity
of the service provider?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Utilize additional sewage treatment capacity which amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity of the sewage treatment provider?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Storm water drainage? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

f. Solid waste and disposal? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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17. Human Health

Will the proposal result in: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
 

m
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n
 

D
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a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental health)? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 

18. Scenic Resources / Community Design

Current and historic status of the scenic resources standards can be found at the links 
below:  

 Built Environment
 Other Areas
 Roadway and Shoreline Units

Will the proposal: Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
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n
 

D
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n
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a. Be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from Lake Tahoe? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated bicycle trail? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista seen from a
public road or other public area?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the applicable
ordinance, Community Plan, or Area Plan?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP) or
Design Review Guidelines?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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19. Recreation

Current and historic status of the recreation standards can be found at the links 
below:  

 Fair Share Distribution of Recreation Capacity
 Quality of Recreation Experience and Access to Recreational Opportunities

Will the proposal: Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
o
, w

it
h
 m
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at
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n
 

D
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a 
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n
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a. Create additional demand for recreation facilities? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Create additional recreation capacity? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either existing or
proposed?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Result in a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway, or public lands? ☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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20. Archaeological / Historical

Will the proposal result in: 

Ye
s 

N
o
 

N
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h
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n
 

D
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a 
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a. An alteration of or adverse physical or aesthetic effect to a significant archaeological
or historical site, structure, object or building?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Is the proposed project located on a property with any known cultural, historical,
and/or archaeological resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory
official maps or records?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Is the property associated with any historically significant events and/or sites or
persons?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect
unique ethnic cultural values?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

e. Will the proposal restrict historic or pre‐historic religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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21. Findings of Significance

Ye
s 
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o
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o
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a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish population to drop below self‐sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California or Nevada history or prehistory?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short‐term, to the disadvantage of
long‐term, environmental goals? (A short‐term impact on the environment is one
which occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of time, while long‐term impacts
will endure well into the future.)

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively small, but where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the environmental is significant?)

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

d. Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human being, either directly or indirectly?

☐ ☐  ☐ ☐ 

Discussion 
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DECLARATION: 

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the data and information
required  for  this  initial  evaluation  to  the  best  of my  ability,  and  that  the  facts,  statements,  and  information 
presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Signature: 

at

Person preparing application  County  Date 

Applicant Written Comments: (Attach additional sheets if necessary) 
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Determination: 

On the basis of this evaluation: 

a. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a
finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA's Rules of
Procedure

☐ YES ☐ NO

b. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but due to
the listed mitigation measures which have been added to the project, could have no
significant effect on the environment and a mitigated finding of no significant effect
shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA's Rules and Procedures.

☐ YES ☐ NO

c. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and an
environmental impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with this chapter
and TRPA's Rules of Procedures.

☐ YES ☐ NO

Date 
Signature of Evaluator 

Title of Evaluator 
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Attachment D 

 
Required Findings & Finding of No Significant Effect 
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Required Findings & Finding of No Significant Effect 
for Permitting Improvement Project Amendments 

 
This document contains required findings per Chapter 3 and 4 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances 
for amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, 
and 90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; Design Review Guidelines Appendix H; and 
Fee Schedule as part of the Permitting Improvement Project.   
 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 3.3: Determination of need to prepare Environmental 

Impact Statement 

 

Finding:     TRPA finds that the Regional Plan and code amendments will not have 

a significant effect on the environment.  

 

Rationale:   TRPA staff prepared an Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) pursuant to 

Article VI of TRPA Rules of Procedure and Chapter 3: Environmental 

Documentation of the TRPA Code of Ordinances to evaluate potential 

environmental effects of the proposed amendments for the permitting 

system, as seen in Attachment B. The IEC tiered from the TRPA 2012 

Regional Plan Update (RPU) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 

the TRPA Mobility 2035: Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (RTP) EIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 

accordance with Sections 6.12j of the TRPA Rules of Procedure.1 

 

 Based on the information contained within the IEC, the proposed 

amendments would not have a significant effect on the environment 

and TRPA staff prepared a finding of no significant effect in accordance 

to TRPA’s Rules of Procedure Section 6.6 and Code of Ordinance Section 

3.3.2.  

 

TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 4.4: Threshold Related Findings 

 

Finding:  The project (ordinance) is consistent with and will not adversely   

  affect implementation of the Regional Plan, including all   

  applicable Goals and Policies, plan area statements and maps, the  

  Code, and other TRPA plans and programs; 

 

Rationale:   The proposed amendments are consistent with and will not adversely 

affect the Regional Plan, including all applicable Goals and Policies (as 

 
1 The TRPA Governing Board certified the RPU EIS and RTP EIR/EIS on December 12, 2012.  
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discussed below), plan area statements and local planning areas, the 

Code and other TRPA plans and programs.  

 The Permitting Improvement Project amendments are primarily 

intended to provide further clarification of existing environmentally 

beneficial regulations as opposed to the creation or removal of 

regulations within the TRPA Code of Ordinances and Rules of Procedure. 

Where criterion has been expanded (e.g. new exempt activities or 

expanding permissible coverage exemptions), the amendments are 

consistent in scale and scope of similar activities found within the 

applicable sections of the code and maintain the same requirements 

(such as installation of stormwater systems and compliance with design 

and development guidelines). Clarification of existing land use 

regulations such as reflectivity, land coverage, coverage exemptions, 

height, etc may serve to increase the rate of threshold attainment by 

way of improved and consistent application. The proposed amendments 

are consistent with Regional Plan goals and policies, including but not 

limited to the allowance of coverage transfers with limited applicability 

(LU-2.11) and encouraging the rehabilitation and redevelopment of 

existing properties as a high priority (LU-2.12). The amendment packet 

also serves to implement agency goals of regularly reviewing policies, 

regulations, and procedures to identify and remove barriers hindering 

environmentally beneficial redevelopment.  

Finding:  The project will not cause the environmental threshold carrying 

capacities to be exceeded; and  

 

Rationale: The proposed amendments will not cause the environmental threshold 

carrying capacities to be exceeded. The Regional Plan EIS analyzed full 

development build out potential within the Tahoe region. The findings 

for adoption of the Regional Plan in 2012 demonstrated that 

implementation of the Regional Plan would not cause Environmental 

Threshold Carrying Capacities to be exceeded. 

 The proposed amendments were evaluated against all adopted 

threshold compliance measures. (See Attachment C.) The proposed 

amendments to the Code, Rules, Design Review Guidelines, and Fees 

will not negatively impact any compliance measures such as the Water 

Quality/SEZ, Air Quality/ Transportation, Noise, and Scenic compliance 

measures. It is anticipated that the amendments over time will help to 

accelerate threshold attainment in areas such as water quality with 
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project requirements in place to further ensure that properties install 

and maintain stormwater infiltration systems (BMPs).   

Finding: Wherever federal, state, or local air and water quality standards apply 

for the region, the strictest standards shall be attained, maintained, or 

exceeded pursuant to Article V(d) of the Tahoe Regional Planning 

Compact. 

 

Rationale: The proposed amendments will not affect any state, federal, or local 

standards.  The amendments are intended to attain and maintain 

adopted standards, as described above. 

 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 4.5: Findings Necessary to Amend the Regional Plan, 
Including Goals and Policies and Plan Area Statements and Maps 
 

Finding:  The Regional Plan, as amended, achieves and maintains the thresholds. 
 
Rationale: In 2012, TRPA found that the Regional Plan as revised would achieve 

and maintain thresholds.  Those findings are incorporated by reference 

here. The proposed amendments do not conflict with any Regional Plan 

provision designed to achieve and maintain thresholds. As discussed in 

finding 4.4 above, the proposed amendments will improve the 

implementation of threshold attainment strategies by encouraging 

environmentally beneficial redevelopment.  

TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 4.6: Findings Necessary to Amend or Adopt TRPA 
Ordinances, Rules, or Other TRPA Plans and Programs 

 
Finding: The Regional Plan and all of its elements, as implemented through the 

Code, Rules, and other TRPA plans and programs, as amended, achieves 
and maintains thresholds.  
 

Rationale: As discussed within Section 4.4 and 4.5 above, the Regional Plan and all 
of its elements (i.e. Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedures, etc.), as 
amended, achieves and maintains thresholds. The proposed 
amendments will improve the implementation of threshold attainment 
strategies by encouraging environmentally beneficial redevelopment.
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STATEMENT OF NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT 

 
Project Description: Permitting Improvement Project Proposed Amendments to the TRPA 

Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, and 
90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; Design Review 
Guidelines Appendix H; and Fee Schedule. 

 
Staff Analysis:   In accordance with Article IV of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, 

as amended, and Section 6.6 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, TRPA staff 
reviewed the information submitted with the subject project.   

 
Determination:   Based on the Initial Environmental Checklist, Agency staff found that the 

subject project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________   ____________________ ____________ 
TRPA Executive Director/Designee   Date 
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Attachment E 

Adopting Ordinance for Amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, Rules of Procedure, and Design 

Review Guidelines  

 

Adopting Resolution to the TRPA Fee Schedule 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

TRPA ORDINANCE NO. 2023 – 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE 87-9, AS AMENDED, TO ADOPT AMENDMENTS TO 

TRPA CODE OF ORDINANCES CHAPTERS 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, AND 90; RULES OF 
PROCEDURE ARTICLES 5, 10, 12, AND 16; AND DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES APPENDIX H 

TO IMPLEMENT PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE TRPA PERMITTING SYSTEM AND 
OTHER MATTERS RELATED THERETO. 

 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Governing Board does ordain as follows: 

 

Section  Findings 

1.00 

 
1.05 The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (P. L. 96-551, 94 Stat. 3233, 1980) created the 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and empowered it to set forth environmental 

threshold carrying capacities (“threshold standards”) for the Tahoe Region. 

1.10 The Compact directs TRPA to adopt and enforce a Regional Plan that, as implemented 

through agency ordinances, rules and regulations, will achieve and maintain such 

threshold standards while providing opportunities for orderly growth and development 

consistent with such thresholds. 

1.15 The Compact further requires that the Regional Plan attain and maintain federal, state, 

or local air and water quality standards, whichever are strictest, in the respective portions 

of the region for which the standards are applicable. 

1.20 Compact Art. V(c) states that the TRPA Governing Board and Advisory Planning 

Commission shall continuously review and maintain the Regional Plan. 

1.30 It is necessary and desirable to amend TRPA Ordinance 87-9, as previously amended, as 

it relates to the Regional Plan of TRPA by amending the Regional Plan pursuant to Article 

VI(a) and other applicable provisions of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact in order to 

accelerate attainment and ensure maintenance of the threshold standards. 

1.35 TRPA has made the necessary findings required by Article V of the Compact, Chapter 4 of 

the Code, and all other applicable rules and regulations, and incorporates these findings 

fully herein. 

1.45 The Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and Regional Plan Implementation Committee 

(RPIC) conducted a public hearing on the amendments and issued a recommendation 

regarding the adoption of these amendments. The Governing Board has also conducted 

a noticed public hearing on the amendments. At the hearings, oral testimony and 

documentary evidence were received and considered. 
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1.50 The Governing Board finds that the amendments adopted here will continue to 

implement the Regional Plan, as amended, in a manner that will achieve and maintain the 

adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities as required by Article V(c) of the 

Compact. 

1.55 Each of the foregoing findings is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

 

Section  Findings 

2.00 – Amendment of TRPA Regional Plan and Code of Ordinances 

 

2.10 The TRPA Regional Plan and TRPA Code of Ordinances is hereby amended to include the 

amendments to TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 2, 30, 37, 50, 60, 65, 66, 67, 82, 84, 

and 90; Rules of Procedure Articles 5, 10, 12, and 16; and Design Review Guidelines 

Appendix H to implement proposed recommendations to the TRPA permitting system as 

shown in Exhibit 1. 

Section  Findings 

3.00 – Interpretation and Severability 

3.10 The provisions of this ordinance adopted hereby shall be liberally constructed to affect 

their purpose. If any section, clause, provision, or portion thereof is declared 

unconstitutional or invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this 

ordinance shall not be affected thereby. For this purpose, the provisions of this 

ordinance are hereby declared respectively severable. 

 

Section  Findings 

4.00 – Effective Date 

4.10 The provisions of this ordinance shall be effective on XXXX XX, 2023. 

 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Governing Board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency this ____ day of 

________, 2023, by the following vote: 

 

Ayes: 

Nays: 

Absent: 

 

 _______________________________ 

 Cindy Gustafson, Chair 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Governing Board 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
TRPA RESOLUTION NO. 2023 – 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY  

TO AMEND THE TRPA FEE SCHEDULE 
 

 
WHEREAS, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) is required under the TRPA Compact and the 
Regional Plan and Code of Ordinances to review projects, and reasonable fees must be charged to 
reimburse the Agency for such review costs; and  
 
WHEREAS, the filing fees adjusted or created pursuant to this resolution are compensatory, cover the 
actual cost of providing services in reviewing and processing project applications, bear a direct 
relationship to the cost of administering the Agency’s ordinances, and do not raise revenue in excess of 
the cost of such services. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Governing Board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, 
pursuant to the authority contained in Article VII(e) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and Section 
10.7 of the Rules of Procedure of said Agency, that the fees to be charged and collected for the filing of 
applications for all projects, activities and environmental documents to be reviewed or approved, or 
both, by the Agency shall be in accordance with the schedule thereof set forth in Attachment B as 
provided and incorporated herein by this reference and shall become effective _____________, 2023. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED by the Governing Board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency this ______  
day of _____________, 2023, by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent:  
 

                                                         
_________________________ 

      Cindy Gustafson, Chair 
             Tahoe Regional Planning Agency                                                                
                                                               Governing Board  
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Code of Ordinance (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
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Rules of Procedure (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
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Attachment H 

Design Review Guidelines, Appendix H (Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
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Fee Schedule ((Full Document with Redline Changes Available Online) 
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TRPA CALENDAR AT-A-GLANCE 

AUGUST 2023 
• August 23: TRPA Governing Board Meeting at the North Tahoe Event Center in Kings 

Beach, CA. (Note that a walking tour is planned for after the meeting.) 

SEPTEMBER 2023 
• September 13: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
• September 27: TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

OCTOBER 2023 
• October 11: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
• October 25: TRPA Governing Board Meeting and Retreat 

NOVEMBER 2023 
• November 8: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
• November 15: TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 
 
Potential agenda items September to January could include:  

• Tahoe Living Phase 2: Land Use Code Innovation to Promote Affordable and Workforce 
Housing Solutions informational and consideration hearings. 

• Amendments to the TRPA Code, Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, and Fee 
Schedule necessary to implement permitting improvements. 

• Homewood Master Plan amendment 
• Tahoe Valley and Tourist Core Area Plan amendments 
• Washoe Tahoe Area Plan Woodcreek Regulatory Zone Amendment informational 

hearing 
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TRPA STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 

TAHOE LIVING STRATEGIC PRIORITY 
 
This priority implements the housing and community revitalization goals of the Regional Plan by 
developing region-wide strategies that most effectively deliver needed housing and walkable, 
compact development. Activities included in this strategic priority include updating TRPA 
development standards to encourage deed-restricted multi-unit, compact residential 
development, launching an equity and climate assessment to inform the update of the region’s 
land use and growth management system, development of a Community Engagement and 
Capacity Building Plan, and establish and report data to measure progress toward regional 
housing goals. 
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Higher Impact Transformative Grant: Phase 3 of the Tahoe Living Housing and Community 
Revitalization Strategic Priority 
The California Department of Housing and Community Development announced the award of a 
$2.4 million grant to TRPA in July. The grant focus was crafted with the assistance of regional 
partners to help make housing, equity, and climate goals a central focus of land use and water 
quality programs. TRPA will be developing Requests for Proposals this fall with the goal of 
having a contractor on board to begin work on the grant by the end of the year.  
 
TRPA Staff Contact: Karen Fink, Housing and Community Revitalization Program Manager 

775-589-5258, kfink@trpa.gov 
 

Associated Working Group(s)/Committee(s): 
• Tahoe Living Working Group 
• TRPA Governing Board Local Government & Housing Committee 

Website(s): 
• Meeting materials are posted on the Tahoe Living Working Group page: 

https://www.trpa.gov/tahoe-living-housing-and-community-revitalization-working-
group-2/ 

• Tahoe Housing Story Map: 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/62ae9110d85c43ecb381eb3f3ccec196 

Newsletter: Sign up to receive housing news by sending an email to enews@trpa.gov and put 
“Housing” in the subject line. 
 
RESTORATION AND RESILIENCY STRATEGIC PRIORITY 
 
This initiative focuses on Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) implementation to keep 
pace with current threats and to build resiliency to climate change. The EIP has a proven track 
record of success over 27 years. This bi-state, cross-boundary restoration partnership has 
implemented nearly 800 projects to improve the environmental and economic health of the 
Tahoe Basin. To build on the program’s success, TRPA staff are accelerating project 
implementation on multiple fronts including streamlining EIP project permitting by “Cutting the 
Green Tape,” augmenting program funding, and building partnerships at the national and 
regional levels. 
 
Aquatic Invasive Species Program Update 
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At the September Governing Board meeting, staff will provide an overview of aquatic invasive 
species (AIS) work completed or in progress since last year. This will include updates on 
prevention, control, and findings from AIS monitoring. Prevention updates will highlight new 
tools for non-motorized watercraft cleaning as well as progress toward permanent inspection 
stations. Staff previously provided an update to the Governing Board on the Tahoe Keys project 
in May; this upcoming presentation will focus on the Taylor Tallac project and other control 
projects currently being implemented. Upcoming monitoring will include diver transects, high 
resolution aerial imagery, and a scaled comparison of different Sonar methods. 
 
 
 
 
 
Chimney Beach Trailhead Parking Lot Upgrade 
An upgrade to the Chimney Beach Trailhead parking lot is coming before the Governing Board 
for consideration at the August meeting. The project, proposed by the USDA Forest Service Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit, will construct 130 replacement parking spaces. The spaces will 
replace existing State Route 28 shoulder 
parking. The existing parking lot only has 
21 parking spaces which is not adequate 
for the number of people who recreate 
along this corridor.  
 
The project implements one project 
identified in the State Route 28 Corridor 
Management Plan. Replacing highway 
shoulder parking with off-highway 
parking facilities that include supporting 
infrastructure like adequate restrooms, 
trash receptacles, and transit access is a 
primary goal of the plan. This project will 
achieve that goal, improve safety, and 
protect environmental resources along 
the State Route 28 Corridor.  
 
 
TRPA Staff Contact: Kat McIntyre, Department Manager, Environmental Improvement 

Program 

Map showing the location of the Chimney Beach Trailhead 
parking lot on Tahoe’s East Shore. 
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412-225-2181, kmintyre@trpa.gov   
 

Associated Working Group(s)/Committee(s):  
• Governing Board Environmental Improvement Program Committee 
• Tahoe Interagency Executives Steering Committee 

Website(s): 
• EIP Project Tracker: https://eip.laketahoeinfo.org/ 
• Cutting the Green Tape: https://resources.ca.gov/Initiatives/Cutting-Green-Tape 

 

ADDITIONAL ITEMS OF INTEREST 

TRPA Permitting System Improvements 
The Permitting Improvement Project started in early 2022 to evaluate and improve TRPA’s 
processes and ordinances. These improvements are paired with technology investments and 
online tools aimed to streamline TRPA’s application processing, provide clarity on complex 
regulations, reduce review times, and operate more efficiently and effectively. Recommended 
improvements were developed by a third-party consultant, Stockham Consulting, in 
collaboration with staff, agency partners, and stakeholders. These recommendations are 
summarized in the project’s Action Plan and Implementation Report, which was endorsed by 
the TRPA Governing Board in August 2022 and March 2023.  
 
The first round of improvements is scheduled for implementation this Fall. A set of 
amendments to the TRPA Code, Rules of Procedure, Design Review Guidelines, and Fee 
Schedule necessary to implement the improvements is scheduled for consideration at the 
Regional Plan Implementation Committee in August, and the Advisory Planning Committee and 
Governing Board in September. The next phase of identifying and developing additional 
improvements will begin in November 2023. 
 
Recommended improvements include:  

• Streamlined permitting for minor activities. 
• A procedural manual with standard operation procedures, permitting guidance, and 

standardized templates. 
• Dedicated customer service staff and project review teams. 
• Improved navigation on the www.trpa.gov website. 
• Expanded list of projects to be reviewed at staff level. 
• Permitting help tools. 
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• Fee adjustments and a cost recovery monitoring system. 
 
The Permitting Improvement Project aims to provide excellent customer service. TRPA is 
committed to regularly evaluating our policies, ordinances, and procedures to remove barriers 
to environmentally beneficial redevelopment.  
 
For more information on the project and to view key deliverables, visit 
https://www.trpa.gov/permitting-improvement-project/.  
 
Project Permitting 
See tables on the next pages for permitting details.  
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TRPA Applications by Project Type through July 31, 2023 

    
TRPA Applications by Project Type 2021 2022 2023 YTD 
Residential Projects 242 267 155 
Commercial Projects 11 18 17 
Recreation/Public Service Projects 44 48 26 
Environmental Improvement Projects 13 5 5 
Shorezone/Lakezone Projects 130 66 19 
Buoy and Mooring Projects 48 15 9 
Grading Projects 37 35 22 
Verifications and Banking 427 379 181 
Transfers of Development 55 59 21 
Other 142 233 102 
Grand Total 1,149 1,125 557 

    
    
Completeness Review Performance       

 May 31, 2023 June 30, 2023 July 31, 2023 
Completeness Reviews Finished During Period 99 117 91 
Reviewed within 30 Days of Submission 99 116 91 
Over 30 Days from Submission 0 1 0 
Percent Over 30 Days  0% 1% 0% 

Files with Completeness Over 30 Days N/A 
ERSP2023-0473 

(Shore-Lakezone, 
33 days) 

N/A 

    
Applications Not Yet Reviewed for Completeness 49 30 55 
Under 30 Days Since Submission 49 30 55 
Over 30 Days Since Submission 0 0 0 
Percent Over 30 Days 0% 0% 0% 
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Application Review Performance      

 May 31, 2023 June 30, 2023 July 31, 2023 
Issued Permits 82 70 85 
Issued within 120 Days of Complete Application 75 62 81 
Issued over 120 Days from Complete Application 7 7 4 
Percent Over 120 Days  9% 10% 5% 
Files with Issued Permits - Over 120 Days: ERSP2021-1814 

(Shore-Lakezone; 
306 days) 

ERSP2021-1373 
(Shore-Lakezone; 

355 days) 

MOOR2022-1808 
(Mooring Permit; 

209 days) 

 

MOOR2021-1907 
(Mooring Permit; 

257 days) 

ERSP2022-1117 
(Shore-Lakezone; 

337 days) 

MOOR2022-1834 
(Mooring Permit; 

192 days) 

 

ERSP2022-1557 
(Res Dwelling; 

231 days) 

MOOR2021-1930 
(Mooring Permit; 

252 days) 

MOOR2021-1869 
(Mooring Permit; 

146 days) 

 

MOOR2022-1579 
(Mooring Permit; 

169 days) 

MOOR2021-1866 
(Mooring Permit; 

228 days) 

MOOR2021-01872 
(Mooring Permit; 

145 days) 

 

ERSP2022-0107 
(Shore-Lakezone; 

163 days) 

MOOR2021-1909 
(Mooring Permit; 

212 days) 

 

 

MOOR2021-1892 
(Mooring Permit; 

143 days) 

MOOR2021-1887 
(Mooring Permit; 

197 days) 

 

 

MOOR2022-1826 
(Mooring Permit; 

141 days) 

MOOR2022-1835 
(Mooring Permit; 

163 days) 

 

    

 May 31, 2023 June 30, 2023 July 31, 2023 
Applications in Review 80 117 134 
Under 120 Days in TRPA Review 80 117 134 
Over 120 Days in TRPA Review 0 0 0 
Percent Over 120 Days  0% 0% 0% 
Files In Review - Over 120 Days: N/A N/A N/A 
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 May 31, 2023 June 30, 2023 July 31, 2023 
Applications Requiring Additional Info. From Applicants for TRPA Review 101 105 94 
    
    
For detailed information on the status of any application listed here please contact Wendy 
Jepson, Permitting and Compliance Department Manager, at wjepson@trpa.gov or Tiffany 
Good, Permitting Program Manager, at tgood@trpa.gov. 
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