
*** 
Kindly include in Public Comment for the March 11, 2020 TRPA Advisory Planning Committion     
Meeting, Public Comment agenda item
***

To: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Members via J Marshall, M Ambler

Cc: Mike Conger (TRPA Planning)

I am writing today to submit public comment regarding the proposed Washoe County Tahoe 
Area Plan and related STR Ordinance which will soon be considered at upcoming APC meetings.
I presented similar comments at the TRPA Governing Board meeting on February 26, 2020.  My goal today is to 
provide a high level overview of priority concerns related to these two initiatives.  A few illustrative slides are 
also attached.  More information will be presented as the specific topics become APC Agenda items.

SUMMARY: The currently proposed WC Tahoe Area Plan and related STR Ordinance represent
an intense effort and encompass broad change with impacts anticipated for many years to come.  
Staff has invested much in clarifying content and particularly the diagrams and maps which is greatly 

appreciated.  Nonetheless, there are significant concerns in two major categories: process and 
content.

PROCESS:  The Tahoe Area Plan is a long and complex document which has undergone major 
revision in the last few weeks. For a document of this size, complexity, import and implication, 
the level of public commentary opportunity provided to date has been insufficient. Though there 
has been much prior community discussion extending over may years, there has been only one scheduled and 
noticed public commentary opportunity since the major revisions began in late October, and none to address the 
current version.  By comparison, in another jurisdiction where I own property, a comparable planning process 
was undertaken via chapter by chapter review over many months in working sessions with extensive public input
opportunity/discussion.

CONTENT: While there is much very positive content included in the extensive documents, there
are priority content concerns in the categories listed below:

I. The Area Plan presentation at the single public meeting was inaccurate obscuring major 
proposed changes.  Specifically, though there are in fact major changes in zoning approach as well as in 
concepts and programs included in the proposed Tahoe Area Plan, an inaccurate statement was repeatedly made 
at the public meeting and included in the document indicating that "there are no zoning changes [except a few 
related to Fairway and Ponderosa areas]."  This is simply incorrect and misleading! 

II. The proposals include content which is misleading and/or incomplete - Examples include:

A. The Tahoe Area Plan as currently written obscures major zoning changes: Examples include the 
incorrect statement listed above, a major change in setback exception approvals, an omission related to cell 
tower requirements and proximity to trails/public paths.  In addition, the interplay of proposed changes with 
other code elements is not addressed.  For example, proposed changes would negate WCC imposed "Transient 
Lodging" penalties for an STR renter who provides false rental information - a restriction which might help to 
avoid a mishap such as occurred in Orinda last fall. 



B. Incorrect assumptions are included regarding Area Occupancy in both the  Area Plan and 
STR Ordinance: Only residents are considered and added occupancy impacts of transient tourists/visitors are 
omitted.  These latter groups have substantially increased area occupancy particularly during busy seasons with 
more vehicles and people crowding the area.  Impacts are thus not projected correctly re Safety and the 
Environment as well as impacts on housing supply.

C. Neighborhood character is valued throughout both documents, yet conflicting perspectives 
appear: For example, the STR Ordinance presents STR Tier levels for permitting which do not align with 
actual resident occupancy and will therefore potentially adversely impact neighbors without any ability to 
directly respond at the permitting decision point.  Further there are no STR density or intensity regulations nor is
the "buffering concept" between residents and other uses which might have mitigated impacts considered re 
STRs in either document.

D. Prioritized Area Plan projects and policies do not reliably address root cause: The most 
prominent examples are in the areas of Transportation and Parking. There is much emphasis on trails, paths, and 
public transport systems - yet there is no attention to the underlying root cause of added occupancy/congestion 
from transient tourist volumes > many more people and vehicles with adverse impacts on safety and the 
environment.  A comprehensive approach to managing safe Area Occupancy with matching emergency services 
capability and evacuation capacity is a necessary priority in this high natural hazard risk area.

E. Area Plan and STR Ordinance fail to fully address public health/safety risks: If the unnecessary 
wholesale adoption of TRPA regs proceeds as proposed in the Area Plan draft, STRs will escape public health 
regulations applied to all other forms of Transient Lodging with similar characteristics and risks. The alternative 
of designating STRs as Transient Lodging as already noted in WCC Chapter 25 avoids this gap while still 
allowing in indicated residential areas with permitting requirements like other forms of Transient Lodging.
Focus areas include sanitation, pest/vectors and sharps/biohazardous waste, etc. 

F. Lack of robust, timely measurement: The Area Plan largely relies on TRPA measurement which, though
robust and academically based, is infrequent.  To understand impacts of changes and develop any required 
interim correction interventions, more frequent, focused measurement is required.  Further, the impacts of the 
recent rampant growth in STRs with area occupancy impacts has yet to be seen given TRPA's measurement 
schedule >>> the environmental impacts of the added people and vehicles related to STR growth need to be 
explicitly assessed with a formal EIS now!

III. Findings for approval are not met: This conclusion applies/applied to both the WC Tahoe Area Plan 
and STR Ordinance drafts based on all of the items listed above in the context of the specific findings 
requirements.

CONCLUSION: As occurred with the draft STR Ordinance recently considered by the WC 
BOC, I believe that the proposed Tahoe Area Plan is also "not ready" for approval at this time, 
requiring more detailed review and open public commentary/community input and consideration.  Sadly, given 
events surrounding us, venues should hopefully accommodate remote participation and dialog to allow for 
needed discussion.

Thank you for your consideration,

Carole Black, 144 Village Blvd. #33, Incline Village, NV 89451



Appendix: Sample Illustrative Slides







 

Diane Heirshberg 

dbheirshberg@gmail.com 

805-290-2779 

 

March 8, 2020 

 

Michael Conger 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

mconger@trpa.org 

 

Re: Tahoe Area Plan; Public Comment for March and April, 2020 Public Hearings 

 

Dear Michael, 

 

I am writing to summarize concerns that have been expressed about the current draft of the Tahoe Area 

Plan, and to urge you to cause Washoe County and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (“TRPA”) to 

address these and other citizen concerns before proceeding to adopt the Tahoe Area Plan (“Plan”).   

 

1.  Inadequate Public Meetings and a Lack of Information to the Public as to Zoning and Other 

Local Land Use Changes made in the Plan. 

 

The local Incline Village Crystal Bay (“IVCB”) community has requested that Washoe County (the 

“County”) (i) provide a list of proposed changes to current zoning and other laws made by the Plan, (ii)  

hold additional meetings to inform the IVCB community as to the reasons for and benefits of the 

proposed changes, and (iii) gather and address informed public comment on same.  There has been 

inadequate coordination with local residents and stakeholders on this draft Plan as envisioned and 

required by Chapter 13.   

 

You kindly emailed me a list of the changes you tracked and a copy of the EIS draft prepared by Eric 

Young which enumerates many of the changes, in response to my communication to you in February 

that several local residents were concerned that we did not know or understand all the changes being 

made in the Plan.  As discussed in Paragraph 1B below, many of the significant changes you tracked 

were not  discussed, and incomplete representations concerning the extent of the changes to the 

Plan were made at the one noticed public meeting on this Plan, namely the representation that 

there were no changes other than two minor changes (to Fairway and to Ponderosa), and some 

TRPA mandated changes in the town center areas.  Michael, you were at that meeting and heard the 

County’s presentation.  Also you know that changes were made to the Plan after the December, 2019  

public meeting, that were not disclosed to the public, until after the presentation of the Plan to the 

County’s Planning Commission.  You also know that there was a vacancy in the IVCB district 

appointee to the County’s Planning Commission at the time of that hearing, and thus there was no local 

resident/ stakeholder/ local public agency representation on the Planning Commission at the time of 

that hearing.  As you know while workshops were undertaken years ago, there have been no public 

workshops in the last few years since the current version of the Plan began to be drafted. 

 

We are hopeful that TRPA will direct the County to conduct informative, noticed public meetings in 

Incline Village at the Chateau, to gather public input on the Plan generally and on the Plan’s proposed 

changes to current law, after providing the public with an explanation of the changes. 
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     A.  Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances Envisions True Coordination with Local 

Residents and Stakeholders and Public Input on an Area Plan, and That Has Not Happened To 

Date on this Area Plan. 

 

Section 13.6.2 provides in pertinent part: 

 

“When TRPA is Not the Lead Agency.  If the lead agency is not TRPA, the Area Plan shall be approved 

by the lead agency prior to TRPA’s review of the Area Plan for conformance with the Regional Plan 

under this section.  In reviewing and approving an Area Plan, the Lead Agency shall follow its own 

review procedures for plan amendments.  At a minimum, Area Plans shall be prepared in 

coordination with local residents, stakeholders, public agencies with jurisdictional authority 

within the proposed Area Plan boundaries and TRPA staff.” 

 

 Section 13.1.1 provides in pertinent part:   

 

“In order to be responsive to the unique circumstances of communities of the region, the Agency 

finds that there is a mutually beneficial need to provide local, state, federal and tribal governments with 

the option to prepare Area Plans, provided such Area Plans conform with and further the goals and 

policies of the Regional Plan.” 

 

     B.   The December, 2019 Noticed Public Meeting Did Not Fulfill the Local Resident and 

Stakeholder Coordination Requirement of Section 13.6.2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

 

There was only one noticed public meeting, and that was on a much earlier version of the Plan and 

that took place at the Chateau in IVCB in December, 2019.   One public meeting, before the current 

version of the  Plan document was complete, where incomplete information was given as to the scope 

of changes in current laws, and where the numerous changes were not explained in detail to get public 

input, is not sufficient for such an important document. 

  

At the December, 2019 meeting, the public was told there were only two minor zoning changes to 

Fairway and to Ponderosa, and that TRPA mandated  that the Plan include changes to increase height, 

density and coverage in Town Centers all around the Lake.   This is the only public meeting that was 

held on a version of the Plan similar to the current version.  The first two mentioned changes were 

briefly discussed orally, and sounded insignificant.  There was no disclosure or discussion of the 

numerous other changes to the current codes in the Plan, which are discussed in this letter below. 

 

Several areas of concern raised by local residents with the then version of the Plan which was on line 

(which has seen many changes since that meeting).  Changes were not made in subsequent versions to 

the following primary public concerns: 

 

(1) The characterization in the draft Plan that there are currently sufficient public services and there has 

been no growth in the Area are not accurate.  See discussion at Section 4 of this letter below. 

(2) The Plan’s  characterization of the local community’s biggest problem being the need to remove 

development hurdles was felt to be false and  inaccurate; the request was made that the Plan add that 

the single largest local community concern which is the current damaging impact of short term 

rentals on the local IVCB Crystal Bay neighborhoods,  the resulting need for regulation of short 

term rentals to retain neighborhood compatibility,  the concern that an inadequate short term rental 

Ordinance would be enacted by Washoe County, and the concern that there would be insufficient 

enforcement of the Ordinance by Washoe County.    See discussion in Section 3 of this letter below. 



 

(3) The language of the Plan makes clear that the County is not required to do fund any major 

undertakings and is only obligating itself to meet with other agencies and entities to try to find funding 

for the goals and solutions.  When  Mr. Young presented the Plan, he repeated to the attendees that the 

County made no commitment to fund the potential goals, actions and solutions described in the Plan.  

The request has been made that the County at least obligate itself to use some of the collected transient 

occupancy tax to fund some of the goals/solutions set forth in the Plan related to transportation, parking  

and other visitor related activities,  if other sources of funding are not found, and that has been rejected 

by the County.  Additionally the request has been made to tie some of the beneficial increased 

development opportunities in height, density, and coverage in the town center areas to financial 

contributions to needed projects or to providing workforce housing, and the County has declined to add 

this. 

(4) Several residents questioned if the increased height, coverage and density of construction in the 

Town Centers had been analyzed in light of the current traffic and parking problems, and the absence of 

any required replacement workforce housing.  The local residents wanted to know what analysis had 

been done to confirm that this increased height, density and coverage made sense in IVCB. Any change 

to TRPA’s language was rejected as not possible due to TRPA requirements. 

(5) A further request has been turned down related to the Town Centers is to have workforce housing 

goals, including limitations on workforce housing being taken out of the long term rental pool set forth 

in the Plan, so that before each project is approved the assumptions of adequate public services and the 

goals and Implementation Items are checked to see if the mitigation activities have actually occurred.  

The County’s response was that the Commissioners do not care about work force housing in IVCB and 

want the work force housing to be in King’s Beach, and that the County believes that the IVCB 

Community is not concerned about workforce housing either and that we are just pretending it is a 

concern.  The IVCB Crystal Bay communities are truly and sincerely concerned about the decreasing 

availability of workforce housing. 

 

     C.  The October, 2019 CAB Meeting for Which There was No Public Notice, and the CAB  

Meeting Was Not Held   

 

Eric Young came to what was to be a CAB meeting in October, 2019, to discuss the Plan with local 

community attendees, however the CAB meeting was canceled due to a lack of a quorum, and there 

had been no actual public notice of Eric Young’s attendance.    At that meeting Mr. Young spoke for a 

short time, and several people gave him a few comments on concerns with the then draft of the Plan 

that was online.    Again the attendees were told that there were only two major zoning changes related 

to Fairway and Ponderosa Ranch, and that essentially the Plan was the same as current zoning.  

Nothing was handed out and the version of the Plan online at that time was substantially different from 

the current Plan.   Nothing was said concerning the change in setbacks, the cell phone tower location 

change, etc.  We left the meeting unaware of the significant changes being made. 

 

I am advised that there were two additional meetings of the CAB in early 2019, where Eric Young 

presented aspects of the Plan, but there was no public notice of those meetings. 

 

2.  At least one major zoning change made in the Plan was never disclosed, Plan Section 

110.220.60; Proposed Section 110.220.60 violates the word and spirit of Nevada Revised Statutes 

278.315. 

 

In spite of being told that there were no changes other than the three mentioned, there is at least one 

other major change which is very objectionable.  Plan Section 110.220.60,  provides for a major change 

that a “0” setback is allowed without any variance process or public input in the case of requests on 



 

corner lots and properties with 20 degree slopes.  Currently to get a “0” setback, the applicant makes an 

application for variance to the Board of Adjustment, and there is public notice and a hearing.  Also the 

Fire Department receives notice and attends the Board of Adjustment hearing and provides input on fire 

lane access, etc.  Under the Plan,  the decision as to whether to allow a “0” setback on a corner lot or a 

lot with a 20% slope is made solely by a County Engineer, and there is no public notice or hearing or 

mandatory Fire Department input, IVGID input, Forest Department input, etc. 

 

I have been told that the reason that this change is being made is that the Commissioners directed the 

change to reduce the number of appeals from denial of a “0” setback application coming before the 

Board of  Commissioners, as required by Nevada Revised Statutes 278.315.  To avoid the public notice, 

hearing and appeal on allowing a “0” setback on corner lots and lots with a 20% setback, as envisioned 

by this NRS provision, the County has drafted that the “0” setback is not a variance in the case of a 

corner lot of 20 degree slope, but a variance is required for other “0” setback requests.  Since there will 

be no variance needed, Washoe County contends that NRS 278.315 is not applicable.  The County 

believes that the County Engineer will make a better decision than the Board of Adjustment with public 

and fire department and other agency input. 

 

Plan Section 110.220.60 provides for three limited determinations to be made by the Engineering 

Division in order to grant the “0” setback at Plan Sections 110.220.60(1)(2) and (3) but there is no 

provision a determinations to be made by the Fire District or other agencies.  Fire District input is 

currently handled by having every “0” lot line request come before the Board of Adjustment in a 

noticed public hearing. 

 

Further, setbacks are very important issues in IVCB, because of the narrow curving streets, lack of 

parking and lack of visibility at many locations.  Setbacks are also an aesthetic issue.  These issues are 

not even listed in the determinations to be made by the Engineer at (1), (2) and (3). 

 

There has been no public input on or discussion of this change, other than emails to the County from a 

few of us who have objected to this change.  Such a major change should have been pointed out at the 

public meeting in December, 2019.   

 

3.  The IVCB Crystal Bay community has requested that the Plan identify Short Term Rentals as 

an issue of public concern, and set goals for and monitor this  concern. 

 

     A.  Short term rentals should be identified as a community concern in the Plan. 

 

In the Environmental Checklist under “Goals and Policies” the second representation by the County 

under “Summary of Change” is the following statement:  “Adds or modifies goals and policies to 

implement the Regional Plan and respond to current conditions.”   

 

At both the October, 2019 CAB meeting and at the December, 2019 Chateau meeting the public 

attendees  requested that the community concerns about problems caused to IVCB Crystal Bay 

neighborhoods by short term rentals be identified in the Plan, and that monitoring, goals and policies on 

this area of concern be set forth in the Plan.  Mr. Young has advised that the response from the 

County is that there will be no mention of short term rentals in the Plan.  (I note however that 

there are two discussion in the Plan relevant to short term rentals in the Plan, one at Appendix A 

Parking Demand Table, and one at 110.220.05, as discussed below.) 

 



 

Numerous IVCB Crystal Bay residents have attended dozens of public hearings at TRPA and Washoe 

County to express their concerns on this subject.  The local community concerns include but are not 

limited to: 

1.  The Ordinance: (i) allows for potentially excessive numbers of short term renters to occupy each 

rental, (ii) does not consider the potentially excessive number of short term renters to support safe 

evacuation and/or emergency services in the event of a disaster, (iii) does not prohibit potentially an 

excessive numbers of cars for available parking, (iv) potentially allows for an excessive number of 

short term renters to handle enforcement by the limited number of sheriffs in IVCB/Crystal Bay, etc.  

None of the protections set forth in the TRPA Guidelines were incorporated into the draft Ordinance to 

address these concerns, because Washoe County does not need allocations from TRPA. 

2.  The Ordinance does nothing to stop the trend that all virtually all or virtually all workforce and long 

term rental housing is being and has been converted by property owners into short term rentals. 

3.  The Ordinance will not be enforced by the County, and there will be inadequate monitoring of the 

effectiveness and responsiveness of enforcement. 

4.  There are no density, concentration or limitations on the number of residential units being converted 

into short-term rentals, in the Ordinance. 

5.  The Ordinance has been drafted to spend none of the transient occupancy tax to on short term rental 

inspection, enforcement, monitoring, etc.  The current plan is that only license fees and penalties will 

be used to fund the costs of short term rental monitoring and enforcement. 

6.  Washoe County has taken the position that since it does not need any building allocations from 

TRPA, it does not need to concern itself with the TRPA Short Term Rental Neighborhood Compatibility 

Guidelines (the “TRPA Guidelines”).  Currently TRPA only enforces the TRPA Guidelines with 

allocations to local jurisdictions. 

 

It is respectfully submitted that some list of community concerns should be added and procedures and 

monitoring added to address these concerns. The list should have some input from local residents and 

stakeholders and not just be drafted by the County. 

 

     B.  Plan Section 110.220.05 added in the last draft of the Plan should be deleted in part, or 

revised. 

 

At the December meeting at the Chateau the attendees expressed confusion over the fact that names of 

zoning districts were confusing.   After that meeting, three sentences were purportedly added to Plan 

Section 110.220.05 to clarify this issue: 

 

“Land owners in the planning area should be aware that some of the originally platted subdivisions in 

the planning area have names similar to the names of the zoning districts, yet with different boundaries.  

Some of these plats have various restrictions that were recorded with the original map.  Washoe County 

does not enforce or otherwise act to implement these deed restrictions.” 

 

Eric Young said that he added the first two sentences of the above provision to clarify the public’s 

confusion between the names of the subdivisions versus the regulatory zones in the planning area. The 

third added sentence is not relevant to that confusion and is not legally correct and should be stricken 

entirely or revised.   The objectionable sentence effectively is an attempt by Washoe County to make its 

zoning rules take precedence over  restrictive covenants, contrary to established Nevada law.   Washoe 

County has already acknowledged in numerous public hearings that enforcement of these deed 

restrictions is a matter for legal action in Court between parties to the covenants.       

 



 

It is respectfully requested that this third sentence should either be revised to either delete the last 

sentence in bold  entirely, or to revise it to more accurately state:  “Washoe County policy leaves 

enforcement of these recorded deed restrictions to private legal actions between individual property 

owners and these covenants operate independently of Washoe County zoning and land use 

decisions.” 

 

The case law is clear in Nevada (and other states) that zoning ordinances do not supersede private 

covenants and that they operate independently.  See, e.g., Western Land Co., Ltd. vs. Truskolaski, 88 

Nev. 200 (1972);  Leonard vs. Stroebling, 102 Nev. 543 (1986); and  Gladstone vs. Gladstone, 95 Nev. 

474 (1979).   

 

This rule is well explained in a leading treatise, 5 Rathkopf,  The Law of Zoning and Planning Section, 

Chapter 82, Public Land Use Controls and Private Covenants, Section 82.2 (4th edition, October 2019 

update) as follows: 

“Zoning restrictions and restrictions imposed by private covenants are independent controls upon the 

use of land, the one imposed by the municipality for the public welfare, the other privately imposed for 

private benefit.   Both types of land use restrictions are held by courts to legally operate independently 

of one another.   … An important implication of the “independent operation rule” is the uniformly held 

view of state courts that a zoning ordinance does not terminate, supersede or in any way affect a valid 

private restriction on the use of real property.  The fact that a use may be permitted by a zoning 

ordinance does not relieve an owner of the obligation to comply with a more restrictive private 

covenant.  When a zoning restriction and a private covenant are in conflict, the more restrictive of the 

two prevails...Zoning ordinances neither terminate nor superseded existing building restrictions.  

However, where subdivision building restrictions are more restrictive than zoning ordinances, the 

building restrictions will govern….”   

The third proposed sentence in the draft Tahoe Area Plan is unnecessary to clear the confusion in plan 

areas, and is misleading and not a correct statement of the law.   

 

     C.  The Washoe County Short Term Rental Ordinance has Not Yet been Enacted as 

Anticipated; the Ordinance was Sent Back to Staff for Further Drafting at the February 25, 2020 

Board of Commissioners Meeting. 

 

 

At the February 25, 2020 Board of Commissioners meeting, the Washoe County Short Term Rental 

Ordinance (the “Ordinance”) was sent back to Staff, to further reduce the neighborhood compatibility 

protections in the current draft Ordinance.   The Ordinance as presented at the February 2020 meeting 

did not contain many of the most important TRPA Short Term Rental Neighborhood Compatibility 

Guidelines on density, concentration, limitation of total number of short-term rentals, use of TOT funds 

for enforcement and inspection, protection of workforce housing, etc.  The statements made by the 

Commissioners at that hearing, and their past statements that Washoe County does not need allocations 

from TRPA and therefore does not need to adopt the TRPA Short Term Rental Neighborhood 

Compatibility Guidelines,  further demonstrates that short term rentals are a very serious concern 

between the Washoe County local government and IVCB, and this should be addressed as a concern in 

the Tahoe Area Plan.  At the February, 2020 hearing, the Commissioners decided that the Short Term 

Rental Ordinance needed further work, and made, among others, the following comments which 

foretell a further weakened Ordinance: 



 

 

1.  One Commissioner stated that in his opinion Employee Housing takes away housing from 

tourists, and he went on to state that he wanted more housing to be available as STRs for tourist use. 

He emphasized the importance of tourism to the Lake and to Reno, and the need to make 

accommodations available for tourists.  The IVCB community feels that it needs workforce housing 

which has been all but eliminated by short-term rentals. 

 

2.  Another Commissioner stated that she prefers to stay at STRs instead of at hotels, and so she is in 

favor of unlimited STRs. 

 

3.  When a County Planner noted that the enforcement procedure was copied from the Board of 

Adjustment appeal process, and that the procedure would involve the opportunity for STR owners to 

appeal their violation/fine to the Commissioners, the Commissioners expressed concern about the 

burden to hear innumerable appeals by STR owners wanting their citations and fines retracted. 

 

4.  One Commissioner pointed out that there would be no way to enforce the number of cars parking at 

the STR on the street, and discussion was had that any STR renter should be allowed to park on the 

street, implying a lesser need for onsite parking.  The draft Ordinance had contained provisions 

limiting occupancy if there was not sufficient onsite parking.  There was no discussion by the 

Commissioners of the fact that there is inadequate parking in IVCB, due to: (I)  the need to use the 

streets in the winter for snow storage,(ii) no parking is allowed on the rock culverts to protect them 

from damage, but in the summer the transient visitors illegally park on them due to a lack of adequate 

parking, (iii) no parking is allowed on red snow days, (iv) there are currently virtually no signs for no 

parking, (v) illegal parking interferes with street cleaning, etc.  Note that the parking requirement in the 

Ordinance was that there be parking onsite to cover guests assuming that guests travel 4 in a car to 

IVCB.  We do not know if that is being changed until we see the next draft. 

 

5.  One Commissioner expressed the concern that neighborhood vigilantes would misuse the code 

enforcement reporting system to impede short term rentals, and that regulations were pitting neighbors 

against neighbors and that “IVCB residents are happy to hire attorneys.”  Another Commissioner stated 

the concern that neighbors would weaponize the complaint reporting system by constantly reporting 

problems as a way to hassle the STR owners. 

 

     D.  Current Reference to Short Term Rentals in the Plan. 

 

While the residents have been advised that there will be absolutely no reference to short term rentals in 

the Plan, please see:  Exhibit A Ordinance, Appendix A, Parking Demand Table, which states under 

“Single Family Dwelling, Vacation Rental “as required by Article 329, Short Term Rental, of the 

Washoe County Development Code”.   

 

This reference to parking in an ordinance that is not finalized or adopted should be deleted, and not 

approved by TRPA  in advance of knowing what the parking rule is.  Among TRPA’s key concerns are 

land coverage, traffic, and pollution, and TRPA should seriously consider a parking ordinance before it 

delegates all authority to the County on this issue.   

 

 

     E.  Conclusion 

 



 

If Washoe County does not list the community concern about short term rentals in the Tahoe Area Plan, 

under Land Use and elsewhere,  it is respectfully submitted that there cannot be a fulfillment of the 

requirements of Chapter 13 for community involvement.  The Plan should list and address community 

concerns, and the most often discussed community concern of short term rentals is unfairly omitted 

from the Plan. 

 

4.  The Plan at Section 6-4 Assumes That There Has Not Been Significant Growth, and Therefore 

Fails to Address the tremendous Growth in Transient Visitors to Incline Village That Has Been 

and Continues to Occur 

 

The Plan at Section 6-4 incorrectly states:  “Significant growth is not anticipated under this Area Plan.  

As a result the Plan envisions maintaining existing service levels.  No major facility expansions or 

relocation are envisioned.”  As far as I have ascertained from conversations with the County, Washoe 

County did not undertake any analysis to support this statement, which is, coincidentally nearly 

identical to a statement in TRPA’s 2012 Regional Plan.  The entire discussion in the Plan of there being 

adequate public services is based on this likely incorrect assumption.  Washoe County is not counting 

visitor increases as an increase in growth perhaps because the increase is transient.  However, as 

Washoe County has previously advised TRPA, short term rentals were illegal in IVCB until 2016, and 

just looking at the tremendous increase in TOT revenues of Washoe County  demonstrates the increase 

in the number of transient population in IVCB between 2016 and 2019.  Since there have clearly been 

huge increases in the number of people being served if the transient population is included in the 

calculation, it is respectfully submitted that there should be an actual analysis which includes input 

from the local sheriff’s office, which has provided a very different staffing position verbally to local 

residents at our bi-monthly Community Forum Meetings.  The local sheriffs are not sufficiently staffed 

to handle disturbing the peace claims now based on loud parties after 10:00 pm. at night. The Fire 

Department will be undertaking fire safety inspections, once the short term rental ordinance is passed, 

and I would suggest that this will be a large work load to add to their work load.  This incorrect 

assumption and statement in the Plan needs to be investigated, and supported if it is correct, or 

revised if it is incorrect. 

 

5.  Other Concerns with the Plan Which are Requested  be Discussed at a Public Meeting. 

 

     A. An Important Existing Wireless Communications Facilities Tower Location Restriction is 

Omitted at Section 110.220.100 

 

As I read Plan Section 110.220.100, the current Washoe County code’s limitation on cell phone tower 

location not being within 1000  feet of a trail was removed by Section 110.220.100.  The public was not 

told of this change.  We are trying to develop more trails in IVCB as part of the Tahoe Area Plan.  

There was a very large IVCB community turn out at a Board of Commissioners meeting to appeal a 

proposed cell phone tower installation that had been approved by a County planner to be next to a trail 

on Village Blvd in Incline Village, in violation of the 1000 foot statutory prohibition, contained in the 

current Washoe County Code.  The rationale for deleting this public safety provision, and the aesthetic  

effects of this proposed change should be subject to public comment. 

 

     B.  Combining of Five Existing Development Rights Pools 

 

The Plan combines the five existing development rights pools, one for each community plan and a fifth 

for areas outside of community plans, into a single countywide pool, to make CFA available to Town 

Centers.  This is a topic which the community would like to better understand, and it was never 



 

discussed at a public meeting.  One question is how does this effect any property owners who do not 

have permanent development rights secured for their property already?  Another question is in the 

future can the CFAs only be used in Town Centers, or is there an ability to avoid hardship to current 

property owners who do not have permanent CFA for their property.  We would like to understand this.   

 

Of greater concern is that fact that the County has declined to follow the TRPA Short Term Rental 

Neighborhood Compatibility Guidelines (the “TRPA Guidelines”) in drafting its Short Term Rental 

Ordinance, stating that the County is not obligated to follow the TRPA Guidelines because Washoe 

County does not need any allocations from TRPA.  Now some version of the  Washoe County Short 

Term Rental Statute will be adopted that will not include any limitations on concentration, density, 

limitations on the total number of short term rentals, commitments to spend transient occupancy taxes 

to fund inspections and enforcement, etc.  Later, when TRPA is asked to grant  allocations for Town 

Center Development in IVCB, the County will have a non-compliant Short-Term Rental Ordinance, 

and TRPA will have to decide about granting the allocations in light of the County’s failure to follow 

the TRPA Guidelines.   At a minimum there should be a Goal that the TRPA Guidelines be reasonably 

adopted by the County in the future if the County desires to obtain allocations for developing the Town 

Centers. 

 

    C.  Suggested  Additional Areas for Goals to Add to Plan 

 

Among the topics that are potential additional Goals that we would like to discuss adding to the Plan 

are the following.  It is respectfully submitted that if the Plan is carefully discussed with the public, 

there would be local knowledge of local problems and solutions, rather than a plan drafted by people 

who live and work in Reno. 

 

1.  New Goal LU1-4:  “Review compatibility of short term rentals in neighborhoods where the property 

owner does not personally use the residence as a primary or secondary residence, or use the residence a 

minimum of ___ days per year.”   An alternative would be to review the compatibility of short term 

rentals owned by LLCs or individuals solely or primarily for investment and rentals. 

 

2.  New Goal LU 2-9:  “Only allow allocations for increased density, coverage and height in the Town 

Center Areas, if the County reasonably amends its Short Term Rental Ordinance to reasonably comply 

with the TRPA Short Term Rental Neighborhood Compatibility Guidelines, as approved by TRPA.”  

All other local jurisdictions have worked hard to reasonably incorporate these TRPA Guidelines, and 

there is no rational basis for excluding Washoe County from such compliance when it seeks allocations 

to develop its Town Centers.   

 

 

3.  New Goal LU 2-10:  “Only allow increased density, coverage and height in the township areas, if 

___% of work force housing is added by the development in the town center or elsewhere.” 

 

4.   New Goal LU 5-4:  “Establish additional incentives for affordable, moderate, achievable workforce 

housing in the planing area that compliments the incentives provided by TRPA. 

 

5.  New Potential Areas to Add to Transportation Goals: 

 Use IVGID buses in summer for free visitor transportation between destinations in IVCB, 

including to trail heads, funded by TOT 

            Open Diamond Peak parking lot to public parking when Diamond Peak is closed for skiing. 



 

 Implement regular bus service between Reno and IVCB for workforce living in Reno and 

working in IVCB 

 Install covered bus transit shelters in IVCB 

 Washoe County to provide additional public buses for free visitor transportation between 

destinations in IVCB, including to trail heads and Diamond Peak parking. 

 

6.  New Action C-6:  Work with utilities to move utilities that are currently overhead, into  underground 

locations/facilities.  Future contracts with utilities to be negotiated to provide for this activity. 

 

7.  Add Recreational New Goal 5-7:  Develop rules for boats, trailers and RVs, such that the boats, RVs 

and trailers do not park on the streets in IVCB.   

 

8.  Develop mechanism for addressing excessive partying after 10 pm., which could include having the 

sheriff enforce quiet hours or find alternative method of effective enforcement.  This should apply to all 

residential zoned areas, not just rentals. 

 

9.  At Goal 7-2 add “bus service or other form of public transportation” to list of active transportation 

projects. 

 

10.  Implementation IM2: Funding:  add that something will happen if the mitigation projects do not 

get funded and/or do not occur for some other reason. 

 

11.  Some of the Plan discussion on IVGID should be reviewed and approved by IVGID’s new General 

Manager, including but not limited to the reference to developing year round activities at Diamond 

Peak, the discussion re the adequacy and needs of IVGID’s infrastructure and Plan Section 110.220.60. 

 

The Plan contains thorough and well thought out discussions on many problems facing IVCB, sets 

many admirable goals to address the identified problems, and sets out many beneficial action items to 

be undertaken.  The County took years to even start drafting the current Plan, and then rushed to finish 

it without conducting current community workshops and public meetings.  It is respectfully submitted 

that the rush to a final Plan document, without adequate public notice, disclosure and input is not in the 

best interests of IVCB or TRPA, and is contrary to the intent of Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of 

Ordinances.  This Plan will govern development in IVCB for many many years to come, and IVCB 

deserves a carefully thought out, and thoroughly reviewed Plan document, that considers the needs and 

concerns of IVCB. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Diane Heirshberg 

Full Time Resident, Incline Village, Nevada 

805-290-2779 

dbheirshberg@gmail.com 

 

 

 

 

 

 



DATE: March 11, 2020 
 
TO: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
jmarshall@trpa.org, jmarchetta@trpa.org, bmcmahon@trpa.org, mambler@trpa.org, mconger@trpa.org, 
callicrate_trustee@ivgid.org 
 
Dear Mr. Marshall, 
 
Thank you for offering to distribute our public input to the members of the APC Committee members as we 
older IVCB residents avoid large meetings during the COVID19 spread.  
 
Dear APC, 
 
PROBLEM #1: Mentioning Short-Term-Rentals under Parking but removing STRs elsewhere in the Plan 
is wrong. STRs exist as a use of a residence, just like B&Bs, which are mentioned in the Plan.  
 
In the current draft of the Plan, when detailing modifications to the design guidelines and standards, the 
following mention is made of STRs (all italics are exact quotes): 
 
“Exhibit A Ordinance, Appendix A, Parking Demand Table, “Single Family Dwelling, Vacation Rental as 
required by Article 329, Short Term Rental of the Washoe County Development Code.” 
Chapter 1 – Site Design – added Standard D (Multi-Modal Circulation Improvements) 
Chapter 4 – Parking 
i.      Modified Standard C4 (Required Parking Space) to allow use of nearby parking study.   
ii.      Added Guideline 5 (Bicycle Parking) 
Chapter 5 – Snow Storage 
i.      Added Standard A6 (Water Quality Requirements) 
Chapter 6 – Landscaping 
i.      Deleted Standards N1 (Bonding Value) and N2 (Deferrals) as they duplicate TRPA Code.   
Chapter 10 – Scenic Corridors 
i.      Deleted Standard A, as it duplicates TRPA Code 
Appendix A – Parking Demand Table 
  i.      Added note that parking requirements may be adjusted.   
ii.      Added reference to other code standards for secondary residences and short-term rentals.”   
 
• In the prior draft of the Plan, on page 94, STRs were mentioned; however Eric Young was instructed to 
remove the paragraph for Section 110.220.435, and did so.  
 
“Section 110.220.435 Short term (Vacation) Rentals. Short-term rentals are an allowed use in some 
neighborhoods. All short term rentals must comply with the provisions of the Washoe County Short Term 
Rental Ordinance.”  
 
Why did Eric Young remove STRs from the Plan? 
- Supposedly the rationale for removal was because TRPA powers-that-be decided STRs are a hot potato in 
IVCB.  
- Another possibility is that including STRs in the Plan made explicit that it is an “allowed use in some 
neighborhoods,” but not all, which would necessitate further explanation and modification to the land uses 
allowed in each of the regulatory zones and elsewhere in the plan—such as in the Parking design guidelines 
modification mentioned above. This would complicate the Plan and slow the Plan’s approval.  
- Another possibility is that the Washoe County STR Ordinance has not been completed and therefore should 
not be referenced in the Tahoe Area Plan until it is approved.  
 
• None of these reasons justify omitting STRs from mention in the Tahoe Area Plan given that STRs are an 
extant use of residences in IVCB.  
 
PROBLEM #2: STRs conflict with the Goals and Policies of land use for Residential Neighborhoods.  



 
• Throughout the plan when discussing Residential Regulatory Zones and Neighborhoods, the emphasis is on 
keeping these neighborhoods residential in character.  
  
“TAHOE AREA PLAN, Chapter 2, Land Use, Residential Neighborhoods  
“There are sixteen residential designated neighborhoods in the plan area. The primary vision for these areas 
is to maintain safe and functional residentially focused neighborhoods, with development that 
contributes to the desired community character and attainment of the TRPA environmental thresholds 
 
“Policy LU6-6 Amendments Affecting Residential Neighborhoods  
Residential zoning districts should provide complementary civic and minimal commercial uses. Residential 
zoning districts should only be amended to further strengthen their residential character or provide for 
environmental improvement.  
 
“PolicyLU1-1 Buffering  
Non-residential, tourist, mixed-use, casino, employee housing, and multi-family residential developments 
shall provide buffering from existing, surrounding residential uses. 
 
 As explained succinctly in this statement from Clark County: 
 
“Clark County is concerned about short-term rentals for numerous reasons:  
Short-term rentals disrupt the quality of life in residential neighborhoods.  The renters of short-term 
rentals have no stake in the neighborhood; thus, they disrupt the peaceful environment of residential 
neighborhoods. Neighborhoods where short-term rentals are found deal with more congestion and traffic, 
loud music during the evening hours, and trash/rubbish found at the curb. 
As short-term rentals are illegal in unincorporated Clark County, the residential properties that are being used 
for short-term rental properties have not been regulated by the Clark County Building & Fire Prevention 
department to ensure that the residential property is in compliance with the fire and safety codes for transient 
use. 
Short-term rentals do not adhere to the health and human safety standards that a hotel or motel would 
follow.  Short-term rentals are not following the standards set by the Southern Nevada Health District to 
control the spread of communicable disease and promote safety and sanitary conditions. 
Clark County is concerned about the public safety of guests in short-term rentals.  Properties used for short-
term rentals are not equipped with the same security that is often found in hotels and motels. 
Short-term rentals are operating in unincorporated Clark County without paying taxes that ultimately benefit 
the entire community.  Without paying taxes, the short-term rental business is ultimately hurting the whole 
community. 
Short-term rentals artificially inflate rental costs.  Property owners have found ways to make a profit by 
converting long-term living spaces into the short-term rentals. Thus, there are fewer homes on the market for 
those wishing to rent long-term.” 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION TO SOLVE PROBLEMS 1 AND 2: TRPA should include STRs in the Tahoe Area 
Plan as an allowed use of a residence in non-residential regulatory zones, and add additional relevant 
information about STRs to the Plan based on their impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin.  
 
 
Sincerely 
 
Ronda Tycer, PhD 
Co-Chair Incline Village STR Citizen Advisory Group 



WAYNE FORD 
 
A major change has been made to the Tahoe Area Plan that will affect not just me as a Residential Designer, 
but all Incline Village and Crystal Bay citizens henceforth. For this reason I need to make an issue of it to the 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission. I’ve already lodged my concern with Washoe County’s Eric Young and 
Mike Conger of TRPA.  
 
TAHOE AREA PLAN CODE PROBLEM 
 
I want to mention two concerns with the change in the Tahoe Area Plan Page 7-4 dealing with Washoe County 
Building Code 110.220.60 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) Setbacks. My concerns are: 
 
 • changing the code so no variance is needed for a 20%-sloped lot to qualify for a zero-setback from 
the street; but a variance is still required for slopes of less steepness (15% or 10%)  
 
 • eliminating the variance review process by giving the decision to an engineer in the Washoe County 
Engineering Department 
 
Problem #1 - Zero Setbacks on 20%-Sloped Lots 
As now stated in the new Tahoe Area Plan 2020, it’s possible for a homebuilder to request a zero setback of a 
house or garage on any interior or through lot with 20% slope (on the front of the property).  
 
In the old code, a 15-foot setback is mandatory for all lots.  
 - with a 15-foot setback between the curb and a 2-car garage, there is room for a driveway 
 - with zero setback, there is no room for guest parking, and guests will park on the street 
 - when guests park on the street they impede traffic, street cleaning, and snow removal 
 
In the old code, if a homebuilder wants a variance so they don’t have to comply with the 15-foot setback 
requirement, they go through a review process as required by NRS 278.315 (Granting of variances, special and 
conditional use permits, and other special exceptions by Board of Adjustment, Planning Commission, or 
Hearing Officer).  
 
In the new code, the variance process is still required for interior and through lots of less than 20% slope on 
the front half of the lot, but not for lots with slope of 20% or more. Those other lots will need to comply with 
Article 804. (See attached.) But for lots of 20% slope (on the front half of the lot), now there will be no 
variance or review process. 
 
THE PROBLEMS WITH THIS CHANGE IN THE CODE 
 
In the old code, a homebuilder requests a variance from the Board of Adjustment, which then publicizes a 
hearing date so that public input can be given by neighbors and others affected by the setback variance 
request. These variances are also heard at Citizen Advisory Board meetings.  
 
In the new code, for the 20% sloped lots, there is no process of review or appeal. Rather the decision is given 
to an engineer in the Engineering Department where the decision will be made without public oversight or 
input.  
 



In the old code, the approval of a variance was often based on the finding that the homebuilder experienced a 
“hardship” due to the configuration of the site (e.g., steepness, odd lot shape, a large boulder, a stream, other 
features or constraints unique to the property). 
 
In the new code, “Undue Hardship” is no longer mentioned as a criterion for consideration for 20% sloped lots.  
 
The new plan authorizes the Engineering Division to determine whether the setback meets three minimal 
criteria. The setback will be approved if it does not: 
 • impede county maintenance and road-work operations 
 • cause a safety problem for speed or volume of traffic on the street 
 • prevent the County from widening the street should it decide it needs to 
Using these three criteria, most requests for zero setbacks on 20% sloped lots will be approved. 
 
In the old code the variance process involved the public—specifically the neighbors who might be affected by 
the variance decision. The County was required to notice all persons within a particular distance, and/or to 
hold a public hearing at which persons could discuss the variance request. Neighbors’ homes may be impacted 
in a variety of ways including safety, aesthetics, health, and property values, but most often when setbacks are 
insufficient, neighbors are impacted by cars parking in the right-of-way and on their property.  
 
In the new code, there is no process for public input on the setback decisions of 20% sloped lots. And the 
decision no longer depends on the concerns of those who will be affected by the decision. The process gives to 
an engineer in the Washoe County Engineering Department the sole discretion to determine whether to 
approve the permit with the setback variance. The new code takes away citizen oversight of property 
development that will affect neighbors.   
 
In the old code, many perspectives are brought to bear on the problem for which a variance is sought. In the 
new code, only one engineer’s perspective will be required. The possibility of “undue influence” affecting the 
request approval cannot be ignored.  
 
Although the code change may look innocuous and technical at first glance, the effects will reverberate and 
eventually impact the lake. It is easy to see how a zero setback on a sloped property could result in 
impediments to street cleaning and snow removal. When county snowplows (which hit 8 cars last season) are 
damaged, they’re unable to clear roads and cost money for repair. When snow plowing results in cars being 
“plowed in” to the parking spaces, children can’t get around them to walk on the paths to school, so they walk 
in the streets. This simple code change will result in a domino effect.  
 
Please reconsider the decision to eliminate the public-input variance review process for 20% sloped lots.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
  



[Signage, Parking and Design Standards and Guidelines Public Review Draft – October 2019 INTRODUCTION 
Page B-xviii]  

WMPA19-0007, WRZA19-0007 & WDCA19-0007 EXHIBIT D  

[Eric - Good job on this section] 
 

Section 110.220.55 Yard and Lot Standards. Required yards for structures, minimum parcel area and 

minimum parcel width are determined by parcel size and use type according to Table 110.220.03, Tahoe Area 

Yard and Lot Standards. The use types are defined under TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 21, Permissible 

Uses. Standards for development in Town Center overlay districts are found in Section 110.220.35, Town 

Center Overlay and Article 110.220.1, Tahoe Area Design Standards. Structures fronting State Routes 28 and 

431 shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet from the right-of-way, unless an exception is granted pursuant to 

TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 36.5.4, Setback Standards.  

  

Table 110.220.03 Tahoe Area Yard and Lot Standards  

Use Type & Parcel Size  Required setback 
     Front Side Rear 
 
Residential 
 
Greater than 2.5 acres   30 15 30 
35,000 sq ft -2.5 acres   30 12 30 
12,000 sq ft – 34,999.99 sq ft  20 8 20 
5000 sq ft – 11,999.99 sq ft  20 5 20 
 
Commercial    10 10 10 
Tourist Accommodation  20 10 10 
Public Service    20 15 20 
Recreation    20 15 20  
Wildlife Management    
 Higher than 12’  15 15 15 
 12/ or less   5 5 5 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Section 110.220.60 Siting on Corner Lots and Sloped Lots. The following standards apply to any primary 
building or accessory structure on a corner lot or lot with slopes meeting the thresholds established below.  

1. Primary buildings and accessory structures may be built to the front property line on any corner lot when 
built no closer than sixty (60) feet from the corner, and on any interior or through lot where the slope of the 
front half of the lot is greater than a two (2) foot rise (or fall) for every ten (10) feet above (or below) the 
established street grade. The structure shall conform to the height and story limits provided within this 



section. When a primary building or accessory structure is placed within the front yard setback as described in 
this section, all the following shall apply:  

1. The Engineering Division must be able to determine that county right-of-way maintenance and road 
work operations will not be impeded or sufficient measures have been incorporated in the structure’s 
design to mitigate an impediment to county right-of-way maintenance and road work operations. The 
county may also require that the county be held harmless from liability resulting from its right-of-way 
maintenance and road work operations;  

2. The Engineering Division must be able to determine that the speed of traffic and the volume of traffic 
on the street is such that the placing of the garage within the front yard setback will not cause a safety 
problem for vehicles using the street; and  

3. The Engineering Division must be able to determine that the placement of the structure within the 
front yard setback will not impede the ability of the county to widen the street in accordance with the 
adopted Capital Improvements Program, or in accordance with a possible widening of the street as 
shown in the adopted master plan.  

4. The placement of the structure is not sited closer than fifteen (15) feet from the edge of pavement of 
the abutting street.  

5. The maximum square footage of the portion of the structure designed to encroach on the established 
setback shall not exceed 25% of the size of the primary structure.  

6. Structures proposed within 20 feet of the rights-of-way of State Routes 28 or 431 may only be 
approved pursuant to Subparagraph 36.5.4.A.2 of the TRPA Code of etc. 
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Marja Ambler

From: Wayne Ford <waynefordresidentialdesigner@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, March 09, 2020 1:31 PM
To: John Marshall; Marja Ambler
Subject: County Code Change : 110.220.60 Public Statement to be put into the record of TRPA,s APC Meeting
Attachments: WaynefordAreaPlanProblems2-20-20.docx

It needs to be removed from the plan. The review process that has been 
changed from  
one of public notice for set-back changes , a zoning change, has now been 
taken from  
the public notice of property owners within 300 feet and other agencies 
such as Nevada  
State Lands, IVGID, and the NLTFPD , and been vested in one person in 
the engineering of Washoe County. ( see attached)  
In the TRPA Code it is part of the process to have public comment when 
zoning is changed. So this process protects the ability to have a clear 
understanding on the impacts. Clear findings to be made if a change in the 
zoning will have adverse impacts and if the change meets the Code and 
Threshold Projections of TRPA.  
To allow a process in the a County Code / Area Plan that violates the 
proper review of a 
zoning change such as front and also side yard setbacks is in violation of 
the TRPA  
Code, when it comes to the established review process as under the RPU 
of TRPA. Findings are clear under the NRS for this process. (NRS 
278.315).  
 
Projected Impacts not addressed as findings: Hardship as per NRS, 
Narrow Parcel, Steep  
Parcel, Impact on guest parking and thus the impeding of traffic. ie. 
Gonowabie Road  
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Crystal Bay Nv. ( one way/ fire lane). Blocking of scenic views of other 
property owners, obstruction of sunlight to other homes too near the new 
structure. In violation of TRPA  
design standards, no height restriction on the roadway, a detached 
structure could be  
from street level some 30 feet high. Impacts on neighbors property for 
when a front yard  
set-back goes to "0" the side yards in front of the established , mapped set 
back, can also  
go to "0" thus snow onto other property and constructed systems as 
driveways and entries. Loss of privacy and safety issues with structures 
too close to each other.  
 
Have Section 110.220.60 Removed . Changes to the Code should be 
through a Code  
amendment process at the County Level and not placed in the Tahoe Area 
Plan. It is  
in violation of the TRPA Process for public review of Zoning Changes. 
See attachment  
 
Wayne Ford  
 




