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Meeting Minutes 
 

                         
I.            CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  

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

Members present: Mr. Alling, Ms. Carr, Ms. Chandler, Mr. Drake, Mr. Drew, Mr. Ferry, Ms. Ferris 
(present online with microphone issues), Mr. Hill, Ms. Jacobsen, Mr. Judge, Mr. McNamara, Ms. 
Stahler, Mr. Stephen, Mr. Teshara, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Young 
 
Members absent: Ms. Moroles-O’Neil, Ms. Sibr, Mr. Smokey  
 

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

 III.           PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 
None. 
 
 

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

Ms. Carr moved approval of the November 13, 2024, meeting minutes. Mr. Drew seconded 
the motion. 
 
Ms. Jacobsen and Mr. Hill abstained. 
 
Motion passed. 
 

 
V.        PUBLIC HEARINGS 
                 

Agenda Item No V.A. Homewood Mountain Resort Lake Tahoe – Proposed Master Plan 
Amendment 
 
Mr. Paul Nielsen, TRPA Special Projects Manager, presented the item. Mr. Nielsen explained that 
the item involves an amendment to the previously approved Homewood Ski Area Master Plan. 

https://www.trpa.gov/wp-content/uploads/Agenda-Item-No-V.A-Homewood-Mountain-Resort-Lake-Tahoe-Project-APC-Final-12-11-2024.pdf
https://www.trpa.gov/wp-content/uploads/Agenda-Item-No-V.A-Homewood-Mountain-Resort-Lake-Tahoe-Project-APC-Final-12-11-2024.pdf
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The presentation aimed to review and deliberate on staff’s recommendation to approve the 
amendment. Mr. Nielsen said his introductory comments will be followed by a detailed 
explanation of the proposed changes by Mr. Ryan Porter, a representative of the applicant.  
 
The purpose of the hearing (slide 2) was to evaluate the staff recommendation that the Advisory 
Planning Commission (APC) approve the amendment and forward this recommendation to the 
TRPA Governing Board.  
 
Providing geographic context (slide 3), Mr. Nielsen explained that the Homewood Ski Resort is 
located on the west shore of Lake Tahoe, in the heart of Homewood, within Placer County. He 
then addressed the concept of a master plan (slide 4), drawing from a definition provided by the 
American Planning Association. A master plan generally covers a larger geographic area and sets 
forth a vision for the future of the area, incorporating goals, objectives, and visual aids such as 
maps, charts, and diagrams. He further referred to the TRPA Regional Plan and Code of 
Ordinances, emphasizing that while a master plan provides a framework, it does not constitute 
project approval (slide 5). The adoption of a master plan does not guarantee that any specific 
level of development within the plan will be approved. This distinction was highlighted as an 
essential consideration during the discussion. 
 
Mr. Nielsen continued the presentation by discussing TRPA master plans within the context of 
the Regional Plan. He presented a regional map (slide 6) showing the various master plans 
around the Lake Tahoe Basin. These plans primarily focus on marinas and ski areas. One 
example highlighted was the Heavenly Valley Ski Area Master Plan, located to the southeast on 
the map. Another exception shown on the map was the City of South Lake Tahoe Airport Master 
Plan, represented by a red polygon at the bottom of the map. 
 
He emphasized the significance of master plans as a component of the TRPA Regional Plan. He 
explained that the approval of the Homewood Ski Resort Master Plan in 2011 was, in effect, an 
amendment to the regional plan. Similarly, the current proposal represents another amendment 
to the Regional Plan, which is why it must come before the APC. Importantly, this review is not 
focused on specific development permits but rather on the broader amendment to the master 
plan. 
 
In order to recommend approval to the TRPA Governing Board, the proposed amendment must 
be found consistent with a key policy statement within the Regional Plan for recreation. Paul 
highlighted the importance of this policy statement (slide 7), which asserts that outdoor 
recreation capacity must remain accessible to the general public. This principle, he noted, has 
driven TRPA’s position on the Homewood Ski Resort Master Plan and is central to today’s 
discussion. The ongoing debate surrounding private versus public access stems directly from this 
policy requirement. For the master plan to align with TRPA’s goals, its recreational opportunities 
must be available to the broader community. 
 
Mr. Nielsen emphasized the 2011 Master Plan, and its goal statements, which remain 
foundational to the plan’s framework. These goals were developed to ensure alignment with the 
TRPA’s Community Enhancement Program. The current amendment proposal must also 
demonstrate consistency with these goals in order to advance.  
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Mr. Nielsen elaborated on the goal statements from the 2011 Master Plan, emphasizing that 
these foundational principles remain unchanged in the proposed amendment. He encouraged 
attendees to examine the key phrases within these goals (slide 8/9). For instance, the first goal 
emphasized creating a ski resort that can be enjoyed equally by local residents and visitors, 
underscoring public accessibility. This focus on inclusivity and community was reiterated in the 
second goal, which highlighted the enhancement of lifestyle and property values for West Shore 
residents. He pointed out that the vision for the resort was to create a community asset rather 
than an exclusive destination for non-local visitors. 
 
Other key goals include restoring Homewood as a central hub for the West Shore community, 
preserving its reputation as a family-friendly, small-scale ski area with uncrowded slopes, and 
fostering a sense of community identity and potential. These aspirations reflect both the 
historical charm and the long-term vision for the area, which remains widely supported by 
residents and visitors alike. 
 
Mr. Nielsen transitioned to discussing the historical context of the project as part the now-
defunct Community Enhancement Program. This program, which was operational at the time of 
the original master plan approval, provided incentives such as TRPA commodities—commercial 
floor areas, tourist units, and residential units—to encourage large-scale projects. Homewood 
was one of several major projects included in this program, alongside others like Boulder Bay, 
and the Waldorf Astoria project. 
 
A key requirement of the Community Enhancement Program was that participating projects had 
to propose environmental improvements exceeding standard regulatory requirements. Paul 
explained that typical environmental reviews ensure mitigation measures to avoid significant 
environmental effects. However, under this program, projects like Homewood were expected to 
go beyond standard mitigation and deliver enhancements that provided additional 
environmental benefits (above and beyond). For example, the Homewood project is proposing 
stormwater management improvements, including the treatment of not just the standard 20-
year, one-hour storm but also the more extreme 50-year, one-hour storm. This level of 
commitment to environmental stewardship mirrored similar efforts by other projects in the 
program, such as the Waldorf Astoria. 
 
Mr. Nielsen also highlighted discussion about ongoing coverage removal and road restoration 
efforts on the mountain, explaining that these initiatives had been in progress even before the 
original Master Plan, spanning 15 to 20 years. He emphasized that the intention is to continue 
these activities as part of the Master Plan amendment. He also highlighted forest health 
improvements, noting that approximately 50 acres of dead and dying trees were removed this 
past fall. The mountain is heavily overstocked with trees, and improving forest health remains a 
key environmental goal of the project. 
 
Addressing scenic quality improvements, Mr. Nielsen remarked that when driving past the area, 
one sees a parking lot and a building, leaving significant room for improvement. As part of the 
Master Plan, the proposed scenic enhancements along the roadway unit are intended to achieve 
threshold gains for scenic quality, contributing to a more visually appealing environment. 
 
Mr. Nielsen concluded by noting that these improvements, including forest health and scenic 
quality, represent key components of the proposed amendment. He then turned the 
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presentation over to Mr. Ryan Porter, to provide additional details about the proposed 
amendment to the Master Plan. 
 
Mr. Porter, representing Homewood Mountain Resort began by expressing his gratitude for the 
APC members’ public service and their time reviewing the application. Representing Homewood 
Mountain Resort, he voiced enthusiasm about the support for the project and outlined the 
purpose of their request for a revision to the already approved Homewood Master Plan. 
 
Mr. Porter emphasized that the Master Plan, originally approved in 2011, had undergone 
significant scrutiny from TRPA, Placer County, local neighbors, and the broader Tahoe 
community. The proposed amendment aims to enhance the skier experience and improve the 
overall aesthetic of the development while adhering to the core components and requirements 
of the original project. 
 
He noted the urgency of moving forward with key components, such as the gondola and other 
ski infrastructure improvements, describing them as critical for the resort's long-term viability 
and the realization of the project. Although minor, the revisions are vital for ensuring the 
resort's future success. 
 
Mr. Porter revisited the guiding principles of the Master Plan, which continue to guide their 
team’s efforts. These principles include: 
 

• Updating aging infrastructure and establishing a bed base that does not currently exist. 

• Preserving Homewood's identity as an uncrowded, family-friendly enclave. 

• Restoring Homewood as a key gathering place for Lake Tahoe’s West Shore. 

• Maintaining the heritage of a ski resort that serves both local residents and visitors 
equally. 

• Reducing traffic impacts on the West Shore. 

• Preserving the character of Homewood, through the development of new facilities that 
align with the architectural quality and scale of the existing community. 

 
He assured that the requested changes align with these principles and reflect the vision of the 
approved Master Plan. Mr. Porter explained that they are seeking modifications to the physical 
layout of the Master Plan. These changes are intended to secure the viability of the 
development for future generations and address challenges such as declining ski visitation, 
which the Master Plan was originally designed to mitigate. 
 
Mr. Porter noted that skier visitation at Homewood has declined an additional 60% since the 
original approvals. Given this, he stressed that the time is now to implement the Master Plan 
project, with the revisions being necessary to facilitate this progress. 
 
He explained that delivering a project of this scale and complexity requires careful attention, 
which led to the identification of key areas that needed to be addressed. These areas included 
improving the flow and experience of the village core for both residents and visitors, supporting 
operational requirements, updating the plans and layouts to comply with the latest agency and 
code requirements, integrating updated engineering standards, and adapting to changes in the 
real estate market. 
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To achieve these goals, the team proposed several strategies, including relocating the gondola 
terminal and realigning the gondola path, which would be further detailed later. Additionally, 
they planned to add a gondola cart barn to support operational needs. The overall density of the 
total units would be reduced by approximately 45%, and building mass and scale would be 
reduced while expanding significant view corridors. The architecture of the project would also 
be slightly refined. 
 
Mr. Porter emphasized that what had not been revised was just as important. They have not 
changed access to recreation for the general public, nor any other representations in the 
existing approvals. Over the last 18 months, the Homewood team has conducted extensive 
community outreach efforts to inform the public about the proposed changes and gather 
feedback. He said that the Homewood Mountain Resort team have held over 45 community 
meetings and presentations, engaging thousands of residents, community groups, and business 
owners. These presentations were shared on their website. Additionally, many on-site tours and 
meetings were held to educate those unfamiliar with Homewood, its history, and the Master 
Plan. 
 
In response to community and board feedback, particularly from the Regional Planning 
Committee hearing, the team further refined their community access plan. Key commitments 
included maintaining public access to the mountain, documenting this in writing, and ensuring 
that it could be monitored and enforced for years to come. Mr. Porter then introduced Mr. Andy 
Buckley, Head of Mountain Operations, to explain some of the exciting details of the community 
access plan.  
 
Mr. Buckley continued by explaining the challenges faced by Homewood Mountain Resort. With 
a 40-year career in ski resorts across the globe, he emphasized how understanding these 
challenges, along with feedback from the Homewood ski community and locals, has informed 
their efforts to create a viable operations plan for the resort. 
 
Even though the Master Plan amendment doesn’t alter public access language or reduce 
recreational obligations, he noted that a practical operations plan was essential. The resort is 
also seeking to address concerns about affordable skiing access, offering deeper benefits to the 
local West Shore community. In creating the community access plan, the team focused on 
inclusive rather than exclusive language. Homewood has always been open to the public, as 
highlighted in their recent “smile campaign,” and this commitment has been formalized in 
writing to ensure that all ski activities are available to everyone, including ski lifts, restrooms, 
lockers, rentals, and other skier services around the community gathering center. 
 
Beyond regular ski passes, Homewood has introduced a detailed local ski access discount 
offering. They’ve listened to the community and the TRPA Regional Planning Committee and 
have made sure that locals, first responders, teachers, and other key members of the 
community are not left behind. These discounts keep Homewood on par with, and in some 
cases, more affordable than their local peers (slide 14). 
 
Mr. Buckley explained that Homewood’s visitation had significantly declined since the 
introduction of the Epic and Icon passes, a consequence of large season pass programs pulling 
visitors from small resorts. Although infrastructure improvements, such as lifts, snow 
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preparation, and grooming, have been made in recent years, these come with higher costs that 
smaller resorts like Homewood struggle to match. Homewood, due to its end of the pipeline 
location and declining visitation, cannot compete with larger resorts that require higher volumes 
of visitors to succeed. Mr. Buckley continued, although Homewood cannot compete with larger 
resorts that require higher volumes, they can still offer a high-quality, curated experience for 
locals. This approach is reflected in Item No. 3.c. (slide 9) of the Master Plan goal statement. 

 
Without this amendment. and the plan to build a bed base, Homewood Resort will not evolve 
and could cease to exist. Mr. Buckley expressed hope that the thoughtful blend of offerings and 
commitments, going beyond what the Master Plan considered in 2011, will help achieve that 
goal. 
 
Regarding monitoring (slide 15), since releasing the community access plan, Homewood has 
received positive feedback from the ski community and local agencies as they finalize the key 
language. To ensure the plan’s successful implementation, Homewood will report annually to 
the TRPA and will enforce penalties if commitments are not met. Their operations team will 
ensure compliance with the TRPA’s requirements, and any modifications to their products or 
offerings will be transparently coordinated with the TRPA. Mr. Buckley handed back to Mr. 
Porter. 
 
Mr. Porter expressed excitement about the discounts and offerings before diving into the 
physical plan to see how these changes will assist in realizing Homewood's build-out (slide 16). 
He said that Homewood consists of three main development locations: the North Base, near 
Highway 89; the South Base, a residential enclave near Tahoe Ski Bowl Way; and the Mid 
Mountain; located at the top of the new gondola terminal, and the former Madden Chairlift 
location. 
 
Mr. Porter presented an image (slide 17) comparing the 2011 approved Master Plan for the 
North Base (on the left) with the revised master plan layout (on the right). The team has worked 
diligently to maintain the key components of the approved plan while breaking up the scale, 
mass, and positioning of buildings. The land uses and general layouts are consistent in both 
plans. 
 
Slide 18 shows an overlay comparing the 2011 approved master plan (in red) with the proposed 
revision (in beige). The similarity in building positioning was highlighted, along with 
improvements such as separating the contiguous village structure. The gondola’s relocation 
closer to the village core will improve skier access from both the day skier parking garage and 
shuttle/bus transit options, creating a safer and more enjoyable experience for skiers. The old 
gondola location is noted to be just further up and to the left, with the new location roughly 150 
feet down. 
 
Mr. Porter said that the proposed master plan revision maintains all key elements from the 
approved 2011 plan, including the creation of a bed base across the North Base, consisting of 71 
residential units, and a 73-unit boutique hotel. The revision also preserves the same mix of skier 
services and commercial offerings, including food and beverage outlets, ticketing, retail shops, 
restrooms, lockers, ski rental spaces, and a large day skier parking facility. 
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Mr. Porter continued, all areas highlighted in orange on slide 19, are accessible to all members 
of the community—residents and visitors alike. This space is envisioned as a thoughtfully 
reimagined and curated community gathering center. 
 
Moving on to the South Base (slide 20), which was always planned as a residential enclave, the 
revised master plan upholds this vision but reduces the total number of residential units from 95 
to 51. The structures on the site are repositioned (slide 21), with a slight revision in layout. The 
South Base is separated by a pedestrian bridge that spans across Homewood Creek, indicated by 
the blue dashed lines. A key benefit of this development will be the restoration and 
improvement of the stream environment zone (SEZ). 
 
As per the 2011 master plan, the maintenance facilities will be moved further from the lake, up 
to the Mid Mountain area, and all-day skier parking will be shifted to the North Base to ease 
traffic and parking constraints for adjacent residents. These changes will be implemented as 
planned, with no deviations from the proposed revision. 
 
Lastly, the proposed revision for the Mid Mountain lodge (slide 23), as shown on the right, 
maintains all key elements consistent with the 2011 approval, including the community pool, 
maintenance building, gondola, and lodge. The only proposed difference is the addition of a 
cabin storage structure, which will improve skier experience and extend the life of the gondola 
cabins. 
 
Continuing, Mr. Porter said that going beyond the two-dimensional plan comparisons (slide 24), 
their team has analyzed the rendered views to ensure conformance with the approved scenic 
evaluation. On the left is the 2011 approved master plan view from Highway 89, and on the right 
is the revised rendering, which highlights the consistency with scale, character, and architectural 
elements. The design team and consultants feel strongly that they have not only conformed but 
also improved the overall aesthetic.  
 
Slide 25 shows the view from Highway 89 to the village core. Here, you can see how the revised 
layouts have split the continuous North Base structures, creating a view corridor both up the 
mountain for people along the roadway, and down to the lake from the skiers on the run above. 
This added view corridor better blends the development into the scale and character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Slide 26 depicts a view along Highway 89 where you can see residential units in lots seven and 
eight. No drastic changes have occurred here—only slight architectural improvements and 
refinements. 
 
Mr. Porter said that the comparisons and renderings you’ve seen synthesize the bulk of the 
proposed revisions to the amendment application you have in front of you. That said, 
Homewood was originally approved in part due to the environmental, recreational, and traffic 
reduction benefits that would come with this type of sustained and thoughtful development. It’s 
important to highlight their consistency with—and in some cases, improvements stemming 
from—the proposed master plan revisions. 
 
Mr. Porter said that Mr. Neilsen had highlighted some of these improvements earlier, and 
offered a few more details: Homewood was approved as a community enhancement plan (CEP), 
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and the proposed master plan revisions make no changes to meeting all of TRPA’s CEP 
objectives and obligations. In fact, with the master plan requirement to restore 500,000 square 
feet of land coverage, Homewood has already exceeded this obligation by restoring over 
600,000 square feet. 
 
Additionally, Homewood will complete SEZ restoration work both at the North Base and South 
Base of the project areas. Although only required to design water quality treatment facilities for 
20-year storms, they’re proceeding with engineering efforts to design them to handle 50-year, 
one-hour storm events, as Mr. Neilsen highlighted earlier.  
 
Mr. Porter said that furthermore, they will undertake substantial forest fuels reduction efforts 
to increase forest health and reduce wildfire risk, across over 1,260 acres, of which 1,000 are 
privately owned land. Lastly, as anticipated in the master plan approvals, they will pursue LEED 
for neighborhood development and LEED certification across the village. Mr. Porter added that 
slide 28 illustrates a cumulative list of the Master Plan, CEP requirements, and settlement 
obligations. Across the board, they have begun work not only to meet their obligations but to 
exceed this threshold by over 20%. 
 
Mr. Porter said that Homewood has been an environmental steward over the past 18 years. 
Environmental protection has been a core goal of the Homewood Ski Area Master Plan, with a 
focus on wildfire spread risk reduction, erosion and soil resource protection, watershed 
restoration through improved site conditions, flora and fauna habitat improvements, and 
enhanced public safety. Homewood has prioritized critical watershed research and 
improvement efforts up the mountain, measured those improvements, and monitored them to 
inform restoration efforts across the basin. These efforts have resulted in several awards for 
exemplary and forward-thinking environmental sustainability, including TRPA’s Best in Basin 
Award given in 2010, and the National Ski Area Association Golden Eagle Award in 2013.  
 
The Master Plan advancement will ensure privately financed, critical wildfire risk reduction 
commitments, and emergency preparedness are in place and executed upon. Slide 29 shows  
images of restoration performed in the past, and on the right, recent photos from the forest 
fuels mastication and wildfire mitigation work performed this season after the timber harvest 
plan was approved. 
 
Additionally (slide 30), alternative transportation programs identified within the 2011 Master 
Plan are still key components and strategies within the proposed amendment. We have 
maintained key elements of the land plan, including a shuttle drop-off location right in front of 
the garage, and a public bus transit stop at the North Base, which can be used for employees 
and visitors alike. The plan revision, with reduced density, has resulted in an overall reduction in 
trip generation and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), as noted in the staff report. We will continue 
to prioritize traffic reduction strategies throughout the implementation of the development, 
with enforcement mechanisms monitored by the agency to oversee progress for the years to 
come. 
 
As for the timeline of the development, work has begun on Lot 3 with the first seven homes. 
Once the proposed master plan amendment is approved, we’ll shift our focus to the North Base 
Community Gathering Center and adjacent residential lots. Once completed at the North Base, 
we’ll then shift our focus to the South Base residential enclave. 
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Perhaps more importantly (slide 32) than the structures themselves are the key improvements 
to the mountain ski experience and community we plan to undertake concurrently with 
development efforts. Those items include a fuels reduction program, which is underway now, 
mountain snowmaking improvements, equipment replacement and improvements, SEZ 
restoration efforts, and the removal of the old Tahoe Inn. 
 
Mr. Porter concluded that overall, they are extremely excited about the progress their team has 
made with the master plan, based on the progression and improvements to building layouts, 
massing, scale, and character. They're confident that the revisions made to pull the gondola 
down into the village core are a huge improvement, and they continue to maintain a 
conformance approach to the approved master plan. He said they appreciate the 
recommendation from TRPA staff for approval of this proposed amendment, and look forward 
to answering any questions.  
 
Mr. Neilsen took over to clarify that the two recommendations being proposed are a unique in 
that they include a statement that recommends approval to the Governing Board - with the 
understanding that staff may include additional language clarifications, factual corrections, and 
other edits to the amendments, based on public comment received on the materials presented 
to and by the APC. Mr. Neilsen added that staff understand that they’re going to hear from the 
Commissioners today and from the public. We’ve already received comments in writing from 
the public. The intent of this recommendation, if it is embraced by the APC, is to keep it moving 
with the understanding that we might make some changes to respond to public comment. 
 
APC Chairman Ferry asked if there are there sideboards on that, because it sounds like a broad 
statement. TRPA General Counsel, Mr. St. Michel responded that they’re expecting to hear 
comments/discussion today, that may make clarifications, such as edits and improvements 
consistent with the HMR proposal. But not big sweeping changes – if it’s something that is a big, 
substantive revision, we may need to come back through the APC. But as long as we can keep it 
with the intent of what’s been proposed, and the edits we’re making are mostly technical and 
improvements, we’re okay to go forward to the Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Neilsen added that depending on the comments today, we may issue another revised 
master plan. We put out a version a couple of weeks ago with the help of the applicant, and we 
provided a redline version so people could compare what was approved in 2011 to what was 
proposed today. That version has been out there for a couple of weeks, and TRPA staff may 
issue another iteration of that. But the tentative goal is to take this item to the January TRPA 
Governing Board meeting. 
 
Mr. Neilsen then handed over to Ms. Kathy Astromoff, spokesperson for Keep Homewood Public 
(KHP).  
 
Ms. Astromoff, a West Shore community member speaking for Keep Homewood Public, 
expressed her concerns about the future of Homewood: “We all love Homewood. We all want 
the freedom to ski, board, work, and play there, as we always have. We all want future 
generations of not just our kids, but everyone’s kids to ski there also. Why? Because it’s so much 
more than a winter weekend getaway for area people, or a local backyard, or a livelihood. 
Homewood is the heart of the West Shore. It’s a place where all kinds of people hang out with 
friends, fall in love, get married, teach their kids to ski better than they can, and we come back 
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over and over across generations, until we become a community. That’s why we’re working so 
hard to protect Homewood from being privatized. 
 
Ms. Astromoff continued; privatization would tear our community apart. Why are we worried 
about privatizing? Because the applicant told TRPA that they would privatize Homewood. 
Because the GM of Homewood’s Investor said on video that they would privatize. Because the 
applicant told this community that nothing could stop them from privatizing. And because not 
one, but two applicant representatives told me to my face that they wanted to leave their future 
options open. For what? This application tells us, despite the applicant’s recent PR, this 
application doesn’t guarantee public access at all. Let alone forever. In fact, this application’s 
loopholes still enable the applicant to fill the hill’s capacity with members and shut out non-
members over time at some point in the future. In other words, privatizing. 
 
We all want to see this project move forward. We just want the applicant to be honest about 
their intentions. We’ve said all along we’re open to members on the hill. We just want to trust 
that non-members also have guaranteed access. We can do that when the applicant adds KHP’s 
enforceable specifics about public access to their application. That makes their PR promises 
enforceable. Which helps us trust you. That is not true today. Which means that the application 
before the APC is incomplete. 
 
So, on behalf of the over 8,000 households on the West Shore, and the thousands of people 
who have skied here, most of whom have no idea that this meeting is happening and will only 
realize Homewood has gone private when it’s too late, Keep Homewood Public (KHP)asks that 
you return this incomplete application to staff to perfect the public access guarantees that our 
community needs to prevent Homewood from being privatized. 
 
Chair Ferry thanked Ms. Astromoff for her comments on behalf of KHP, and asked Mr. Neilsen 
for additional clarification on his earlier comment that a Master Plan does not provide an 
approval for development. 
 
Mr. Neilsen clarified the approval process, using the Heavenly Valley Master Plan as an example: 
He said you're looking at two levels of approvals when considering a master plan. He used the 
Heavenly Valley Master Plan Ski Area Master Plan as an example. The master plan is an 
amendment to the Regional Plan. It’s a higher-level planning document that looks at and 
specifies the development plan for a geographic area over time. The Regional Plan and the Code 
specifically do not specify expiration dates for master plans. They’re valid until they’re revoked. 
 
There’s an environmental review that goes along with that. Originally, in 2011, that was an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for CEQA on 
the Placer County side of things. It was a joint document. That environmental review looked at 
the overall large-scale impacts and the suitability of the site for building out the master plan. It 
also had a fairly specific level of environmental analysis for many phases of the future project to 
come. 
 
So again, the highest level, sort of first level is the master plan. Then, over time, and in the case 
with Homewood, if we are going to the Governing Board in January, and if the Advisory Planning 
Commission recommends moving forward, a part of that package will be a permit for the 
gondola. There’s a new gondola that was approved in 2011, still proposed today. The changes 
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with the Master Plan are essentially moving it a little bit down the hill. It’s just a better location 
for the gondola. That would be the first permit out of the gates to help implement the Master 
Plan. 
 
That permit for the gondola would include specific conditions of approval. TRPA will do a site-
specific analysis, and we’ve already done most of it, looking at the real details of that specific 
first development permit, like BMPs, the color of the gondola, tree removal, and those site-
specific considerations we have to do on a project level basis. 
 
Then after that, as Mr. Porter pointed out, there’s a schedule for other projects that will also 
receive individual permits. Those permits would need to be consistent with the environmental 
analysis in 2011.  
 
 
APC Comments/Questions 
 
Referencing the last sentence in the top paragraph on page 45 of the APC packet, Mr. Drew 
asked for clarification where it says, 'however, as a part of the proposed master plan 
amendments, HMR is only seeking a conditional permit for the gondola at this time.' So that 
statement is referenced to what the Governing Board will approve? Today, the motion will be 
whether to make a recommendation to move the master plan forward to the Governing Board. 
Mr. Neilsen agreed that was correct. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock said he noticed the staff report talks about the community access plan, and that 
there is a monitoring component to that plan. He asked is there also a monitoring component 
for the active transportation plan, since that calls out a number of elements and mitigation 
measures that Homewood is required to complete? Mr. Neilsen replied yes, as a part of any EIS  
approved by TRPA, there is a mitigation and monitoring plan requirement. CEQA has basically 
the same for their EIRs. That mitigation monitoring plan pulls out of the EIS all the mitigations 
that apply to the approved project. And we use that mitigation monitoring plan. For Heavenly 
Valley, for example, it's an annual process where Heavenly Valley Ski Resort submits a progress 
report on how all the mitigation measures are being implemented and followed and the status 
of the build-out of the master plan. He said we intend to do the same thing with Homewood. 
With the first phase of the development—there is a phase under construction now with seven 
residential units—TRPA did require a status report on the mitigation measures. We didn’t get 
into the transportation component yet because that’s going to align with the residential units, 
hotel units, and the ski lodge build-out when the demand for those transportation services is 
there. 
 
Mr. Young said he had a couple of comments related to transportation. He said he sees an 
opportunity for some study. One of the things he’s most frustrated with is a lack of data and 
information on how well our ideas work. He feels that, as planners, sometimes we’re beginning 
to chase each other’s tails because we just look at what someone else did and say, 'Well, let’s do 
that.' TRPA is uniquely positioned to study and gather data on the ideas we implement to see if 
they’re effective. Much like the environmental improvement ideas, there’s a lot of great science 
being done alongside them. 
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He said he would like to see the same approach applied to our transportation ideas. Our 
transportation plans include a myriad of strategies—it’s a significant issue for us. Anytime we 
have the chance to learn, we should build that into the process. If there’s a monitoring plan or 
report, the data and information should be analyzed to improve future efforts. 
 
Mr. Young continued that a second thing he’s interested in relates to recreational opportunities. 
He said he’s never quite understood what fair share means. It’s an interesting TRPA concept—
I’ve even seen it referenced in affordable housing discussions—but I’m not sure if there’s a 
specific metric behind it. Or is it more of a general sense, or simply requiring that something be 
done? He said he’d like to better understand this. It seems to be an important concept TRPA 
uses, but I don’t fully grasp how to measure or define it. If there are numbers, data, or a clear 
metric, I’d like to know. If not, that’s potentially fine too, but I’d like to understand how staff 
interprets fair share when reviewing something that explicitly calls for it. 
 
Mr. Young added that there’s clearly an issue of trust here between the public access plan and 
what the public feel is being delivered. This reminds him of his first planning job. We didn’t have 
world-class ski resorts, but we did have the world’s greatest beaches. Public access to those 
beaches was always a major issue. He remembers a public hearing where someone brought in a 
sales brochure that real estate agents were using to promote a project. The sales brochure was 
radically different from the message being given to the public. 
 
He said that while that was both comedic and dramatic, it revealed a significant issue. Investors, 
in private meetings with real estate agents, were being told something entirely different from 
what was being presented publicly. Over the years, it became a standard practice—not even a 
formal requirement—where developers would simply provide their sales materials. This way, 
they could prove that what they were telling potential investors was consistent with what they 
were sharing publicly. Mr. Young said he sees a similar situation happening here. He said he 
doesn’t have a definitive solution for the lack of trust—it’s something we all deal with 
continuously—but it does seem that this gap in trust is bridgeable, and it should be bridged. 
 
Chair Ferry said he neglected to mention earlier that APC received numerous written comments 
before the meeting, which were forwarded to all APC members. There are 244 pages of 
comments available on the website. Also, many of APC members were contacted by either 
Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) or Keep Homewood Public (KHP) prior to the meeting. 
Several members have had meetings with one or both of these groups and he wanted to state in 
the public record that APC members have been, and will continue to engage on this item. 
 
Mr. Teshara, APC member representing the Tahoe Transportation District, said that while many 
commissioners represent certain entities, when they come to this table, they bring a broader 
perspective on the full range of considerations before them. He asked a clarifying question 
about lots 12 and 13. These are privately owned. How does the Master Plan address those 
properties? 
 
Mr. Neilsen replied that the original Master Plan, approved in 2011, included lots 12 and 13 
within the project area. The Master Plan acknowledged that these lots were under separate 
ownership. The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) documented their inclusion. The reason 
they were part of the Master Plan is due to an access easement. This easement might, in the 
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future, flow through these properties to provide access to a potential future phase of 
development. 
 
However, the EIS also addressed this in its responses to comments, stating that the future use or 
development of lots 12 and 13 would be subject to specific project-level approval, consistent 
with the rules and regulations in effect at that time. So, as of now, the status of lots 12 and 13 
remains unchanged with this Master Plan. There were some discussions about whether these 
lots should be removed from the plan or kept in, but ultimately, no changes have been made. 
 
Mr. Judge asked if it was true that, a couple of years ago, Homewood announced plans to go 
private, similar to the Yellowstone Club model, and now, after public engagement, the project 
has shifted course, and are committed to remaining public?  
 
Mr. Neilsen deferred to Mr. Porter but said it was his recollection that when TRPA met with the 
Homewood team a couple of years ago, the private model was discussed at that time. 
Homewood were driven by a sense that the improved Master Plan was not financially feasible, 
that market conditions, especially post-COVID, had shifted, and that was why they were 
exploring the private model. 
 
Mr. Nielsen said TRPA responded in writing to that request, emphasizing that a shift to a private 
model would face significant challenges. This was due to policy statements in the Regional Plan 
and the goals outlined in the approved Master Plan, which emphasized Homewood as a 
community resource and being open to the public. TRPA also did not find the private model 
consistent with the environmental analysis. They expressed concerns about this direction and 
felt it was not aligned with the broader vision for the resort." 
 
Mr. Porter added that Homewood has struggled for years to survive amidst declining visitation, 
and we've explored various business models, including the private model you mentioned. But as 
Mr. Neilsen said, we've since pivoted away from that approach. We now feel very confident that 
we can execute the approved Master Plan as it stands today. This includes creating a bed base, 
selling real estate, and ensuring the resort remains viable for future generations. 
 
To Mr. Young’s point about transparency, Mr. Porter added that Homewood Mountain Resort 
are fully committed to this plan. I'm sure our investors, key stakeholders, and other members of 
the community who are listening to this hearing today are well aware of our transparency in this 
process and our commitment to move forward and execute this project successfully. We're 
committed to executing the Master Plan as approved. To clarify, there have been no changes to 
the public access language, commitments, or obligations throughout the application process, as 
outlined in our red-line amendments or other documents. 
 
Mr. Ferry said that one of the slides include a phrase about 'those who can purchase into the 
resort’, and asked for clarification. Mr. Porter said he wasn’t sure which slide specifically you’re 
referencing, but perhaps it was related to community access and offerings. The goal here is to 
establish a bed base for the resort, so guests can stay multiple days rather than visiting for a 
single day and leaving. This aligns with our commitment to reducing traffic. The phrase likely 
referred to the sellable real estate component—units available for purchase or long-term 
stays—as well as guests staying at the hotel and other elements of the Master Plan.  
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Directing his question to Mr. Neilsen, Mr. Ferry asked if the resort wanted to move to a private 
model, would that require a revision to the Master Plan and an additional EIS, including 
environmental analysis? Mr. Neilsen agreed that was correct, any move toward privatization 
would require a Master Plan revision and potentially a new Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) to assess the environmental implications. Mr. Neilsen added that as part of the growth 
management plan for the region, we have recreation capacity thresholds that aim to preserve 
and, in some cases, expand public access to recreational opportunities. A shift to privatization 
would likely have significant impacts on these recreation policy thresholds. Moving to a private 
model would potentially result in the loss of public recreation access, which would need to be 
evaluated through a comprehensive process, including a new EIS. 
 
Mr. Neilsen added that the 2011 EIS included an alternative that examined the impacts of 
removing the ski hill and instead developing luxury homes, estate lots, if you will. Ultimately, 
this alternative was found to have a significant and unavoidable impact on recreation due to the 
loss of public access to the mountain. 
 
TRPA General Counsel, Graham St. Michel said he wanted to clarify something for the record—
when we use the term 'privatize,' we need to be careful about what that means. This is already 
privately owned land, so it's important that we define what 'privatizing' means in this context. 
I understand that it could mean limiting access to only those who are members of a 
homeowner’s association (HOA), which would make it exclusive. But as I understand it, if we 
restrict access to members only, that would be the privatization we’re referring to.  
 
Mr. Neilsen added that we've never said you couldn't propose taking a private approach. What 
we've said is that it would need to be evaluated for its environmental impacts and its 
consistency with the Regional Plan. That’s something that could be proposed, but it has to go 
through the proper process. Mr. Porter emphasized that HMR are not proposing that now. 
 
Regarding public access, Mr. Neilsen said the definition is tied to general public access, as 
outlined in the TRPA’s policies. The Regional Plan, Chapter 5, Recreation Elements, explicitly 
states: “It shall be the policy of the TRPA Governing Board, in the development of the Regional 
Plan, to establish and ensure that a fair share of the total region's capacity for outdoor 
recreation is available to the general public.” 
 
Ms. Carr said she would first like to have a better understanding of the vocabulary that we're 
using. The term 'homeowner' is pretty self-explanatory, but the term 'resident' may not be, and 
the term 'local' is even more ambiguous. I live in Minden, but I feel like a local of the Tahoe 
Basin. South Lake Tahoe residents are locals, but when you use the term 'having access for 
locals,' what do you mean? Can we get some clarification on the vocabulary so that we can all be 
speaking from the same sheet of music. 
 
Mr. Neilsen said he would turn over to HMR to describe their local pass plan and how they 
define that, but he acknowledged that the use of those words in different places, in the master 
plan and the EIS, is different. For example, in the goal statement when it says 'available equally 
to residents and visitors alike,' he believes that’s talking about the residents of the Tahoe Basin, 
for example, or the west shore, and visitors would be those people coming to the hotel, for 
example, or coming to ski for the day. But those definitions may be a little different depending 
on the context. 
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Mr. Buckley said that as it relates to the local pass, they define local as it ties back to our current 
loyalty pass, which generally covers zip codes from Rubicon Bay to Tahoe City. This has existed 
for some time and will continue. We've defined it as being a full-time resident of those zip 
codes. Mr. Porter added that they’ve really tried to focus on inclusive language. Our products—
whether it’s retail or residential or ski passes—will be open to everyone.  
 
Ms. Carr said that one statement in the staff report on page 47 talks about EIP (Environmental 
Improvement Projects, and that there are certain ones that have been done, and that other 
projects will be submitted at a future date per HMR's proposed development implementation 
schedule. I appreciate seeing the timeline today because that did help solidify where some of 
those things are going to happen in the timeline. She asked if there is any point at which TRPA 
can insert a stopping point if EIP projects aren't progressing along the timeline that we're 
expecting? If EIP projects are tied to this master plan and they're not being done, what's the 
roadblock that could be placed to make sure that they get completed? 
 
Mr. Neilsen responded that as part of any large ongoing project, every year there has to be work 
occurring—physical improvements. We call it 'diligent pursuit.' Diligent pursuit of the permit 
every year keeps that permit alive. And the expiration of that permit is tied to a construction 
schedule. So every year, in the process of doing that right now for project three, we do two 
things: we say, 'Tell us what happened this year from a physical construction standpoint, and 
how that fits with the construction schedule', and then either provide an updated construction 
schedule or validate the one you provided last year for future years. We compare it with the 
requirements of the permit and the mitigation monitoring plan, and we make sure there's 
alignment where it makes sense for the development and environmental improvement.  
 
He offered an example at Homewood. At the south base, there's an SEZ (Stream Environment 
Zone) that comes down off the hill. It's a small stream that's been put into a culvert, running 
under the road and parking lot. We want to see it restored, but we don't want to tear it up until 
the whole site is under construction. We can manage stormwater runoff in the short term while 
development is ongoing, so we'd need to align the construction schedule with environmental 
improvements to ensure both can be done effectively. 
 
Ms. Carr raised asked about the concept of a shelter-in-place location, and pointed out that the 
term "shelter in place" typically means staying at home, so she questioned why part of this 
project includes a location where people from the West Shore community would shelter in 
place. She speculated that the idea could be related to fire or natural disasters but asked for 
clarification on the concept. 
 
Mr. Neilsen referenced a similar shelter-in-place facility that had been approved and 
constructed a couple of years ago, the South Lake Tahoe Event Center. The idea behind such 
facilities is that they represent infrastructure that is more defensible in the event of a fire 
compared to residential structures located on the urban fringe. During the Caldor Fire, people 
wished that such a facility had been completed, as it could have served as a safe place to 
shelter. Even though the Event Center was not completed at that time, people were considering 
heading toward Stateline with its impervious surfaces, parking lots, and fewer trees around the 
structures, all making it easier to defend from fire.  
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The same concept applies to the Homewood project. The idea is to create a location where 
people from nearby areas, particularly those on the urban fringe whose subdivisions may be 
threatened by a disaster, could drive to the facility and take shelter. The shelter would provide 
basic services such as restrooms, medical assistance, and other necessary support during a 
disaster. Conversations about this plan have been held with the fire department to ensure that 
people can seek refuge at Homewood during emergencies and receive essential services. Ms. 
Carr acknowledged this clarification particularly given recent events, such as when students 
from Pepperdine had to seek refuge during an emergency. 
 
Ms. Carr raised a question about the 13 employee housing units, which were described as being 
dormitory-style accommodations, where two-bedroom units would house up to four people. 
She acknowledged the requirement for workforce housing but expressed concern about the 
appropriateness of this arrangement for certain employees. Specifically, she pointed out that 
while the dormitory style may be suitable for single individuals, it might not be ideal for those 
with families, such as managers and other staff members who need affordable housing but 
would not want to live in a dorm-like setting with a spouse or child. Ms. Carr noted that many 
food and beverage managers in the basin are forced to live outside the area due to a lack of 
suitable housing and asked whether the project had considered more flexible options for such 
employees. 
 
Mr. Neilsen explained that the 13 units had been approved as part of the 2011 master plan and 
that these units were specifically designed to house up to four employees per two-bedroom 
unit, reflecting a dormitory-style setup. While the housing would not accommodate families, it 
would meet the requirements for workforce housing. These units would also be deed restricted 
to ensure they are used for employee housing. Mr. Neilsen added that the need for more varied 
employee housing options is recognized by Homewood, and that the discussions around this 
issue have evolved.  
 
Mr. Porter reiterated Homewood’s commitment to meeting the workforce housing obligations 
as outlined. He emphasized that the resort is focused on attracting and retaining talented staff, 
which requires understanding their needs. While the 13 units have not yet been built, the resort 
is already addressing the housing issue by proactively securing 16 units for workforce housing to 
meet the needs of the resort's employees in previous seasons. Mr. Porter- assured that as the 
planning process moves forward, they will continue to engage with their workforce to 
understand their needs and incorporate these insights into the design process to ensure they 
provide the appropriate housing on-site for their employees. 
 
Ms. Carr inquired about the height ordinance mentioned on page 55 of the staff report, which 
allowed for increased building height at Homewood. She presumed that this was part of the 
Placer County local area plan, and noted that other documents reviewed also mentioned 
increased height. She asked whether the height being proposed for the designs seen today was 
consistent with the adopted ordinance or if future variance requests would be necessary. 
 
Mr. Neilsen said the proposed heights and amendments in the master plan amendment are 
consistent with previously approved height amendments, meaning no further changes were 
planned at this time.  
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Mr. Porter provided further clarification, explaining that the master plan had initially included 
language about alternative ways to calculate height, but this language was superseded by the 
Code of Ordinances. The ordinance sets height limits for buildings in relation to Highway 89, 
with three different height zones: 45 feet, 55 feet, and 77 feet, depending on the distance from 
the highway. The intent was to place taller buildings further back from the highway. The 
language in the master plan had been cleaned up to align with the approved height code in the 
ordinance, and no changes to this height ordinance were being proposed in the current 
application. 
 
Ms. Carr raised a question regarding groundwater dewatering related to the underground 
parking structures, noting that while this might be addressed in later project-level 
documentation, she wanted to ensure her concerns were recorded for future consideration. 
Specifically, she asked whether there would be any permanent groundwater dewatering 
required for the garage structures and, if so, how it would be managed. 
 
Ms. Nielsen clarified that groundwater impacts, including potential dewatering, were a 
significant focus of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Excavations are expected to reach 
depths of approximately 23 feet, consistent with approvals granted in 2011. However, 
modifications to the project since then—such as breaking the buildings into smaller footprints—
will reduce the extent of groundwater interception. This adjustment allows subsurface water to 
migrate around the structures as it moves downhill. 
 
He acknowledged that long-term interception of groundwater will occur, and this issue will be 
thoroughly examined during the permitting process for specific developments. To address these 
impacts, two water quality management systems will be implemented. The first system will 
handle standard stormwater runoff, capturing, conveying, and treating water from parking lots 
and building roofs. The second system will manage groundwater interception. Groundwater 
interception wells will be installed uphill from the excavation sites to redirect and manage 
subsurface water. This approach has been used in similar projects, such as the Event Center in 
South Lake Tahoe, where a combination of stormwater management and groundwater 
interception systems effectively addressed environmental concerns. 
 
Ms. Carr’s final question focused on snow storage and management, particularly regarding 
water quality. She pointed out the high level of pollutants typically found in plowed snow and 
asked how the project plans to prevent runoff from contaminating the lake and introducing fine 
sediment particles (FSP) into the environment. 
 
Mr. Neilsen replied that detailed snow management strategies will be addressed during the 
review of individual development projects in the future. The approach will adhere to guidelines 
outlined in the Best Management Practice (BMP) Handbook, which specifies how snow should 
be collected and stored to minimize environmental impacts. 
 
For modern and larger projects, snowmelt systems may be employed. These systems melt snow 
into liquid water, which is then captured, conveyed, and treated like stormwater. However, the 
predominant approach will likely involve creating low depressions near the edges of paved areas 
where snow can be pushed, stored, and consolidated. These designated areas will allow snow to 
melt, infiltrate the ground, and undergo periodic maintenance to remove accumulated sediment 
from the dirty snowmelt. 
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He noted that specific snow removal plans are not yet available, as this discussion pertains to 
the master plan. However, such plans will be critical for the project’s development. Additionally, 
a significant improvement over current practices will be the inclusion of underground parking 
beneath buildings. This shift reduces the surface parking area exposed to precipitation and 
subsequent stormwater runoff. As a result, snowmelt and rainwater runoff will primarily occur 
from rooftops, which are much cleaner surfaces compared to open parking lots. 
 
Mr. Porter emphasized the importance of integrating best practices for snow management into 
the architectural and engineering design of the master plan. He noted the attention being given 
to roof design, balancing steep pitches to align with the Homewood aesthetic with flatter 
pitches designed to retain snow on roofs. This approach would allow the snow to melt naturally, 
minimizing its interaction with surfaces below. Mr. Porter highlighted that the revised master 
plan reflects modern advancements in engineering and water quality management related to 
snow handling, creating a better and more environmentally sound approach to snow 
management on the site. 
 
Mr. Drew began by addressing the volume of documents and materials that needed to be 
reviewed for the meeting, acknowledging the significant amount of time required to examine 
everything. He stressed the importance of clarifying definitions used in the documents, such as 
"West Shore," "local," and "full-time Tahoe Basin resident," noting that these terms are used 
inconsistently across the materials and require standardization to ensure clarity and effective 
decision-making. Mr. Drew also mentioned receiving an overwhelming amount of feedback 
from the public via emails, phone calls, and letters, emphasizing the value of this input in 
shaping the discussion. 
 
Mr. Drew noted that even though the CEPP program is no longer in place, the concept of 
environmental redevelopment remains critical to achieving the goals outlined in the 2012 
Regional Plan update. Mr. Drew stressed that this principle should not be overlooked, as it is 
essential for reaching the desired environmental outcomes. While acknowledging the focus on 
public access in the current discussions, he highlighted that some of the proposed amendments 
to the master plan improve the site's overall footprint and should not be lost in the 
conversation. 
 
Mr. Drew noted that a significant portion of the feedback received from the community has 
centered on public access, particularly since the public access plan is a critical part of the master 
plan update. Mr. Drew sought clarification from the applicant about their perspective on the 
feedback and whether they are contemplating any changes in response to the concerns voiced 
by the community during this process. 
 
Mr. Porter responded by acknowledging the importance of community input and highlighting 
the extensive efforts made to engage with community members and agencies to refine the plan. 
He emphasized their commitment to inclusivity and addressed specific affordability concerns 
and considerations for distinct groups, including teachers, ski school employees, and West Shore 
residents. Recognizing the need for clear definitions, Mr. Porter pointed to page two of the 
community access document, where they had attempted to define terms such as "local" and 
"locals discount." While expressing satisfaction with the current progress and refinements 
made, the applicants remain open to further adjustments based on ongoing feedback, 
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reinforcing their desire to foster a sense of community involvement and belonging at 
Homewood Resort. 
 
Mr. Ferry raised a follow-up question regarding the inclusion of a definitions section in the 
master plan. Mr. Neilsen said that while there isn’t a required section for definitions in a master 
plan, having one could be beneficial for clarity and alignment. Mr. Neilsen said the Homewood 
Community Access Plan seems somewhat open to interpretation, which could lead to ambiguity. 
He acknowledged that clearer definitions and refined terms might enhance the document, 
making it more comprehensible and actionable. Mr. Ferry suggested that improving the plan's 
language could help address concerns raised about terms like "privatization" and other recurring 
themes in the feedback. He added that minor adjustments, such as adding precise words like 
"equally" to specific statements, could significantly impact clarity and interpretation. 
 
Mr. Ferry inquired whether the applicant's team was open to revisiting and refining the 
language in the access plan, particularly in light of the comments and feedback received. Mr. 
Neilsen confirmed that staff are open to the idea, noting that this was why the motion had been 
crafted in its current form. Mr. Porter, speaking on behalf of the applicant, affirmed their 
openness to further refining the language in the master plan, emphasizing that the team had 
consistently worked with the TRPA and other agencies throughout the lengthy process to ensure 
improvements along the way. He reiterated the applicant’s commitment to realizing the vision 
of the master plan and adhering to their recreation obligations. 
 
Mr. Porter said that as a privately owned and independently operated small ski resort, he 
stressed the importance of creating a roadmap that offers the flexibility needed for the resort to 
thrive for future generations. While acknowledging the significance of inclusive language and 
strategic approaches, he also underscored the necessity of balancing these refinements with the 
ability to operate the business successfully.  
 
Mr. Ferry said that from the comments received its clear that the community largely supports 
the redevelopment outlined in the master plan. The comments revealed a shared desire for 
positive change at Homewood, aligned with the principles of the 2012 Regional Plan. While 
there had been controversy surrounding the plan’s initial approval in 2011, the current 
sentiment indicates broad backing for the redevelopment efforts. He acknowledged that the 
resort's profitability is essential, but clarity and transparency are key. If there are plans to 
change the business model down the road, the community is asking for that information. 
 
Mr. Drake, Placer County's public representative on the APC, expressed strong support for the 
Homewood redevelopment project, emphasizing his desire to see it move forward. 
Acknowledging the complexity of the issues at hand, he highlighted the project’s merit and the 
community’s overarching support for redevelopment efforts at Homewood. While recognizing 
the necessity for flexibility for a private business, he also underscored the importance of 
addressing the community’s concerns by establishing clear, enforceable standards for public 
access. 
 
He noted that the community access component is a central issue of the master plan and should 
not be deferred for determination at a later stage. Clarity and well-defined frameworks, he 
stated, are crucial to ensuring that public access requirements are effectively addressed. Mr. 
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Drake conveyed some reservations about leaving certain public access requirements unresolved 
beyond this meeting, stressing the need for specificity and accountability. 
 
Mr. Drake also reflected on the unique nature of the Homewood project, as it involves the 
largest private parcel in the Tahoe Basin. He praised the significant restoration work already 
undertaken on the mountain and pointed out the concentrated nature of the development 
within small areas, alongside vast spaces devoted to recreation. Drawing attention to the high 
standards for public access outlined in the community enhancement program, he reiterated the 
importance of maintaining those standards despite the program’s discontinuation. 
 
He concluded by expressing his belief that the intent and spirit of the project are aligned among 
staff, the project applicant, and the broader community. However, he stressed that achieving 
greater clarity on public access requirements is critical to ensuring the project’s success and 
addressing community concerns. 
 
Mr. Teshara referred to an additional significant issue raised in the public comments, beyond 
public access: the relationship and discussions between the project proponents and North 
Tahoe Fire, particularly concerning public safety and potential upgrades to Fire Station 53.  
Drawing on his 20 years of living on the West Shore, Mr. Teshara highlighted his understanding 
of the unique public safety challenges faced by the area. While acknowledging the importance 
of public access, he stressed that this is just one of several critical issues and encouraged those 
participating in public comment to address these broader concerns. He underscored the 
significance of public safety, particularly for the West Shore community, as a key factor in the 
success of the redevelopment project. 
 
Mr. Porter addressed the two prior comments, offering assurances on both fire safety and the 
clarity of terms in the Master Plan. On fire safety, he emphasized the project’s role in funding 
essential initiatives for the West Shore community. These include equipment, staff, and 
upgrades to Fire Station 53. Mr. Porter highlighted that the redevelopment would be a catalyst 
for these efforts, providing significant benefits to public safety and the broader community. He 
reiterated the project’s commitment to working closely with the fire department to achieve 
these deliverables. 
 
On terms and definitions, Mr. Porter acknowledged the challenge of reconciling the lack of 
definitions in the original 2011 Master Plan with the current amendment process. He clarified 
that the current plan aligns with the previously approved framework and does not seek to alter 
its foundational elements. 
 
He also stressed the inclusivity of recreation opportunities, stating that homeowners, West 
Shore residents, and locals will all have the chance to purchase ski and recreation products. He 
noted that the concept of "locals" has primarily been applied to ski discount programs, with a 
focus on affordability and accessibility. Mr. Porter emphasized the project’s commitment to 
ensuring that everyone—regardless of economic status—has meaningful ways to enjoy the 
mountain. He reiterated the importance of affordability and inclusivity while maintaining the 
integrity of the approved Master Plan, ensuring no groups are left behind as the redevelopment 
progresses. 
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Mr. Nielsen addressed the fire safety issue, stating that the agency is well aware of the concerns 
raised. He explained that they have been meeting with North Tahoe Fire Marshal Armstrong, 
and the Homewood team throughout the process. The agency also recognizes the requirements 
that arose from the litigation settlement with the Friends of the West Shore and the Sierra Club, 
which included an emergency life safety report, and a memorandum of understanding aimed at 
fostering collaboration. While these efforts have laid groundwork, he acknowledged that no 
formal agreement has been reached at this point. 
 
Mr. Nielsen clarified the agency’s approach, which is consistent with how they handle fire safety 
concerns for all development projects. When permits are issued for the different phases of 
development—should the amended master plan be approved—there will be a condition 
requiring fire department approval, often in the form of a will-serve letter or similar 
documentation. He emphasized that this is a standard requirement for most, if not all, permits 
depending on their type. 
 
He highlighted the agency’s commitment to fire safety in the Tahoe region, citing their support 
for initiatives like forest health and fire chiefs’ programs. However, Mr. Nielsen stressed that the 
agency does not intend to intervene in determining the necessary fire resources, such as 
equipment or staffing. These decisions are left to fire safety professionals, whom they rely on to 
guide resource allocation and response strategies. 
 
Ms. Crystal Jacobson, the Placer County representative on the APC, began her comments by 
expressing gratitude for the presentation and discussion, as well as for the restoration efforts 
that have been undertaken so far. She commended the team for their work and aligned herself 
with many of the points raised by other commissioners. 
 
Ms. Jacobson emphasized the importance of community and public access, noting that it aligns 
with the purpose of the CEP program and the intent of the Master Plan to ensure and safeguard 
access. She expressed her support for environmental redevelopment, acknowledging that 
private investment often drives these efforts. However, she stressed the need to strike a 
balance between enabling redevelopment and ensuring safeguards are in place to maintain the 
public access that is central to the program’s goals. While she felt that balance might not yet be 
fully achieved, she was eager to hear more input from others during the discussion. 
 
She posed a question about the community access plan, specifically asking whether similar plans 
have been required for other projects in the basin, such as the village at Heavenly. She inquired 
if TRPA had previously established standards for these plans, particularly regarding assurances, 
enforcement mechanisms, and other elements. Ms. Jacobson wanted to know whether this type 
of plan is a precedent or a new initiative. As a follow-up, she asked about TRPA staff’s 
involvement in the development of the community access plan. 
 
Mr. Nielsen responded by explaining that there is no direct precedent for a community access 
plan like the one currently under consideration. He noted that Heavenly Ski Resort, for example, 
operates on public land administered by the U.S. Forest Service, which removes the need for 
such a plan in that context. Similarly, for commercial spaces around the basin, there hasn’t been 
a case where areas were privatized to the extent of excluding public access, thereby 
necessitating deed restrictions or covenants to guarantee continued public use. 
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The decision to require a community access plan for this project stemmed from two primary 
factors. First, the ski hill in question is privately owned, which sets it apart from other operations 
in the region. Second, during discussions with JMA Ventures two years ago, they proposed a 
shift in their business model from a public access structure to one that was more restricted, 
based on membership. This raised significant concerns as such a model was not anticipated in 
the 2011 Master Plan. It also represented a new trend in the ski industry that had not yet been 
seen in the Tahoe Basin. 
 
These developments prompted the need for a community access plan to formally document 
commitments to maintaining public access to the mountain in the long term. Mr. Nielsen 
emphasized that this was particularly critical given the project’s designation as part of the 
Community Enhancement Program (CEP), which provides residential units, commercial floor 
area, and tourist accommodations as incentives for enhancing the community. Thus, ensuring 
that the mountain remains accessible to the public aligns with the core objectives of the CEP. 
 
For the second part of the question, Mr. Nielsen explained that TRPA staff had been involved in 
the development of the community access plan. He noted that there had been a collaborative 
back-and-forth process, referencing an earlier draft he reviewed that dated back roughly a year 
and a half.  
 
First, TRPA sought to remain within the bounds of its regulatory authority. Mr. Nielsen 
emphasized that TRPA operates under the framework of the Compact, the Regional Plan, and 
the Code, which define its jurisdiction and limit its ability to impose new rules or overstep legal 
boundaries. He acknowledged that TRPA is acutely aware of the potential legal risks of operating 
outside its designated purview, which have been tested in courts in the past. 
 
Second, the agency was sensitive to the needs of private landowners and businesses to establish 
viable operations without undue interference. Mr. Nielsen stressed the importance of avoiding 
micromanagement of private property owners' business plans while still ensuring public access 
commitments are maintained. 
 
Mr. Porter elaborated on the research conducted regarding ski resort operations on public 
lands, such as those managed by the U.S. Forest Service. These resorts operate under special 
use authorizations, which resemble leases, and typically include more basic language compared 
to the community access plan in question. For example, such agreements may simply require 
that “programs and activities are open to the public on an equal basis and without regard to 
non-merit factors”. While these resorts are likely to have additional master plans and 
agreements with the Forest Service, the language in the special use authorizations is relatively 
straightforward and less detailed than what is included in the current community access plan. 
 
Mr. Porter noted Mr. Nielsen comments on the agency's authority and raised concerns about 
imposing deed restrictions and public access easements as conditions for approvals on private 
property. He emphasized that such measures could venture into legally complex territory, 
particularly in relation to "takings" law. Porter referenced the extensive body of Supreme Court 
and other case law that delineates the boundaries of regulatory authority, specifically how far 
conditions can extend without infringing on private property rights. He highlighted the challenge 
of finding a balance between ensuring public access and respecting the operational autonomy of 
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ski resorts on their private property. These are critical considerations as they directly influence 
how far conditions can go in dictating the operational parameters of a private ski resort. 
 
Ms. Susan Chandler, APC representative lay person from City of South Lake Tahoe, expressed 
her appreciation for the transportation ideas presented, particularly public transportation for 
accessing the area. She asked if there were any plans for off-site parking to encourage greater 
use of public transportation. Her second question concerned evacuation preparedness, 
specifically whether a master plan for evacuation, addressing scenarios like avalanches or 
earthquakes where sheltering in place might not be advisable, had been considered. 
 
Mr. Neilsen confirmed that the operations plan includes extensive considerations for various 
hazards beyond shelter-in-place scenarios. There is a detailed evacuation plan covering 
procedures for individual buildings, as well as responses to incidents like chairlift malfunctions, 
power outages, avalanches, and medical disasters. The plan also addresses fire and explosion 
scenarios, hazardous material spills, seismic disasters, and catastrophic events. Wildfire 
emergency considerations are also incorporated. This comprehensive plan is included in the 
materials and will form a part of the Master Plan. 
 
Ms. Jacqueline Braver from Homewood Mountain Resort contributed additional details 
regarding emergency evacuation efforts and off-site parking. She explained that emergency 
planning has been a collaborative effort involving CAL FIRE, local fire districts around the Tahoe 
Basin, Heavenly Ski Resort, and other ski resorts. In April, a group of operational personnel 
convened to work on pre-attack plans, which are outlined in the site operations plan. This plan is 
part of the Master Plan and includes provisions for emergency response and evacuation. 
 
The original site operations plan, submitted and approved in 2011, has been updated to reflect 
current resources, staffing, contact information, and phone numbers. This ensures that 
emergency planning remains current and effective. 
 
Regarding offsite parking, Ms. Braver reaffirmed Homewood's commitment to the parking plans 
outlined in the 2011 Master Plan approvals. These include contracting for parking spaces near 
Highway 89 for employees living north of the resort. This arrangement minimizes the need for 
employees to drive to the resort. Additionally, employees living south of the resort will have 
transportation provided by the resort.  
 
Ms. Braver clarified that the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) had already analyzed certain 
impacts, but if new environmental impacts arise due to the proposed on-site or off-site parking 
areas or shuttle operations, the improvement plans would undergo further environmental 
review. This review is part of the building permit process managed by Placer County and also 
involves TRPA, Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD), and the North Tahoe Fire Protection 
District. These agencies would not approve the parking plans until a subsequent environmental 
review is completed. While the specific parking lots have not yet been identified, Ms. Braver 
assured that they would be detailed in the future.  
 
Ms. Ashley Sibr U.S. Forest Service representative on the APC, clarified several points regarding 
Homewood Mountain Resort’s connection to Forest Service land. She noted that Homewood 
does not have any facilities on Forest Service land, with all of the lifts and parking lots situated 
on private land. The only piece on Forest Service land are the ski runs. The resort’s permit, 
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which addresses public use, is a key requirement for its continued operation. However, the 
specific nature of what constitutes "public use" is open to interpretation, and there have been 
varying interpretations over time. 
 
For comparison, she referenced Diamond Peak, which operates under a similar permit to 
Homewood. Larger ski resorts that have both runs and infrastructure on Forest Service land 
follow a slightly different model for their permits. 
 
Currently, the Forest Service does not have any proposals from Homewood for review. Any 
future changes to the resort's permit would require environmental documentation, which would 
be a necessary part of any modification to the permit structure. 
 
Ms. Sibr emphasized that while many people associate Homewood with Forest Service land, the 
resort’s infrastructure is entirely private, with the ski runs being the sole aspect situated on 
Forest Service land. 
 
Mr. Kevin Hill raised concerns about the potential long-term impact of groundwater interception 
due to the project's construction and development. He pointed out that this would likely be an 
ongoing issue that would require continuous monitoring and treatment. He asked whether 
there is enough space on the property to treat the increased runoff and groundwater.  
 
Mr. Nielsen confirmed that the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) concluded that there is 
enough space to reinfiltrate groundwater on-site. However, he noted that the groundwater at 
the North Base area is located at depths ranging from 3 to 7 feet, and there are constraints due 
to the required one-foot separation between the bottom of infiltration chambers and the top of 
the groundwater. This creates challenges in managing stormwater at depth, but it is feasible 
with careful planning and updated groundwater investigations. 
 
Mr. Nielsen emphasized that the management of water runoff and groundwater will be an 
ongoing process for the life of the project, much like the ongoing management systems used in 
other large projects, such as the Event Center on the south shore. These systems must be 
maintained in perpetuity to meet treatment standards. 
 
Mr. Hill then raised a question about whether development could be restricted in certain areas 
if water quality violations occur in the future. Mr. Nielsen explained that monitoring plans are in 
place to ensure that the treatment facilities continue to meet the required standards. If any 
violations occur, modifications to the facilities would be required. The monitoring and 
inspection process is ongoing. 
 
 
Public Comment 
 
Mr. Brent Armstrong, Division Chief and Fire Marshal for North Tahoe Fire Protection District 
(NTFPD), noted that NTFPD has been deeply engaged with the project since its inception and 
remains committed to ensuring the safety and well-being of all residents, visitors, and 
stakeholders in the community. 
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He said that the proposed amendments are a result of years of collaboration, incorporating 
input from multiple agencies, stakeholders, and the public. He highlighted the importance of fire 
and life safety, especially in light of wildfire risks and evacuation challenges unique to the 
region. A critical component of this collaboration is the Evacuation Life Safety Report (ELS), 
which was mandated by a settlement agreement following a legal challenge to the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) certification. The settlement required a finding of non-
exacerbation, ensuring the project would not worsen evacuation risks for the West Shore and 
North Tahoe Basin. 
 
The ELS report outlines detailed strategies to mitigate wildfire risks, improve evacuation routes, 
and enhance shelter-in-place capabilities. Mr. Armstrong emphasized the need for the fire 
department to have the necessary infrastructure to protect evacuated individuals in a shelter-in-
place scenario. He commended Homewood Mountain Resort for incorporating these fire safety 
measures into their development plans but raised concerns about the resort’s continued 
commitment to fulfilling these obligations, citing a significant decline in trust. 
 
While NTFPD supports the staff recommendation to approve the master plan amendments, Mr. 
Armstrong stressed the importance of ensuring the ELS report’s required mitigations and the 
execution of a development agreement. This includes critical elements such as improvements to 
fire flow infrastructure, robust vegetation management, adherence to stringent building 
standards, and most importantly, fire safety measures, including a new fire station, necessary 
apparatus, and additional firefighter staffing. 
 
NTFPD respectfully requested that any approval by the Governing Board be contingent upon 
strict adherence to the ELS report, including the fire safety measures detailed in the report and 
the development agreement approved by the North Tahoe Fire Board. These agreements are 
essential to support NTFPD’s mission by funding resources to meet the project’s demands while 
maintaining service levels for the broader community. 
 
Mr. Armstrong concluded by acknowledging the robust engagement facilitated by TRPA staff, 
which helped ensure community safety remains a priority. NTFPD supports the motion for the 
adoption of the proposed master plan amendments, provided that the language of the master 
plan is strengthened to ensure adherence to the ELS report and that fire department approvals 
are required before permits are issued for any portion or phase of development. He emphasized 
that continued collaboration is key to successful implementation of these critical safety 
measures and expressed confidence that, with the adherence to the ELS report and 
development agreement, Homewood Mountain Resort would become a safer and more resilient 
asset to the community. 
 
Finally, Mr. Armstrong elaborated on the evacuation aspects of the 2016 EIR/EIS settlement, 
which stipulated that the construction of roads would not be sufficient to evacuate the West 
Shore community in the event of a wildfire. The mitigation to this issue is the establishment of a 
shelter-in-place location on the West Shore, which would be fortified to provide refuge for 
individuals in immediate danger from Homewood Mountain Resort. To accomplish this, the 
necessary resources and infrastructure must be in place to ensure the location can safely shelter 
individuals during a wildfire threat. 
 



ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
December 11, 2024 

 

Mr. Ferry sought clarification regarding the Evacuation Life Safety Report (ELS), confirming that 
it is not within their approval as the document already exists and was signed previously. He 
referenced a statement made by Mr. Neilsen, mentioning that fire department approvals occur 
through the building permit process for each phase of development. Mr. Ferry emphasized that 
public safety is a shared concern, and as the Advisory Planning Commission (APC), their 
responsibility is to ensure that assurance is provided within their scope. He asked for 
clarification on this matter and noted that he might ask the resort for comments in response to 
Mr. Armstrong’s statement. 
 
Mr. Neilsen, in response, acknowledged two suggestions to support the fire marshal’s 
statement, which included adherence to reports, including the Emergency Life Safety Report 
(ELS) and development agreements, and the need for future approvals to require TRPA 
approval. Mr. Neilsen said that the master plan can be clarified to specify that future 
development permits will require TRPA approval. He noted that after reviewing the mitigation 
measures from the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), it became clear that the language 
was not as precise as it should be. From a staff perspective, he expressed confidence that the 
second suggestion could be implemented. Regarding the first suggestion—adherence to a 
development agreement and the ELS report—he  expressed discomfort addressing it at that 
time. He explained that development agreements are typically between the local jurisdiction 
and the developer, sometimes involving public safety considerations, which made it outside the 
scope of the APC’s responsibilities. 
 
Mr. Neilsen added that the ELS report originated from litigation that the APC was not involved 
in, which made him less comfortable addressing it spontaneously during the hearing without 
further research and discussions. 
 
Mr. Porter then responded, starting by reiterating their full commitment to complying with the 
ELS document and its requirements. They emphasized their dedication to funding mechanisms 
that would support Mr. Armstrong and his team in successfully managing firefighting efforts and 
wildfire mitigation across the West Shore. The resort assured that they would continue working 
with the fire department to meet these goals and fully execute the ELS agreement. 
 
Additionally, Mr. Porter mentioned that over the past year, as they reviewed the physical plan, 
they consistently worked with the fire team to ensure that all revisions or modifications made 
during the amendment application were in compliance with the latest codes, requirements, and 
material selections that fire regulations dictate. They emphasized their intention to meet the 
highest standards and confirmed that they would continue working to meet these requirements 
when submitting for individual permits for each part of the development. 
 
Mr. Doug Fagel, a Tahoe resident for over 20 years and a part of the Homewood team for nearly 
nine winters, addressed the APC asking for support of the amendment to the master plan. Mr. 
Fagel said that since the September Regional Planning Committee meeting, much has happened, 
with many individuals in the room making proactive steps to improve communication with the 
community. He expressed that a communication void had allowed uncertainty, misinformation, 
and the erosion of trust to occur, but that improvements were now being made through clearer 
communication and direct conversations with the community. He noted that trust takes time to 
rebuild, but progress was being made. 
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Mr. Fagel shared that a petition had been created, gaining over 1,500 signatures, which he 
wished to submit for the public record. This petition reflected the community's desire to see 
Homewood open again, emphasizing the importance of the resort to the broader community 
beyond just those present in the room. 
 
He also spoke personally about his mission to create career opportunities on the West Shore, 
specifically through Homewood. He highlighted the team behind him, noting that the APC's 
decision would directly impact their employment, allowing them to move forward in hiring and 
creating career jobs in the region. He closed by acknowledging the significance of the APC's 
decision, which would have a direct connection to the livelihoods of the individuals in the room. 
 
Mr. Chris Hoffman, the Director of Mountain Operations at Homewood Mountain Resort, shared 
insights about the challenges facing the ski industry. A lifetime local from the basin, Mr. 
Hoffman has over a decade of experience in the industry, which he considers himself a student 
of. He presented a range of industry statistics to provide context for the challenges Homewood 
faces, particularly as a low elevation resort. 
 
He said that since 2012, 45 ski areas have closed in the United States due to a combination of 
climate change, reduced snowfall, and economic pressures. The total number of ski resorts in 
the U.S. has decreased from 700 in the 1980s to 460 today. Studies predict that low elevation ski 
resorts, like Homewood, could become unviable by 2050 to 2070.  
 
Mr. Hoffman emphasized that many resorts, including Homewood, now rely on artificial snow, 
which is both expensive and has environmental costs. He pointed out the trend of decreasing ski 
days in North America, noting that Homewood is affected by the shortened ski season. He 
explained how gondolas are a solution to mitigate the issue of inaccessible areas when the 
lower part of the mountain melts, helping to ensure that injured skiers can be evacuated safely. 
 
Mr. Hoffman further explained how the market is dominated by a small number of resorts, with 
Vail and Altera controlling 60% of the market share despite owning only 23% of the resorts. The 
advent of the season pass, such as Vail’s Epic Pass, at an affordable price, has shifted the 
industry. 
 
To conclude, Mr. Hoffman shared that running a small resort like Homewood is now harder than 
ever. He stated that overnight stays rather than single-day tickets are essential for financial 
sustainability. He urged the APC to approve the proposed project to ensure the resort’s future 
viability, job creation, and economic contribution to the local community. He warned against 
allowing Homewood to become another closed resort, urging for support to keep it open for 
decades to come. 
 
Mr. Don Yuhas shared his thoughts as a 30-year resident of the Tahoe Basin, introducing a letter 
of support for the Discovery Land Company and its involvement with Homewood Mountain 
Resort. The letter, written by Melissa Sanford, expressed strong support for Discovery Land’s 
approach to the Homewood project. Key points from the letter include: 
 

• Discovery Land’s commitment to working with the TRPA and the local community in a 
transparent and responsible manner. 
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• Their willingness to amend plans and invest millions of dollars to ensure sustainable 
business operations. 

• The project’s potential to create positive economic impacts, such as job creation and 
supporting local businesses. 

• Opportunities to enhance public recreational areas, making them more accessible and 
enjoyable. 

• Discovery Land’s reputation for developing resorts and their investment in the area, 
which would improve infrastructure and facilities for the broader community. 

• Their demonstrated willingness to listen to concerns and adjust plans to balance their 
vision with the community's needs. 

• A call for the TRPA to approve the project, as it represents economic growth and 
improved public spaces. 
 

Following the letter, Mr. Yuhas shared his personal experience of working in the industry. He 
spent 23 years at North Star before joining Homewood Mountain Resort five years ago.  
Reflecting on his first season at Homewood, he compared it to going back in time due to the 
aging infrastructure. Despite these challenges, he expressed admiration for the employees who 
continue to make the resort function. He strongly believes that the community deserves the 
development and the improvements it will bring, urging the approval of the project to move 
forward. 
 
Mr. Kevin Steele, a 30-year resident of the Tahoe area, particularly on the West Shore, shared 
his strong support for the Homewood Mountain Resort project. He has extensive experience in 
the industry, having worked at numerous ski resorts and in food and beverage management. 
Mr. Steele emphasized that, as a bar manager, he hears a lot of opinions from people, and he 
strongly believes that the community supports this project and wants to see it happen. 
 
Reflecting on his first visit to Homewood in 1992, he was impressed by the views and skiing 
experience but noted that it had the potential to be even better. He echoed Don Yuhas’s 
sentiment that everyone who visits Homewood sees its potential, and now, with Discovery 
Land's involvement, there is an opportunity to make this potential a reality. He expressed 
appreciation for the company’s commitment to improving the resort and emphasized the 
importance of seizing this opportunity. 
 
Mr. Steele also shared a letter from Mr. Adam Fisher, who supports the project and highlights 
the transformational impact it could have on the community. Mr. Fisher's letter underscores the 
economic growth and sustainable future the project could bring, citing the modernization of 
local amenities and improvements to year-round access to recreational opportunities. The 
development is expected to generate economic benefits, including job creation and support for 
local businesses. 
 
Both Mr. Steele and Mr. Fisher are united in their belief that the Homewood project is crucial for 
the area's future, urging the TRPA board to approve the proposed changes, which will ensure 
the area’s sustainability for future generations. 
 
Ms. Ann Dentel, a local resident of the West Shore, expressed her support for the proposed 
Homewood Mountain Resort Master Plan. She defines herself as someone who lives and works 
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full-time year-round in the area. Ms. Dentel acknowledged the efforts of Keep Homewood 
Public (KHP) and other stakeholders to maintain a long-standing local family ski resort but 
emphasized that access is not the only issue at stake. She noted that local voices, particularly 
those from the West Shore, need to be heard in the conversation. 
 
She shared that she, like many others, relies on Homewood for her livelihood and stressed the 
importance of having good quality jobs on the West Shore. She pointed out that the resort is the 
largest employer in the area, offering both year-round and seasonal jobs. She highlighted the 
need for higher wages and salaries to help local families, like hers, afford to live in the region, 
instead of relocating to places like South Lake Tahoe or Reno, which would also reduce traffic. 
 
Ms. Dentel expressed concern that if the Homewood Master Plan were to fail, it could have a 
devastating impact on the local community and economy. She personally would be forced to 
leave due to the lack of equivalent job opportunities in her area. While she acknowledged that 
profit is the primary goal of businesses like the Homewood operating partners, she believes that 
there is a way forward where both the company can make a profit and the community can 
benefit, through more jobs, better pay, and a revitalized West Shore with a public ski resort. 
 
Although recognizing that not everyone will agree on every detail, Ms. Dentel urged the parties 
involved, including the TRPA, to make a decision and to focus on creating constructive solutions. 
She called for accountability from the Homewood operators and urged them to fulfill their 
commitments, not only in letter but in spirit as well, to ensure a positive outcome for both locals 
and visitors. 
 
Mr. Kurt Strait, a 14-year resident of the community and 8-year employee at Homewood, voiced 
his strong support for the proposed Homewood Mountain Resort Master Plan. He identified 
himself as a local, stating that his employment at Homewood has allowed him to live in one of 
the most beautiful places. However, working there has come with its challenges, including aging 
infrastructure, limited employee housing, and a lack of essential utilities, which have made 
operations difficult, particularly for snowmaking and food and beverage services. 
 
Mr. Strait emphasized the necessity of the proposed development, explaining that Homewood 
needs it to address these ongoing issues and sustain its operations. He also pointed out a sad 
reality: there are individuals, particularly part-time residents, who want to see the project fail. 
These individuals, who don’t rely on Homewood for their livelihoods, often speak the loudest in 
opposition, despite not understanding the community’s dependence on the resort as the largest 
employer on the West Shore. 
 
Mr. Strait voiced frustration over how Homewood employees have been treated over the last 
two years, often feeling like second-class citizens with their voices silenced by the opposition. 
He mentioned the harassment and unwanted attention employees have faced in public, 
especially from those who oppose the project. He wanted to make it clear that the opposition 
does not represent the entire community, nor does it represent him as a homeowner or his 
coworkers, who, like many others, depend on the resort to pay bills and support their families. 
 
In closing, Mr. Strait urged the decision-makers to do what is best for the entire community by 
approving the development, which he believes will help keep Homewood open and maintain 
employment for those who rely on it. 
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Ms. Susie Brewster spoke on behalf of Ms. Monica Seguenza, reading a letter in support of the 
Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) November 2024 amendment to the Master Plan. 
 
Ms. Seguenza expressed strong support for the amendment, highlighting that it would bring 
increased revenue to the West Shore area, benefiting not only HMR but also local small 
businesses. She emphasized that the plan would improve public access during the winter with 
upgraded ski hill and skier amenities and would also transform Homewood into a fun summer 
destination with new shops and restaurants. 
 
She acknowledged that HMR had consistently reiterated their commitment to keeping 
Homewood open to the public, as well as the proposed monitoring measures to ensure 
compliance. She recognized that HMR had addressed the concerns raised by Keep Homewood 
Public (KHP), but expressed concern that the ongoing requests for clarification and demands for 
additional information were hindering progress. Despite HMR addressing the concerns, KHP 
seemed unwilling to trust them, leading to a stalemate. 
 
Ms. Seguenza further emphasized that while public input is important, it seemed that no matter 
what HMR did, it was never enough for KHP. She expressed confidence in TRPA's ability to make 
a decision and not allow any single group to dominate the narrative. She concluded by 
recommending approval of the November 2024 amendment to the Master Plan and urged that 
the permit for the new gondola be approved so that it could be ready for the upcoming season. 
 
Ms. Brewster continued by reading a letter from the Whistler family in support of the 
Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) Master Plan amendment and the gondola permit. The 
Whistler family expressed their strong support for the current amendment to the approved 
Master Plan, emphasizing the need for growth in the Tahoe Basin. They highlighted the 
importance of the project in providing jobs, a fire station, and gondolas to support year-round 
activities. They also underscored the significance of continued community involvement. 
 
The letter shared a personal connection, recounting how the mountain had supported the 
family through teaching jobs and provided healing during a difficult time when their son, a 
member of the Homewood ski team, battled cancer. The family described Homewood as their 
home and asked for the approval of the amendment and gondola permit to help the community 
continue to grow, learn, love, play, and smile. The Whistler family concluded by thanking the 
members for their hard work and support. 
 
Ms. Lisa Small began by thanking the attendees for their time and the expertise they bring in 
reviewing the plan. She introduced herself as someone born and raised in Reno, Nevada, and a 
local-adjacent who moved to Tahoe in 2010 and lived on the West Shore for 10 years until 
relocating to Carson City in 2020. She shared how the COVID-19 pandemic gave her a fresh 
perspective on the community’s need for emergency plans and a gathering place on the West 
Shore. 
 
Ms. Small expressed her full support for the amended plan and its potential benefits for the 
community. She then read a letter from Mr. Peter Bryan, a senior associate at the McMullen 
Company, who expressed support for the proposed amendment in response to fire and life 
safety concerns. 
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In his letter, Mr. Peter Bryan highlighted the McMullen Company's years of collaboration with 
Homewood and the North Tahoe Fire Protection District to address fire safety issues related to 
the master plan. The letter emphasized the experience of Chief James F. McMullen and the 
team's expertise in fire safety, especially wildland fire safety. Based on their review, the 
McMullen Company concluded that the amendment would effectively manage fire safety 
impacts and contribute to public safety and fire risk reductions. It was also noted that the 
amendment would not result in worse fire safety impacts compared to the original master plan. 
 
Mr. Bryan expressed confidence that Homewood would continue to work with the North Tahoe 
Fire Protection District throughout the project's design, construction, and operations to ensure 
public safety. 
 
Ms. Jen Sheridan began by expressing agreement with the sentiments of her coworkers and 
highlighting Homewood's efforts in community enhancement. She acknowledged the strong 
willingness of Homewood to engage in conversations and rebuild trust with the community. 
 
Ms. Sheridan then read a letter from Curtis Tischler, a 24-year homeowner in Timberland and 
former U.S. Ski Team member, who currently runs a real estate company. Mr. Tischler expressed 
his strong support for the proposed amendments to the Homewood Mountain Resort Master 
Plan, explaining that he has witnessed the decline of Tahoe City and the West Shore due to the 
lack of thoughtful development and investment. 
 
He shared his disappointment at seeing the area become less vibrant and appealing, noting that 
the absence of new housing, community projects, and amenities like grocery stores has 
hindered the area’s growth. Mr. Tischler emphasized that Homewood Mountain Resort's vision 
offers an opportunity to revitalize the area and highlighted that approving the amendments and 
gondola permit would help foster a sustainable future for Homewood and enhance its role as a 
cornerstone of the West Shore community. 
 
He further stressed that the project supports outdoor recreation, environmental stewardship, 
and brings vital housing and infrastructure necessary for the community’s revitalization. Mr. 
Tischler urged the TRPA to approve the amendments and gondola permit to allow Homewood 
to move forward with its plans for the legacy and future of the West Shore. 
 
Mr. Mike Mayhew, Lift Maintenance Manager at Homewood, shared his personal connection to 
the resort and his support for the proposed changes. He mentioned that he has worked at 
Homewood for about five years and commutes from Fernley. Mike agreed with Ann's points 
regarding manager and employee housing, echoing those sentiments. 
 
He then read a letter he received, in which the writer, Ron Rupp, a longtime supporter of 
Homewood Mountain Resort, spoke about their family's connection to the resort. Mr. Rupp 
shared that Homewood has been part of their family's story for three generations, and they 
treasure its legacy deeply. He expressed full support for the current amendment to the 
approved master plan and urged the approval of the proposed changes, including the gondola 
permit.  
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Having attended meetings about this project since 2007, Mr. Rupp emphasized the importance 
of these upgrades for the resort's infrastructure and future. He concluded with a personal note, 
wishing to ski at Homewood next season with their family, continuing their cherished tradition, 
and thanking the APC for considering the request and efforts to ensure the resort's future 
success. 
 
Mr. Scott Helle, a resident of the Tahoe area for 22 years, shared his experience as a skier and 
worker in various Western ski resorts, including several in Lake Tahoe. He emphasized the 
importance of how ski communities come together to support resorts, whether large 
corporations or smaller ones like Homewood Mountain Resort. He expressed the joy he finds in 
seeing families, friends, and generations of skiers enjoy the beauty of the Lake Tahoe region. 
 
Mr. Helle voiced his support for the Advisory Planning Commission's recommendation to certify 
the 2011 master plan amendment for Homewood Mountain Resort. He acknowledged the 
strong feelings on both sides of the issue but felt it necessary to address some of the public 
discourse, particularly the tone taken by the Keep Homewood Public group in their opposition 
to the resort's plans. 
 
He appreciated the transparency shown by Homewood Mountain Resort throughout the 
process, noting that in his experience with other mountain communities, the approach taken by 
Keep Homewood Public seemed to foster unnecessary animosity rather than promote a 
constructive conversation. 
 
Mr. Helle reiterated that the community shares a common goal of preserving world-class skiing 
and outdoor experiences, advocating for unity in supporting the future of the resort and the 
community's vitality. He pointed out that public access concerns had already been substantially 
addressed in the proposed master plan, which aligned with the TRPA's criteria. He expressed his 
belief that the proposed plan looked outstanding and would bring significant improvements to 
the resort, acknowledging that Homewood had been operating at a financial loss in recent 
years. He commended the resort's readiness to make substantial investments to enhance the 
mountain experience. 
 
In closing, Mr. Helle strongly encouraged the Advisory Planning Commission to recommend the 
certification of the 2011 master plan amendment for Homewood Mountain Resort, emphasizing 
the potential to unite the community and ensure the future success of the resort rather than 
leaving it divided. 
 
Mr. Mike Ricker, a resident of Tahoe with his wife and two daughters, expressed his support for 
Homewood Mountain Resort and its Master Plan Amendment. He emphasized the need for 
thoughtful, sustainable investment in the region to keep Tahoe a place where local families can 
live, work, and raise families. He stressed that the area needs more than just a recreational 
paradise but a thriving economy supported by measured growth and opportunities for local 
families. 
 
Mr. Ricker voiced concern over the potential consequences of opposing development, stating 
that the community could age, infrastructure could decay, and full-time residents might be 
forced to live or work outside the region. He also highlighted the importance of protecting 
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natural resources in the Tahoe Basin and praised the Master Plan Amendment for addressing 
concerns like density reduction, improved view corridors, and smaller building massing. 
 
Drawing attention to the challenges faced by independent ski resorts, he explained that in order 
for resorts like Homewood to survive, the ski resort model must evolve. He pointed out that 
Homewood had been operating at a loss for some time, with season pass prices remaining the 
same while costs increased. Blocking the project would likely lead to Homewood's closure. 
 
In his closing remarks, Mr. Ricker strongly urged the Advisory Planning Commission to support 
the Master Plan Amendment and make a recommendation to approve it. He also read a letter 
from the Contractors Association of Truckee Tahoe, expressing their strong support for the 
amendment, citing the potential positive impact on the community, including job creation, 
opportunities for local companies, and improvements to local infrastructure. The letter also 
expressed excitement about the gondola project and its potential to enhance the resort, attract 
visitors, and further protect the local economy. 
 
Mr. Ricker concluded by thanking the Commission for their consideration and ongoing 
commitment to the region. 
 
Ms. Candice Wilmuth, a full-time resident and skier at Homewood, expressed her support for 
the resort and emphasized that she does not support any threats or antagonism, acknowledging 
the inappropriate nature of such actions. She stated that both sides of the debate should 
maintain civility and respect. 
 
Her main point was that public access must be protected in the Master Plan. She argued that 
the current Master Plan application is vague, unclear, and inconsistent, particularly in regard to 
the number of tickets available to the public. While the Homewood CEP designation committed 
to maintaining public access, the current language of the Master Plan amendment fails to clarify 
how many tickets will be available. 
 
She also expressed concern that the ticket pricing should be reasonable and explicitly defined in 
the Master Plan. If ticket prices are set too high or are not comparable to other resorts, it could 
effectively make Homewood a private resort, which would contradict the approved 2011 Master 
Plan that is intended to be public. 
 
Ms. Wilmuth read a statement from a neighbor, a former small business owner, who shared 
concerns about the potential impact on small businesses in the area if Homewood goes private. 
The letter highlighted that local businesses are already being affected by the 2024-25 ski season 
closure, with short-term rentals down by 25%, and businesses like Switz Lakewood and West 
Shore Sports scaling back.  
 
The letter urged the Commission to ensure that public access is safeguarded through 
enforceable specifics in the Master Plan. She thanked the Homewood team for their work on 
the new architecture and the gondola project, expressing excitement about the future of 
Homewood and the positive impact it could have on the community. 
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Mr. Ted Peterson began by sharing that his family has had a cabin at the base of the Homewood 
ski area for 75 years, and that he and his wife purchased a cabin nearby in 2016. Reflecting on 
the project, he mentioned that he had attended meetings back in 2007 when the community 
was excited and united, and how the project was moving forward at that time. However, he also 
referenced broken trust and concerns about a letter from 2022 that suggested privatizing the 
resort. 
 
Mr. Peterson shared a personal story about a recent family wedding at their cabin, which faced 
potential cancellation due to the paving of the road. Mr. Porter stepped in to help, organizing a 
rental house and making the event possible, showcasing the community spirit. He emphasized 
that the people involved in this project are neighbors he'd like to have a beer with and 
appreciated the transparency he was seeing from the Homewood team. 
 
Mr. Peterson acknowledged the importance of the project but expressed concern about the 
potential future shift to privatization, which could change the tone of meetings and interactions 
with the community. He sought support from the group to ensure the project remains public, 
appreciating the detailed discussion on specific points raised by Mr. Teshara. 
 
He concluded by stressing the importance of getting the commitment to public access clearly 
written into the Master Plan to protect the future of the community and the resort. He also took 
a moment to commend Mr. Nielsen for his professionalism and communication throughout the 
process. 
 
Mr. Bob Milsleg introduced himself as a full-time resident of Tahoma for the past six years, 
although he has been visiting Lake Tahoe since he was three years old. He expressed his 
excitement about an early Christmas present for the West Shore community, noting that the 
message that Homewood will always be public is visible everywhere—from social media 
platforms like Facebook and Instagram to Homewood's website and even a large blue banner at 
the closed resort. 
 
However, he pointed out a flaw in the communication: JMA and Discovery had not included this 
commitment in the Master Plan amendment. He recommended that the issue be sent back to 
staff so that the commitment to keeping Homewood public can be formally included in the plan. 
 
Mr. Mike Betty introduced himself as the ski patrol and safety director at Homewood Mountain 
Resort, and mentioned he would be reading a letter from Mr. Mike Reitzell, the former 
president of Ski California and current president of the National Ski Areas Association. 
 
The letter expressed strong support for Homewood's Master Plan amendment and gondola 
permit. Mr. Reitzell emphasized that these projects are essential for Homewood's long-term 
viability in the face of climate challenges and an increasingly competitive ski industry. He 
highlighted several key points: 
 

• Homewood's challenges: The resort is particularly vulnerable due to its low base 
elevation, which makes it more susceptible to the impacts of climate change, such as 
warming trends and reduced snowpack. 

• Necessity of upgrades: Snowmaking systems, updated lifts, and enhanced skier services 
are no longer optional but necessary for resorts to adapt to unpredictable winters. 
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• Strategic investments: Homewood's approved master plan, which includes the 
replacement of outdated lifts with a high-speed gondola and the development of mid-
mountain facilities, is essential to mitigating the effects of low elevation weather 
patterns and extending the ski season. 

• Competitive challenges: As the furthest Lake Tahoe ski area from a major metropolitan 
center, Homewood must compete with resorts that are already investing heavily in 
infrastructure. 

• Economic and environmental benefits: Homewood's Master Plan aligns with the 
broader goals of supporting the local economy, creating jobs, and preserving the unique 
Lake Tahoe Basin ecosystem through measures like water quality improvements and 
reduced land coverage. 

• Delays and the need for immediate action: Delays in approving projects like 
Homewood's put California resorts at a disadvantage compared to other regions across 
the country. Homewood has shown its commitment by storing a gondola in Reno for 
over two years while waiting for approval. 

• Commitment to community: Homewood's decision to remain a public ski area and offer 
a discounted community access program underscores its value as a community asset, 
ensuring its role in the region for years to come. 

 
Ski California urged the TRPA Governing Board to approve the Homewood Master Plan 
amendment and gondola permit immediately to ensure Homewood's future and maintain the 
Lake Tahoe region's reputation as a world-class recreational destination. 
 
Mr. Dan Engel, the supervisor of the lift maintenance department at Homewood Mountain 
Resort, introduced himself and shared a letter from Jennifer and Matthew Gallagher, passionate 
supporters of the resort. In their letter, the Gallaghers expressed full support for the proposed 
updates and improvements to Homewood Ski Resort, highlighting how the resort has played a 
pivotal role in their lives: 
 

• Personal connection: Ms. Gallagher shared memories of learning to snowboard as a 
teenager and working in the Homewood Ski School, where she built lifelong friendships 
and contributed to community programs like the Super Sliders program and the 
establishment of the ski team. 

• Community focus: They emphasized how these proposed improvements would enhance 
community-focused programs and recreational experiences for future generations. 

• Special moments: The Gallaghers were married on the slopes of Homewood in 2019, 
with their ceremony held at the top of the mountain, showcasing the resort's 
breathtaking beauty. 

• Dedication to Homewood: Together, they have 18 years of combined work experience 
at Homewood and remain committed to their roles, believing the proposed 
improvements will strengthen the resort's operations and its sense of community. 

 
The Gallaghers urged the governing body to approve the gondola project and other planned 
upgrades, which they believe will create long-term benefits for the local community and guests. 
 
After reading the letter, Mr. Engel spoke about his role in lift maintenance, emphasizing his 
commitment to safety and the guest experience at Homewood. He shared the disappointment 
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of not being able to contribute to creating smiles this season due to the resort’s temporary 
closure. He concluded by passionately urging the approval of the gondola project, stating, "We 
worked hard all summer, and we will continue to do so. Please consider approving this and bring 
us this gondola." 
 
Mr. Connor McCarthy, a 15-year community member and employee of Homewood Mountain 
Resort, expressed strong support for the Homewood Master Plan Amendment and urged the 
Advisory Planning Commission to recommend its approval. 
 
Mr. McCarthy emphasized several key points: 
 

• Economic Impact: The development will revitalize the West Shore economy by creating 
jobs, increasing property values, and benefiting local businesses like Obexers, West 
Shore Sports, Tahoe, and West Shore Markets. 

• Environmental Measures: The project includes significant initiatives for water quality, 
traffic mitigation, and wildfire prevention. 

• Public Access: He reassured the community that lift tickets and season passes will 
continue to be sold to the public, as stipulated in the master plan. 

• Current Closure: Addressing rumors, he clarified that Homewood's closure this year is 
not directly tied to the master plan approval but acknowledged that the resort has been 
operating at a loss for years. He noted that continued funding from the capital partner 
depends on the project's success. 

 
Mr. McCarthy also addressed opposition concerns about reduced access, explaining that the 
proposed 122 residential units would have minimal impact on mountain capacity. With a historic 
peak attendance of over 4,000 visitors, Homewood can still welcome thousands of guests daily. 
 
He concluded by urging the commission to consider the economic realities and approve the 
amendment, emphasizing its necessity for rebuilding and reopening the resort. 
 
Mr. Ben Neikirk, the Assistant Patrol Director at Homewood Mountain Resort, expressed his 
support for the Homewood Master Plan Amendment. He shared that he has been a part of the 
ski patrol team for six seasons and, despite living in Truckee and enduring a commute that adds 
an extra hour and twenty minutes to his day, he chooses Homewood for a reason. 
 
He spoke about how much he has learned and grown at Homewood, mentioning the countless 
powder days he has enjoyed on its slopes. Just five days ago, he celebrated a personal milestone 
when he got engaged at the resort. He emphasized that Homewood holds a special place in his 
life. 
 
Mr. Neikirk recounted a significant day in his career—December 30, 2021—when the team had 
to evacuate the Ellis chairlift. This day stood out to him because it underscored the sense of 
family within the resort. He described how lift maintenance staff climbed towers to assist ski 
patrol, ski school instructors guided beginners down a Black Diamond run in a foot of powder, 
and the marketing team managed the communication challenges of the event. Everyone came 
together as a united team, demonstrating that Homewood is more than just a resort—it is a 
family. 
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At the same time, that day also highlighted the need for improvements. He stressed that these 
updates are not only necessary but also well-deserved and long overdue. He concluded by 
strongly urging that the project move forward, emphasizing its importance for the resort and 
the West Shore community. He thanked the APC for their time and consideration. 
 
Mr. Jason Kohler said he and his were both born and raised in South Lake Tahoe, and while they 
now reside in Truckee, they both maintain a deep connection to the Tahoe Basin and its vibrant 
communities. He expressed strong support for the Homewood redevelopment and the 
associated Master Plan Amendment. 
 
This project represents a crucial opportunity to enhance the local community while remaining 
aligned with the region's sustainability and environmental goals. Thoughtful redevelopment like 
this can address much-needed updates to aging infrastructure, bolster local economic vitality, 
and preserve the scenic integrity that makes Lake Tahoe so unique. 
 
As someone who understands the delicate balance required between growth and conservation 
in the Tahoe Basin, he believes this plan reflects a responsible and forward-thinking approach. 
He urged support of the Homewood's Master Plan Amendment and recommended approval to 
the Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Dave Paulson, a resident of North Tahoma, spoke to express his full support for advancing 
the Homewood development project. Mr. Paulson, who has worked at Homewood for the past 
nine years and serves as the Base Operations Director, brings nearly 48 years of experience from 
ski resorts like Alpine Meadows and North Star. Drawing on his extensive career, he highlighted 
that Homewood, in terms of infrastructure and operational standards, currently sits on the 
lower end of the spectrum compared to other resorts. 
 
Mr. Paulson emphasized the urgency of the situation. While the current facilities remain safe, 
sound, and regularly inspected by the necessary agencies, he explained that they are rapidly 
nearing the end of their functional lifespan. He likened this to the tipping point anyone might 
face with aging assets like a car or a home, where continued investment in something outdated 
no longer makes financial sense. 
 
He acknowledged the ongoing efforts to maintain and invest in Homewood’s facilities to ensure 
safety and functionality. However, Mr. Paulson stressed that these measures are no longer 
enough to sustain the resort in the long term. Without moving forward with redevelopment, 
Homewood’s ability to remain a viable ski resort is at serious risk. 
 
Mr. Paulson concluded by urging support for the proposed development. He emphasized that 
this project is essential to replace the aging infrastructure and secure a better future for the 
resort, the community, and the region as a whole.  
 
Mr. Jason Rubin spoke in clear support of Homewood Mountain Resort's proposed amendment 
to the Master Plan, emphasizing the necessity of securing the approvals and permits required to 
move forward with the planned gondola. From 2018 until the COVID crisis of 2020, Mr. Rubin 
was a member of the human resources team at Homewood. During this time, he dedicated all 
his professional hours to the resort and spent his personal time fully exploring its offerings. He 
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even rented a house on Silver Street, just 50 feet from the alpine platter, effectively making 
Homewood the center of his life. 
 
Having worked at ski resorts across Vermont, California, Oregon, Nevada, Idaho, and Rhode 
Island, Mr. Rubin underscored that while many in the room might have more years of 
experience, he is far from a novice in the industry. His personal assessment during his tenure at 
Homewood was stark: the resort was in decline. Revenues from food and beverage outlets, daily 
skier numbers, and season pass sales were simply insufficient to maintain and improve a 
property as expansive and unique as Homewood. He stressed that something decisive needs to 
be done. 
 
Initially skeptical about the Master Plan when he first reviewed it in 2018, Mr. Rubin 
acknowledged that understanding the realities behind the scenes dispelled any doubts. He 
explained that no amount of marketing, press releases, or price adjustments could address the 
core challenges facing the resort. Fundamental changes, such as relocating beginner and access 
areas higher on the mountain, ensuring non-skier services are available, and moving parking to 
allow for new development, are essential steps toward securing Homewood’s success. 
 
Mr. Rubin expressed that Homewood will never be exactly as it once was, but only in the same 
way individuals evolve over time. He described the redevelopment as a natural growth of the 
resort everyone knows and loves, not the creation of a new one. Concluding with a quote, he 
said, “Even the Golden Gate Bridge sways in the wind”. 
 
Mr. Chris Ravina, a snowcat mechanic at Homewood Mountain Resort, expressed his feelings 
about the current state of the resort, noting the unfortunate reality that there is no skiing 
available this year. Drawing from his experience working at various resorts in the past, he 
remarked on the somewhat disheartening conditions in the areas where he and his colleagues 
operate. Despite these challenges, Mr. Ravina emphasized their determination to persevere and 
work through the situation. He conveyed hope that the necessary approvals and steps will be 
taken to move the resort forward. 
 
Ms. Jacqueline Braver, representing Homewood Mountain Resort, provided a clarification 
regarding public access concerns raised by the community. She emphasized that the Community 
Access Plan, which was developed collaboratively with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) over the past two and a half to three months since the September 25th Regional 
Planning Committee hearing, explicitly addresses these concerns. 
 
To support her point, Ms. Braver read excerpts from the plan, which outline the inclusive public 
access policies. She stated that Homewood's snow skiing products, including season passes and 
day tickets, will be available for purchase by anyone on a first-come, first-serve basis during 
operating hours. All skiing recreational areas on the mountain, including lifts and ski runs, will be 
accessible to anyone with a valid ski pass or ticket. Additionally, various facilities, such as 
restrooms, lockers, retail shops, rental shops, a seasonal ice rink, hiking trails, and parking, will 
be open to the public, on a first come first served basis. 
 
Ms. Braver also clarified that the opportunity to purchase ski products at full price will not be 
exclusively limited to individuals or families holding residential memberships or ownership 
within Homewood Mountain Resort's property. She highlighted these measures to ensure that 
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the public has unrestricted access to resort amenities and services, reflecting input received 
from the community and TRPA collaboration. In conclusion, Ms. Braver reiterated that public 
access has been thoroughly defined and incorporated into the Master Plan Amendment, 
addressing community feedback and affirming the resort's commitment to inclusivity. 
 
Mr. Doug Estelle, a West Shore resident, expressed his gratitude to those involved in the process 
of transforming what could have been a private project into a public one, emphasizing that this 
change has preserved the character of the West Shore. He also acknowledged that the project is 
close to moving forward, particularly with the gondola installation. He agreed with the points 
made about the importance of having enforceable specifics in place for the gondola and urged 
all parties to come together and move forward with the project. He concluded by encouraging 
action to begin the next steps promptly. 
 
Mr. Randy Boteler, who owns a second home in Tahoma just two miles from Homewood 
Mountain Resort, spoke passionately in support of the West Shore community’s efforts to 
ensure that Homewood remains a public resort. He expressed his support for the campaign to 
clarify the master plan requirements as specified by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). 
He pointed out the critical need for public access to be clearly defined and protected in the 
master plan. He acknowledged that, in the original master plan approval documents, public 
access was not an issue because the resort was always intended to remain public. However, 
now that the resort’s future is uncertain and the developers have shifted their stance, it is 
essential to define access rights and privileges clearly. 
 
Mr. Boteler referenced the lack of specific details in the developer’s community access plan, 
particularly with regard to the 12 different user classes cited in the master plan, but without 
clear definitions of who those users are and what specific access and ticketing rights they have. 
He noted that the original master plan did not require definitions for these user classes because 
it was presumed that the resort would remain open to the public. However, with the recent 
uncertainty regarding the resort's status, the need to define these groups has become a pressing 
issue. 
 
He also stressed that the terms "residents," "visitors," "locals," "community," "West Shore," and 
several others are used throughout the master plan, but these terms remain undefined. He 
questioned who these groups specifically refer to, what geographic boundaries apply, and what 
privileges—such as ticketing or access to facilities—each group should have. He expressed 
particular concern for second homeowners, who are often treated as “second-class citizens” 
despite paying taxes and contributing to the local economy in the same way as permanent 
residents. Mr. Boteler emphasized that second homeowners spend significant amounts of 
money in local businesses, including restaurants, bars, clothing stores, and hardware stores, and 
employ hundreds of people each year. Despite this, they are not recognized as part of the local 
community in the master plan. 
 
Mr. Boteler expressed disappointment that the resort had to close, especially when developers 
are planning to make substantial investments in improvements to the resort. He suggested that 
a small subsidy to keep the resort open could have helped maintain jobs and the resort’s 
operations, which would have benefited both the local community and the employees who lost 
their jobs. 
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Finally, Mr. Boteler called for the APC to delay any recommendations until the staff has finalized 
a comprehensive review of the master plan with clear definitions for all user classes and 
concerns related to public access. He argued that these definitions should address concerns 
raised by the public, the APC, and the TRPA Governing Board to ensure that the plan is complete 
and includes all necessary details for a successful implementation. 
 
Ms. Mary Porteus, a longtime West Shore resident and skier at Homewood and Tahoe Ski Bowl 
for 42 years, expressed concern over the future of Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR). She 
acknowledged the widespread petition encouraging the reopening of Homewood but 
emphasized that this must come with a clear legal requirement for HMR to keep the mountain 
open for public enjoyment. She criticized HMR's management, stating that under the ownership 
of JMA, the resort has steadily declined. She pointed out that Diamond Peak, a similar resort, 
continues to thrive despite facing the same challenges, suggesting that HMR's financial issues 
are partly self-inflicted. 
 
She cited HMR's past mistakes, such as not selling tickets through Costco, discontinuing their 
door-to-door shuttle service, and now covering over their own parking lot. She also brought 
attention to the resort's proposed mitigation plan, which includes the possibility of closing the 
mountain if HMR fails to comply with public access requirements. She noted that HMR had 
already chosen to close the mountain this season, despite promises to stay open, which mirrors 
the exact mitigation penalty HMR has proposed for noncompliance. 
 
Ms. Porteous stressed the importance of the ski mountain to the West Shore community, 
arguing that the mountain closure as a penalty would harm, rather than benefit, the community. 
She called for stronger deed restrictions to ensure that the resort stays open for public access. If 
HMR violates public access agreements, she suggested that the mountain should not be allowed 
to remain closed, as it currently is. 
 
She also pointed out that the current focus of HMR’s amended master plan seems to be on 
building residential units in the next decade, rather than improving or reopening the ski resort. 
Ms. Porteous emphasized that the ski mountain should be HMR’s top priority. She expressed 
support for the installation of a new gondola or even reopening the resort without it, but noted 
that HMR’s failure to open this season is a troubling sign for the future. 
 
After living on the West Shore for over four decades, she affirmed that the entire community 
supports a thriving ski resort, but only if it comes with the necessary guarantees. She concluded 
by urging the Advisory Planning Commission to do its part in protecting the community’s 
interests and ensuring the resort’s future. 
 
Mr. Dan Copenhagen, a long-time, part-time resident in Rubicon and a board member with Keep 
Homewood Public (KHP), shared his concerns and support during the meeting. He introduced his 
family’s history in the area, noting that his grandfather built a home in 1960 and that he first 
skied at Homewood in 1968. He emphasized his commitment to ensuring Homewood’s future, 
aligning with the KHP's mission to request clarity and transparency from the developers. He 
acknowledged that many of the speakers, particularly the HMR employees, have valid concerns 
regarding the resort, and he agreed that Homewood is in dire need of investment and 
revitalization. 
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Mr. Copenhagen expressed solidarity with the employees, recognizing that for them, keeping 
the resort open is more vital than it is for him as a skier. However, he stressed that as an 
invested community member, he was actively involved in the development and approval of the 
original master plan in 2011. He reviewed the models, attended meetings, and, despite the 
project’s large scale, ultimately supported it because of its community benefits. He pointed out 
that the plan was supported by the TRPA primarily because it was designed to ensure public 
access to the resort. 
 
However, he raised concerns about recent developments, noting that in December 2022, the 
developers had announced that Homewood would be going private, which only recently began 
to shift. He stressed that while the original master plan assumed public access, the current 
amendments must explicitly define and protect that access. He argued that the amended plan 
should include clear provisions that make public access a guarantee, not just an assumption. 
 
Furthermore, Mr. Copenhagen highlighted the importance of addressing capacity issues in the 
amended master plan. He referenced Randy’s earlier comments about user classes, and 
suggested that the plan must also define who is purchasing access to the resort and ensure that 
these definitions are robust enough to prevent loopholes. He pointed out that the current 
amendments remain too vague, confusing, and insufficient in their form. 
 
He concluded by echoing Chairman Ferry’s remarks about the necessity of clarity and 
transparency in the planning process. He urged the Commission to address these concerns 
before moving forward with the review by the TRPA Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Gavin Feiger, Policy Director of the League to Save Lake Tahoe thanked Chair Ferry and APC 
Commissioners for the opportunity to speak. The League has been involved with the project 
since its inception, using various advocacy tools over the years. He expressed satisfaction with 
the project as approved in 2011, highlighting the 2014 settlement agreement with the Sierra 
Club and Friends of West Shore as significant. The League supports improvements at 
Homewood and believes that the overall size of the project described in the master plan is 
appropriate for the location. The project includes mitigations, goals, and policies that were 
discussed earlier, as well as potential permit conditions designed to offset impacts to Lake 
Tahoe. 
 
The League’s mission, since its founding in 1957, has been to "Keep Tahoe Blue," and they 
commended the environmental protections maintained in the updated plan, noting that in some 
areas, the protections have been enhanced. These include SEZ restoration, forest fuels 
reduction, stormwater treatment improvements, and further VMT (Vehicle Miles Travelled) 
reductions based on recent analysis. The inclusion of the community access plan, as well as the 
goals and policies, were the result of negotiations with the public and stakeholder groups to 
gather support. These elements are in addition to the mitigation measures and project 
descriptions in the master plan. 
 
Mr. Feiger said that the goals and policies ensure that Tahoe development not only minimizes 
harm to the environment but improves it, going above and beyond the minimum requirements. 
The League emphasized the importance of monitoring, enforcement, and compliance to ensure 
that approved plans and projects deliver the promised benefits, which has historically been 
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inconsistent across the region. Consistent regulation enforcement by TRPA is vital to achieving 
this goal. 
 
Mr. Feiger suggested a few methods to ensure the proper implementation of these goals, 
policies, and mitigation measures. He emphasized the importance of third-party monitoring for 
public access and vehicle trip reduction, with consequences. He expressed support for the 
thorough two-report-per-year outline proposed by KHP and noted that it seemed Homewood 
was comfortable with this. He stressed that this monitoring must be enshrined and maintained. 
Additionally, they highlighted the importance of permit conditions, particularly for the gondola, 
which should be adapted based on monitoring results for future project approvals. He also 
advocated for enforceable conditions, such as the ordinance proposed by KHP, to ensure the 
plans are followed. 
 
In conclusion, Mr. Feiger urged the Commission to make a recommendation that ensures 
accountability for the goals, policies, project descriptions, and associated plans, especially 
regarding community access and parking management, which are being presented today. 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Ames introduced herself as a second homeowner in Tahoe City, with three 
generations of her family having visited Tahoe for over 50 years. She expressed the importance 
of the Homewood Village Resorts project development team supporting the explicit public 
access language proposed by Keep Homewood Public. She raised concerns about the clarity of 
terms such as "fair share," "local," and "first come, first serve," stating that these terms need 
further refinement to ensure clear understanding. 
 
Ms. Ames also emphasized the necessity for the development team to commit to critical safety 
and operational improvements, which are part of the Homewood evacuation and life safety 
plan. These improvements include enhancing firefighting capacity, such as rebuilding the fire 
station, adding firefighters, and creating a redundant water supply. Additionally, an on-site 
evacuation center is required. She noted that these elements are part of a development 
agreement prepared by the North Tahoe Fire Department, but this agreement has not been 
signed by the developer, highlighting a significant issue of trust. 
 
Ms. Ames said the fire marshal also commented on this, and she urged that TRPA collaborate 
with Keep Homewood Public, the North Tahoe Fire Protection District, and the development 
team to finalize the project details into an agreement before permits are issued. She stressed 
the importance of getting into the specifics and working out the details, believing this would 
help ensure the success of the project. She concluded by reiterating that the details matter and 
expressed her hope for the project's success. 
 
Mr. David Rouda, an attorney from San Francisco, shared his family’s long history with the 
Homewood area. His family has been skiing at Homewood since the resort opened, and they 
have deep emotional ties to the region. His parents purchased property on Chamberlain's Drive 
in 1961 and built a home there in 1969. Mr. Rouda’s grandfather had visited Tahoe since the 
1930s. While he is not a resident of the area, his family holds a strong connection to the 
Homewood resort, as they learned to ski there at a young age. 
 
Mr. Rouda addressed two points during his comments. First, he expressed concern that the 
design presented by Mr. Porter and the proposed master plan amendment are misleading.  
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Mr. Rouda highlighted a visual misrepresentation, noting that the plan does not emphasize the 
significant lodging and condo developments along Highway 89. These structures are not clearly 
depicted in the plan, which, he argued, misguides the public perception of the project. He 
pointed out that while the images focus on narrow slivers of the resort visible from the highway, 
the majority of the highway frontage would be blocked by tall buildings, even if they comply 
with height limitations. He said that this would create a visual disconnection between the 
community and the mountain resort, undermining the project’s intent to enhance the 
community. In his view, the development would transform the area into a gated community, 
using homes to block access and connection to the mountain. 
 
Mr. Rouda also expressed concerns about the misleading nature of some of the photos in the 
proposed master plan. He noted that the photos are taken from unrealistic vantage points, 
either floating above the ground or from the lake, which do not reflect how a person would 
typically view the development.  
 
The second point Rouda raised involved the importance of clear definitions in the master plan 
amendment. He emphasized that trust between the developers and the community can only be 
established if the language used in the project’s descriptions is precise. Mr. Rouda noted that 
Mr. Porter had been vague with his terminology, which he believed created ambiguity. He 
agreed with commenters who brought up the need for clear definitions and hoped that specific 
language would be included in the plan to ensure transparency and clarity. 
 
Mr. Rouda concluded his comments by stressing that the vast amount of language in the project 
documents requires precise definitions to avoid confusion and to establish trust with the 
community. He encouraged the inclusion of these definitions to resolve ambiguities and address 
concerns raised by the community. 
 
Mr. Bud Rosenberg said that in the summer of 1973, Ron Rupp and Mike Brown hired him as 
Homewood's first full-time mountain manager. He helped develop the quad area, the Lake 
Louise lift line, and Rainbow Ridge, which I’m very proud of. Unfortunately, the Lake Louise lift 
never got built due to a building moratorium at the time, which led to an unpleasant traverse 
down the "Pot of Gold." 
 
In the '70s and again in the early 2000s, Homewood had two opportunities to be sold to the 
Forest Service, but both were unfortunately scotched by local government representatives, but 
that’s how things go. He said that Homewood offers the only elevated view from the West 
Shore, and the gondola part of the master plan is a major tourist attraction and an opportunity 
for development of various recreational facilities at the top of the hill. 
 
So in general, he doesn’t have many problems with the master plan, especially with KHP holding 
the developers' feet to the fire to get it right and get the definition of public access squared 
away. However, his main complaint is with Discovery Land Company itself. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg said that Discovery Land Company’s business model is strictly exclusive, private 
resorts only. They have yet to develop a hybrid resort, and the term "public" is completely 
anathema to them. It’s not part of their lexicon. They have a habit of deplorable behavior with 
the locals, as evidenced by their "Lucy and Peanuts" behavior—taking the ball away and going 
home this year. 
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He suggested you take a look at their history with their Scottish Castle project, where they 
bought a castle, developed it into housing, and then added private homes and fenced the entire 
area. This was in indirect violation of the British Isles’ "Right to Roam" law. Essentially, their 
attitude is, "If you don’t like it, sue us." That’s their approach to local populations. 
 
Mr. Rosenberg said that is where we need to start paying attention—controlling Discovery Land 
Company, who has never kowtowed to any local population, regardless of penalties. Real estate 
sales and membership fees far outweigh the penalties they’ve been required to pay. So, watch 
your back when dealing with Discovery Land Company. 
 
Mr. Nick Corgan introduced himself as a 35-year local of the Tahoe area, noting that he is a ski 
industry professional with extensive experience working with resorts across the western United 
States. He emphasizes that his focus is entirely on snow and snow surfaces. He has been 
working with Homewood Ski Resort for approximately 30 years, and throughout that time, he 
has been an integral part of the team ensuring the resort operates smoothly and serves the 
public year after year. He has a deep personal connection to Homewood, calling it one of his 
favorite spots, and he has dedicated much effort over the years to keep it running. 
 
Mr. Corgan acknowledged that operating Homewood at a high standard is a significant 
challenge, especially given its shoestring budget. He praised the staff for their dedication, 
highlighting the "superhuman efforts" they've made despite limited resources. He reflected on 
the many years he’s spent at the resort, noting that they’ve faced numerous challenges and put 
in countless hard shifts. However, as an industry professional with a broader view, he stressed 
that without immediate investment, the guest experience at Homewood will likely not improve 
anytime soon. He said that, in his opinion, the resort’s financial viability is under serious threat 
and that, given the current circumstances, Homewood cannot survive as a business. 
 
He said that the resort has been struggling for the past ten years, operating in a state of "limping 
along." He believes it is now time for a change, a shift that he sees as essential for progress. 
Drawing from his extensive industry experience, he shares his positive view of Discovery Land 
Company’s (DLC) projects, noting that they are highly experienced in the ski industry with a solid 
reputation for constructing world-class facilities. He sees DLC as the "unicorn" that many have 
hoped for at Homewood, suggesting that they have the expertise and vision needed to bring the 
resort into a prosperous future. 
 
Having spent significant time with the Homewood development team, he said he is familiar with 
the details of their plans, which he believes demonstrate a clear commitment to 
accommodating public access and ensuring the resort’s success. Mr. Corgan expressed 
confidence that Homewood will remain open to the public, reinforcing the idea that Homewood 
needs the public as much as the public needs Homewood. In closing, he reaffirmed his support 
for the Homewood development plans and his belief that the future of the resort is bright. 
 
Ms. Jessica Insalaco read a letter on behalf of a supporter who could not attend the meeting. 
Mr. Michael Brown expressed his strong support for the proposed minor amendment to the 
2011 master plan for the Homewood project. He has been a homeowner in North Lake Tahoe 
for 12 years and has visited the region for over 45 years. He conveys his deep connection to the 
area, emphasizing his commitment to preserving its future.  
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As someone who frequently skis and mountain bikes in the region, he highlighted the 
importance of protecting the environment and ensuring the sustainability of the West Shore. 
 
Mr. Brown commended the proposed amendment as a thoughtful and responsible compromise, 
reflecting the community's feedback while prioritizing sustainability. He believes the requested 
changes are minimal yet meaningful, furthering Homewood’s commitment to community access 
and traffic neutrality. The changes will address key concerns and bring net benefits to the 
community. He expressed confidence that the revised plan strikes a balance that aligns with 
local needs and values. 
 
Additionally, Homewood has taken steps to address concerns regarding ski mountain access. As 
someone who enjoys skiing and hiking in the area, he feels reassured by the project’s written 
commitment to ensuring equitable access for community members. He stressed the urgency of 
updating Homewood’s infrastructure, pointing out that delays in the gondola installation due to 
permitting challenges have already deprived the community of an important enhancement for 
several seasons. 
 
He concluded by emphasizing that moving forward with the project is essential for maintaining a 
safe and viable mountain experience for years to come. Mr. Brown expressed concern that 
without progress, the quality of the experience will continue to decline. He urged the APC to 
approve the amendment, highlighting its potential to balance environmental stewardship, 
community access, and a sustainable future for Homewood.  
 
Ms. Insalaco also mentioned a letter from another supporter, Mr. Dave Powell, who also 
expressed strong support for the amendment, and thanked the committee for their time. 
 
Mr. Scott Tieche said that although he has not lived on the West Shore since 1983, he has spent 
43 years in the area, primarily in Brockway for the past 40 years. He expressed great sympathy 
for the residents of the West Shore, especially regarding jobs and the blight in the region. He 
pointed out that the Tahoe Inn has been boarded up for approximately 10 years and questioned 
how the applicant, who claims to be unable to afford tearing down the old motel, can afford a 
$100 million project. He expressed a desire to see the applicant address this issue. 
 
He then raised a second point, suggesting that the applicant has an opportunity to do something 
unique that no other developer has done. He proposed that the 13 workforce housing units be 
built first, rather than tying their construction to a later phase that may or may not happen. He 
expressed concerns about the applicant’s history of jumping phases and failing to follow through 
on their promises, referencing the billboard project and the Waldorf Astoria. 
 
Mr. Tieche also conveyed his skepticism about potential loopholes that might allow the 
applicant to take the project private down the line, especially given the applicant's past history. 
He urged the committee, anticipating that the project would likely be approved, to include 
language in the approval ensuring that public access is guaranteed in perpetuity. He emphasized 
the importance of firming up this commitment for the public’s benefit. He concluded by 
thanking the committee for their time. 
 
Mr. Brad Altman introduced himself as a full-time Tahoma resident for 25 years, a civil engineer, 
and the owner of Evolve Design Works, an engineering firm based in Tahoe City. He expressed 
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his support for the Homewood master plan and its associated amendments, highlighting the 
need for redevelopment in Tahoe City and the West Shore.  
 
Mr. Altman emphasized that Homewood’s investment in this redevelopment must comply with 
all relevant rules and regulations, with oversight from the appropriate agencies, which is the 
purpose of the current process. He said that today's meeting is not about issuing building 
permits, which will come later when agencies like TRPA, Placer County, North Tahoe Fire, and 
TCPUD can review the final design. He stressed that permitting is a separate issue from the 
operation of a private business, stating that businesses are allowed to succeed or fail on their 
own, and there are no codes requiring a business to operate at a financial loss. He expressed 
that the closure of Homewood benefits no one, as it would not help the environment, which 
currently suffers from outdated infrastructure and poor environmental controls, nor the local 
workforce.  
 
Mr. Altman acknowledged the passion of Tahoe residents regarding their chosen ski resort but 
pointed out that skiing is a recreational activity, not an inherent right. He cautioned against 
public agencies regulating which businesses should sell their services and at what price, 
something he would not want for his own business. 
 
Mr. Altman also noted that Homewood's decision to not join major pass systems like Epic or 
Icon provides a more intimate skiing experience, especially on storm-proof mountains when 
other resorts might be shut down. He warned that if Homewood were to join forces with or sell 
to these large pass systems, the number of skiers could exceed what the current infrastructure 
can handle. Therefore, he urged support for Homewood’s redevelopment, which he believes will 
provide a strong economic base for the West Shore and create jobs for local residents. 
 
He concluded by sharing a story from this past summer, when Homewood played a key role in a 
large-scale search and rescue operation for a lost person in the Rubicon area. Homewood 
opened its lodge, provided IT support, food, parking, and even created a helicopter landing pad 
for law enforcement and search personnel. Additionally, Homewood staff members, including 
their food and beverage manager, IT manager, and patrol director, were on site within 15 
minutes. Mr. Altman praised Homewood for their community involvement and expressed that 
these are the kinds of people needed in the community. 
 
Ms. Trish Friedman, Tahoe ALS MND Research Library, shared that they been tracking toxic 
algae blooms in the Tahoe Basin for the past three years, identifying the presence of the deadly 
neurotoxin BMAA in both the air and water, which is linked to ALS. She highlighted that Tahoe 
has the highest number of ALS cases per capita in the United States, and in the last three weeks 
alone, the community has lost two more individuals to the disease.  
 
Ms. Friedman expressed concern about the Homewood project's water quality and 
environmental mitigation proposal, stating that the plans provided were too vague, particularly 
given her team's recent findings of cyanobacteria toxins on the West Shore during the past two 
summers.  
 
She also raised issues about the project's financial security, pointing out that Homewood has yet 
to provide proof of funds for the entire project. She referenced the closure of local resorts such 
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as West Shore Cafe and Homewood Ski Hill, as well as the incomplete development of the 
Waldorf Astoria and Cal Neva projects, which have all failed their communities. 
 
Ms. Friedman was especially critical of Homewood's relationship with Discovery, noting that 
Discovery is known for significant environmental damage, a history of not keeping promises, and 
a goal of privatization. She questioned the financial stability of the project and demanded 
transparency about how the money flows between Homewood's partners, asking who the banks 
are and what each partner is funding. She emphasized the importance of understanding 
whether the funds are "clean" and whether they could be held up by watchdog agencies.  
 
Ms. Friedman urged the committee to press Homewood for proof of funds, including 
partnership agreements, banking information, and insurance policies that would show coverage 
for current and future construction. She concluded her remarks by comparing the situation to 
the film industry, where bonding is required to ensure a project’s financial security, stressing 
that the Homewood project should provide similar documentation to prove its financial backing. 
 
Ms. Carolyn Selig, a homeowner in Homewood on Snowbird Loop, shared her cautious optimism 
regarding the Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) master plan and its promises of public access. 
She and her family have been part of the Homewood community since 2019, with their children 
involved in the ski team, and they cherish both the town and the mountain. However, Ms. Selig 
expressed concern about the lack of a clear, enforceable definition of public access in the 
proposed amendments to the master plan. She emphasized the importance of including a 
measurable and quantifiable public access provision to ensure transparency and accountability. 
 
Ms. Selig, with her background as a CPA and auditor, underscored the need for this provision to 
be in writing, ensuring that it remains enforceable in perpetuity. She highlighted the trust issues 
surrounding Homewood's future, pointing out that even her 12-year-old son feels the 
uncertainty, referencing a 2022 statement by Mr. Art Chapman about privatization being the 
only viable way to run the mountain.  
 
Ms. Selig referenced Discovery Land Company's history of privatizing resorts and creating 
membership-only communities, questioning how this model could affect public access to 
Homewood. She specifically pointed out the company's focus on private residential 
communities and resorts, which contrasts with the public access promises made for Homewood. 
Ms. Selig requested that the Advisory Planning Commission include specific and updated 
language regarding public access in the amendment application before approving permits for 
the gondola, arguing that the commission is the community's last line of defense against the 
possibility of a membership-only ski resort. 
 
Ms. Teresa McNamara, a 35-year resident of the West Shore and a 30-year homeowner at the 
base of the South Side of Homewood Ski Area, expressed her support for the development at 
Homewood Mountain Resort, citing her longstanding connection to the community and the ski 
area. While she has had season passes for many years, she noted that she was unable to get one 
this year.  
 
Ms. McNamara emphasized that the community, including those who were around when the 
original master plan was proposed, understood that development on the property was 
necessary for the financial viability of the resort.  
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She said that the organization "Keep Homewood Public" is not opposed to development but was 
created to ensure that the original master plan and the 2011 master plan are followed. The 
group's goal is to guarantee that the Homewood Ski Area continues to offer public access. Ms. 
McNamara urged the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) to carefully read and incorporate the 
documentation submitted by Keep Homewood Public, which outlines the necessary verbiage to 
define public access in the 2011 amendment. 
 
She echoed the points made by other speakers about the importance of ensuring public access 
is maintained in perpetuity. Ms. McNamara emphasized the need for clear, written 
documentation that guarantees this access, making it enforceable for future generations and 
permitting agencies. 
 
Ms. Gayle Pigatto and Mr. Mark Hampton, full-time residents of the West Shore, expressed their 
strong alignment with the Keep Homewood Public organization. They are excited about the 
potential revitalization of Homewood and its continued role as a central meeting location for 
West Shore residents. However, they emphasized the importance of enforceable specifics in the 
development plan, particularly regarding public access. 
 
Ms. Pigatto stressed that it is not enough to simply state that the resort will "always be public"; 
clear, enforceable definitions must be included to ensure transparency and accountability. She 
believes that if these specifics can be agreed upon, the project will have a smooth path forward. 
Additionally, Pigatto pointed out that the willingness of Discovery to put these enforceable 
terms in place will be revealing about their intentions. She thanked the Advisory Planning 
Commission for their attention to the project and expressed anticipation for the next steps. 
 
Mr. Blake Herrschaft, a resident of Tahoe City for six years, expressed his strong support for the 
Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) master plan amendment, though with some important 
caveats and a call for further clarification. He noted that while he has previously been opposed 
to aspects of the plan, today he felt it necessary to support the amendment, provided that key 
details are addressed to ensure its proper implementation. 
 
Mr. Herrschaft began by acknowledging and thanking the various parties involved, including 
HMR, Keep Homewood Public, and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) for their work in 
advancing the plan. He highlighted the importance of resolving outstanding issues before the 
holiday break, with the goal of getting the plan to the TRPA board so that the gondola project 
can move forward and potentially be operational for the next ski season. 
 
He commended Homewood Mountain Resort for its efforts in responding to local concerns, 
particularly in regard to providing affordable access for locals, such as offering pricing tied to 
neighboring resorts. He also specifically appreciated the inclusion of a special recognition for 
teachers, noting that his wife, a local teacher, was grateful for these efforts, especially in a 
profession that often goes underappreciated. 
 
However, Mr. Herrschaft expressed concerns about the wording in the plan, particularly 
regarding the sentence: "These discounted ski products may be subject to advanced 
reservations based on operational limitations." He pointed out that this phrase is too vague and 
could potentially be exploited if "operational limitations" are not clearly defined. He stressed 
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that this definition needs to be more concrete to avoid loopholes that could negatively impact 
public access to the resort. 
 
He recommended that HMR define the term "uphill capacity," which he explained is a standard 
concept in the ski industry. By linking operational limitations to the specific capacity of the 
resort, HMR would create a clearer framework for what constitutes operational limits, thus 
making it more transparent and enforceable. 
 
Mr. Herrschaft also noted a broader issue with the overall lack of definition in the master plan 
amendment. He urged TRPA, in particular, to take a more active role in ensuring that all key 
terms—such as "general public," "corporate owned," "publicly accessible," and "members 
only"—are explicitly defined in the plan. He warned that without these definitions, the plan 
could lead to future confusion or manipulation by parties involved in the development. 
Specifically, he pointed out that terms like "general public" could be misinterpreted—he joked 
that it could potentially include people from distant places like "Reno, New York, or even 
Martians" if the term is not properly constrained. 
 
In conclusion, Mr. Herrschaft expressed optimism about the potential for the project to move 
forward, provided that these key definitions are clarified. He emphasized that this is not just 
about ensuring the project's success but also about creating a reliable, enforceable framework 
that can be trusted by the community and future governing bodies. He thanked everyone 
involved once again and urged the parties to work together to get the necessary definitions in 
place so that the project can proceed with transparency and fairness. 
 
Ms. Amy Ross, a resident of the West Shore, expressed deep gratitude to everyone involved in 
the effort to improve Homewood, while firmly supporting the calls for stronger accountability 
from the developer regarding public access. She emphasized the importance of not only 
providing physical access to the resort but also ensuring that it is economically accessible, 
drawing a parallel to a quote by Martin Luther King Jr. about the right to sit at the lunch counter 
vs. being able to buy a hamburger 
 
Ms. Ross highlighted the need for the TRPA to secure firm commitments from the developer to 
protect the beauty of the West Shore and guarantee public access. She shared a personal 
anecdote about her visit to the Yellowstone Club a couple of years ago, where she encountered 
a model of a development that resembled Lake Tahoe. However, she was surprised to see that 
her house, south of Homewood, was missing in the proposed model. She recalled that the 
developers emphasized the exclusivity of the proposal, likening it to the private nature of the 
Yellowstone Club. This experience led her to express concern that the resort’s selling points 
might focus on limiting the presence of local residents, reinforcing her commitment to ensuring 
that the people who live in the area remain a part of the community. 
 
In addition, Ms. Ross voiced concerns about the impact of the development on local employees. 
Drawing from her own experience working at Homewood for 15 years, she expressed worry that 
the proposed "bunkhouse" model might bring in more seasonal workers from outside the area, 
particularly from places like Jamaica, as she observed at the Yellowstone Club. While 
appreciative of the hard work and dedication of these employees, she feared that relying on an 
influx of outsiders could detract from supporting the local workforce. In closing, Ms. Ross urged 
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the board to take these issues seriously, especially the importance of maintaining a strong, local 
workforce and ensuring that development does not erode the character of the West Shore.  
 
Ms. Ann Nichols, representing the North Tahoe Preservation Alliance, expressed her concerns 
about ongoing issues with local development projects, particularly focusing on the Waldorf 
Astoria and Tahoe Inn developments. She began by referencing a problematic project involving 
the Waldorf Astoria, specifically the TRPA's oversight of a 30-foot addition to a road that she 
referred to as a "road to nowhere." She criticized the project’s lack of clear phasing and its 
failure to implement promised water quality enhancements. She cited this as a significant issue, 
highlighting that 18 units had been constructed without fulfilling the environmental 
commitments that had been sold to the public. 
 
Ms. Nichols also raised concerns about the Tahoe Inn, which she described as an eyesore with 
plastic flapping in the wind and mold growing on its exterior. She pointed out that the building 
had been in this deteriorated state for 15 years, and the developers were using it as leverage—
essentially blackmailing the community by threatening not to take it down unless they were 
granted approval for their new projects. She made a pointed plea to the APC (Advisory Planning 
Commission) not to allow the developers to get away with this behavior, emphasizing that the 
situation was wrong and needed to be addressed. 
 
Mr. Harry Hirsch, former general manager of Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR) and former 
board member of both the North Tahoe Community Alliance and Ski California, spoke in support 
of the HMR master plan revisions. He acknowledged the challenges the resort faces in its 
current state and emphasized the importance of moving forward with the master plan approval. 
Hirsch highlighted the long-term viability of the resort and the potential consequences if the 
revisions are not approved or further delayed. 
 
He pointed out that if opposition to HMR continues and further demands are made without a 
supportive stance, the resort's ability to sustain itself is in jeopardy. Hirsch noted that the resort 
had already been forced to close this winter and warned that additional delays or demands 
could lead to its failure, resulting in no resort, no gondola, no employees, and no community 
access. 
 
Mr. Hirsch urged the stakeholders to join forces and support the project, emphasizing that the 
collective effort would help preserve Homewood for future generations, preventing it from 
becoming a "story" rather than a living, thriving resort. He concluded by thanking the APC and 
the community for their time and attention to the issue. 
 
 
APC Comments 
 
Mr. Ferry thanked the public for their engagement, attention, and thoughtful comments during 
the discussion. He then turned to staff for clarifications, particularly in response to several key 
points raised. 
 
Mr. Neilsen, addressing the issue of the incomplete application, explained that the "incomplete" 
status was intentional. He clarified that the application had been left open to allow for any 
recommendations or additional information requests that might arise from the Advisory 
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Planning Commission (APC) meeting. He assured attendees that the application was sufficiently 
complete to present to both the APC and the TRPA Governing Board. 
 
Regarding the Tahoe Inn, Mr. Neilsen clarified that its not planned to be dealt with until 2028, 
assuming the master plan is approved. He emphasized that this timing aligns with the need to 
transfer those units to Homewood and does not represent the very end of the construction 
cycle, as some had feared. He acknowledged the importance of the Tahoe Inn issue to both the 
community and the TRPA. 
 
On the topic of mountain capacity, Mr. Neilsen addressed concerns about the lack of a firm 
commitment to a specific number for skier capacity. He noted that estimates have ranged 
between 3,500 and 4,000, but Homewood Mountain Resort has refrained from committing to 
an exact figure. This reluctance, he explained, stems from the resort's desire to ensure a high-
quality skiing experience and avoid overcrowding. The resort is still evaluating what level of 
operation would meet its service standards. 
 
Lastly, Mr. Neilsen touched on the growth management policies embedded in the  
Regional Plan. He explained that these policies have been in place to regulate and manage 
growth, covering areas such as commercial floor space, residential units, and tourist units. This 
system is designed to balance development with environmental preservation and recreational 
capacity, providing a framework for decision-making on projects like the Homewood Master 
Plan. 
 
Mr. Neilsen provided additional details about recreational capacity and its regulation under the 
TRPA’s growth management program. He clarified that this capacity is measured by PAOTs 
(Persons at One Time), a metric used to evaluate how many people a recreational facility can 
accommodate at a given time. 
 
Allocation to Homewood: Homewood Mountain Resort currently has 1,704 PAOTs assigned to it. 
This number is not a hard cap on how many people can visit the mountain but is based on 
historical usage levels and the resort’s uphill lift capacity. 
 

• Confusion Around PAOTs: Mr. Neilsen acknowledged that the PAOT concept is complex 
and often misunderstood. He emphasized that it does not represent the maximum 
number of visitors but rather serves as a tool for planning and managing recreational 
impacts. 

 

• Additional Reserve PAOTs: In 2011, an additional 1,100 PAOTs were allocated as 
"reserve capacity" for the area. This reserve was established to allow for potential 
future expansions of recreational opportunities, although no specific projects were 
proposed then or now. 

 

• Remaining Capacity: Mr. Neilsen highlighted that there is still recreational capacity 
available to allocate, indicating that the area's desired level of recreational use has not 
yet been fully reached. 

 
This explanation was intended to address Mr. Young’s question about how TRPA determines 
when the area has reached its "fair share" of recreational capacity. Mr. Neilsen clarified that this 
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determination would be made when all PAOT allotments in the area are allocated, which is not 
the case currently. 
 
Mr. Neilsen addressed two recommendations from Mr. Brent Armstrong with the fire 
department, which were briefly discussed prior to the opening of the public hearing. He stated 
that he had drafted some clarifying language that could be added to the Master Plan to ensure it 
is absolutely clear that future development permits require TRPA approval. He explained that 
while the mitigation measure related to this issue is already in place, it is not as clear as it could 
be, and including such language in the Master Plan would provide additional clarity. He 
expressed willingness to share this language if it was the desire of the Commission. 
 
Regarding the statement on the Homewood website, which asserts that the resort will remain 
open to the public "forever," Mr. Neilsen noted the challenges associated with terms like 
"forever" and "in perpetuity" in land use planning. He explained that these words, while well-
intentioned, are difficult to enforce because they effectively tie the hands of future decision-
makers who might need to deliberate on requests to change previously approved plans. He 
emphasized that "forever" and "in perpetuity" represent long periods of time, making it 
impractical to codify such commitments in a way that allows for flexibility in the future. 
 
Mr. Neilsen clarified that TRPA interprets Homewood’s promise to keep the mountain open as a 
commitment that would remain in effect until such time as the resort requests a change and the 
Governing Board approves it. This approach, he explained, ensures that the current 
commitment to public access is honored while leaving room for future deliberations if 
necessary. 
 
Mr. Neilsen transitioned to the topic of definitions, emphasizing that their absence in the 
Master Plan was not an oversight but rather the result of the complexities surrounding the 
discussion. He explained that definitions have been challenging to finalize, particularly because 
the applicants have expressed a desire to retain flexibility in how certain aspects of the Master 
Plan are interpreted in the future, particularly in relation to the public access plan. 
 
As staff, Mr. Neilsen noted a consistent interest in addressing definitions to provide greater 
clarity. He shared that he had spoken with the applicants, and while they are open to discussing 
definitions to some degree, there are still limitations to the extent of their willingness. He 
concluded by offering to expand on this point further if the APC desired more detail. 
 
TRPA General Counsel, Mr. St. Michel offered a brief but important comment for context. He 
emphasized that the community access plan had been developed through a negotiated process, 
reflecting careful deliberation to arrive at the language currently in the Master Plan. He clarified 
that the plan was not unilaterally created by TRPA but emerged from collaborative discussions 
that were, at times, challenging. 
 
Mr. St. Michel highlighted the approach taken to avoid a "take it or leave it" stance, noting the 
sensitivity surrounding TRPA’s legal authority to regulate the operations of private businesses. 
This measured approach also aimed to steer clear of imposing a specific operational model that 
might be unsustainable for the business, while ensuring the redevelopment did not undermine 
potential environmental stewardship benefits. 
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He reiterated the complexity of crafting this language and acknowledged the inherent 
challenges of balancing multiple interests. Addressing both the public and those present, he 
underscored the difficulty of the process, and the careful consideration required to navigate it 
effectively. 
 
Mr. Drake addressed the group, acknowledging the efforts of Homewood staff, project 
applicants, and TRPA staff, and said, “we’re about 97% of the way there”. He emphasized his 
preference for not slowing regulatory processes, especially for good projects, and this was a 
good project. However, he acknowledged the importance of not letting perfection be the enemy 
of progress while respecting the limits of regulatory authority over private projects. 
 
Mr. Drake stated his belief in the honest intentions of everyone involved but highlighted 
concerns about the potential gradual privatization of Homewood. He pointed to comments 
made in a 2024 video with a Mohari executive discussing the intention to privatize Homewood, 
which raised legitimate concerns. He explained that while he trusted the intentions of the 
individuals in the room, the project involved multiple partners, and it was TRPA’s responsibility 
to go as far as possible to protect public access. 
 
He underscored the difficulty TRPA faces with ongoing monitoring and enforcement, particularly 
when clear standards are not established upfront. Mr. Drake stressed the need to articulate and 
define public access more clearly now to avoid challenges in the future. He noted that failing to 
remedy identified loopholes in the Master Plan amendments could lead to issues down the line. 
 
While expressing his desire to see the project move forward without returning to APC, he 
advocated for a collaborative effort to refine the definitions of public access before the project 
proceeds to the Governing Board. He also supported ensuring that North Tahoe Fire’s approval 
and sign-off are explicitly stated and cited the enforceable transportation specifics as good 
example of what adaptive management could look like moving forward. He added that we don't 
know how it's going to play out and we can't know the future, but we can put systems in place 
with clear standards to monitor, and he thinks they are needed for public access. 
 
Mr. Drake acknowledged that the final outcome might not align entirely with the requests of the 
Keep Homewood Public group. However, he expressed a desire to see one more good-faith 
effort between Homewood, the Keep Homewood Public group, and TRPA representatives, to 
define the legal boundaries and collaborate on achieving workable definitions. These definitions, 
while potentially not perfect, should be robust enough to allow all stakeholders to feel confident 
moving forward with the project. 
 
Mr. Drake added that the situation is complex and recalled a precedent involving Heavenly 
Mountain Resort during the mid to late 2000s. In that case, the resort proposed significant 
improvements, including new lifts, which led to a near legal battle with the League to Save Lake 
Tahoe. A compromise was reached through mediation, involving adaptive management 
strategies and enhanced monitoring, which allowed the project to move forward without 
litigation. He lamented that a similar story of collaboration had not yet emerged from the multi-
year dialogue between Keep Homewood Public and Homewood, but he believes the parties are 
very close to reaching an agreement. 
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He expressed comfort with moving the project forward on the condition that, before it goes to 
the Governing Board, there is a collaborative work session among key stakeholders. This session 
would aim to refine and define public access terms with sufficient clarity, ensuring that TRPA 
staff are equipped with enforceable standards for the future. While enforcement may never be 
necessary, clear definitions are vital to mitigate potential conflicts down the line. 
 
Mr. Teshara built upon Mr. Drake’s comments, expressing a similar belief that the plan is close 
but not quite ready for final approval. He referenced earlier remarks from staff that the 
application is considered complete, but the TRPA wanted to hear the Advisory Planning 
Commission's (APC) input before determining next steps. He noted the APC Chairman’s question 
about what specific direction they could provide to TRPA staff if the project were to proceed to 
the Governing Board. 
 
Reflecting on the Governing Board, Mr. Teshara pointed out that many of its members are new 
and have struggled with basic matters due to their inexperience. For this reason, he suggested 
that the project return to the APC for further refinement and direction before advancing. This, 
he believed, would allow the APC to provide a more thorough recommendation to the 
Governing Board. While he did not commit to this as his final stance, it was a strong 
consideration. 
 
Mr. Teshara also shared his history of advocating for the Homewood Master Plan back in 2011, 
as well as other projects like Boulder Bay. He emphasized the need for revitalization on the West 
Shore, which he described as economically depressed and lacking local jobs and services. He 
recounted a time when Homewood and Tahoma had thriving businesses like Obexer’s Market 
and Homewood Hardware, contrasting it with the current state where residents often need to 
travel to Tahoe City for essentials. 
 
Despite his past support for similar projects, Mr. Teshara voiced concern that the promises of 
the Master Plan may not come to fruition, as has happened with other plans like Cal Neva. He 
acknowledged the importance of investment and the need for financial feasibility but worried 
about the cycle of approving grand plans that never materialize.  
 
Mr. Teshara also expressed empathy for the working community, recognizing their desire to 
protect their jobs. He supported their need for employment and reiterated his hope that this 
project could deliver the revitalization and opportunities the West Shore needs. 
 
Mr. Teshara continued his remarks by emphasizing his long-term connection to the West Shore, 
where he had lived for 20 years. Despite his affection for the area, he stressed the importance of 
recognizing the situation clearly, acknowledging that while the land is private, public access for 
recreation must still be protected. He pointed out the delicate balance of not overstepping by 
telling an investor how to run their business model, but also ensuring that public access to 
recreational spaces is not compromised. 
 
He echoed a sentiment from earlier about staying within the regulatory "lane," indicating that 
TRPA’s role is to ensure that public access to recreation, especially in areas like Homewood, is 
safeguarded within the context of development in the Tahoe Basin. 
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Mr. Teshara then raised a specific concern about the proposed developments, asking for 
clarification regarding a new scenic evaluation. He referred to concerns about a "wall of 
buildings" along Highway 89 and questioned whether the current findings from the scenic 
evaluation met the established scenic quality standards.  
 
Mr. Nielsen confirmed that a new scenic evaluation had been conducted, introduced Mr. Rob 
Bruick, who had worked on the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Homewood Master Plan and is well-versed in the scenic program. The team conducted a balloon 
study to simulate the heights of the proposed buildings, comparing them to simulations to verify 
their accuracy. According to Mr. Nielsen, the results confirmed that the proposed building 
heights were accurately represented and that the project would result in an increase in the 
threshold scores for scenic quality. 
 
Mr. Nielsen elaborated on the planning concept, explaining that when buildings are placed at 
the edge of a road, it creates a sense of enclosure that gives the area more character, compared 
to a strip development with buildings set back from the road. This approach, which includes 
narrower roads and buildings closer to the road, helps to improve the visual appeal and 
character of the area. Mr. Nielsen expressed his belief that this design would enhance the 
character of the area, which is currently dominated by an asphalt parking lot. 
 
Mr. Teshara inquired if the APC members had seen the scenic report, specifically asking if the 
details of the report were included beyond just a reference to it. Mr. Nielsen clarified that the 
scenic report was analyzed in the environmental checklist attached to the APC members' 
package, with the simulations included as well. Mr. Teshara expressed that while he wasn't 
entirely convinced, he wanted to ensure that the findings were accurate, referencing past 
situations where things were thought to be correct but later became the subject of litigation, 
causing delays. He emphasized the importance of getting things right and suggested providing 
clear direction to staff before concluding the meeting. He further mentioned his preference for 
the proposal to return to the APC to ensure a thorough recommendation to the Governing 
Board, stating that simply transmitting APC comments to the board would not allow him to feel 
he had fulfilled his obligations as an APC member. 
 
Mr. Young expressed his inclination to support the amendment. He explained that his focus had 
been on reviewing the findings, and based on the materials and public input, he felt comfortable 
making the necessary findings without changes. He acknowledged the concerns about 
definitions and future behavior, but emphasized that his decision was based on the record 
presented to him and the application. 
 
While he recognized the potential for a loophole, he stated that no clear loophole had been 
identified that would lead to privatization without any recourse. He understood the concern 
about cynically reinterpreting terms like "public" and "first come, first serve" to create loopholes 
but stated that there was a desire to define those terms more clearly to prevent such issues. 
Ultimately, he felt that unless someone was being intentionally deceptive or not transparent, 
there was no reason to believe the concerns about loopholes would come to fruition, at least 
not yet. 
 
Mr. Young continued, that he fully respects the community's desire for clearer definitions, and 
was not opposed to further constructing those definitions. However, he returned to the 
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concerns raised by Mr. Teshara about whether the application should be brought back to the 
APC for further review. He questioned whether the process of wordsmithing, which had often 
taken significant time, should continue or if the task should be handed off to staff for finalizing 
the definitions without the APC’s further approval. 
 
He expressed some unease with the idea of allowing staff to finalize the wording and present it 
to the Governing Board without the APC having the chance to review and agree on the final 
wording. While not fully opposed, he felt this was a discussion worth having, as it raised 
concerns about the level of control the APC should retain over the process. Mr. Young further 
clarified his concern, noting that one definition of public could be acceptable, but another could 
be problematic. He expressed uncertainty about how far the definition could be stretched or 
manipulated in ways that would make it difficult to accept or even recognize. He emphasized 
the importance of understanding the specific parameters of such a definition and sought more 
clarity on the matter. 
 
Mr. Young repeated that he was inclined to support the proposal as it stands because, based on 
the record presented to him, there was no solid evidence suggesting that the public access plan, 
as currently written, would fail to provide public access. He acknowledged his understanding of 
terms like "first come, first serve" and "public," and felt confident in those definitions, though he 
still recognized the potential for future concerns if the language wasn't carefully defined. He also 
expressed concern about creating new, tailored definitions in the amendment that could create 
confusion in the future. He suggested being cautious about introducing definitions that are 
specific only to this situation, as they may not be widely applicable. He emphasized the 
importance of maintaining common understandings of terms to avoid potential issues down the 
line. 
 
He also acknowledged the likelihood of future amendments as climate conditions and off-
season activities evolve. He anticipated that Homewood and other ski resorts may need to 
return for further changes to remain viable. Despite these concerns, he stated that, based on 
the current record, he would support the amendment without additional modifications but was 
open to further discussion. 
 
Ms. Carr asked the developers about their timeline and critical path for obtaining the gondola 
permit and getting it up and running by the 2025 ski season. She specifically asked what the first 
critical step was in acquiring the permit and what the impact would be if the permit was not 
secured by January. She wanted to understand what it would mean for the gondola and the 
2025-2026 ski season if the permit wasn't obtained in time. 
 
Mr. Porter responded by explaining that they had already submitted their application some time 
ago. They own the cabins, towers, and gondola, which have been sitting in storage for over a 
year. The critical path for the project involves securing labor, workforce, and installation crews. 
They’ve been working with Doppelmayr, a world-renowned company known for installing such 
equipment, and Doppelmayr has been waiting to know if they will be installing the gondola. The 
developers explained that Doppelmayr would have preferred to have known already, and they 
are eager to begin, but they cannot proceed without confirmation of the permit. The developers 
have committed to Doppelmayr that they would have a clear path to break ground as soon as 
the moratorium allows in the spring. 
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He emphasized that timing is crucial, and the sooner they can confirm the permit, the sooner 
they can lock in the installation crews and move forward with the project. They stated that they 
would need to know about the permit as soon as possible to secure the necessary workforce 
and contractors, including those for earthwork, to ensure that they can begin installing the 
gondola in time for the 2025 ski season. 
 
Ms. Carr asked for additional clarification regarding the financial planning around the gondola. 
She pointed out that in order to build structures such as Lot 4 and Lot 5, which includes 
workforce housing and a parking garage, the gondola would need to be operational to generate 
revenue. She asked if getting people on the mountain and starting the gondola operation was 
crucial to obtaining revenue to fund the construction of the buildings. She sought more details 
on their timeline and how the revenue would play a role in the development process. 
 
Mr. Porter explained that, ideally, they would build and sell real estate first to fund other 
aspects of the project. However, they recognized the importance of the gondola to the 
community and to working with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), so they decided to 
prioritize building the gondola first. They emphasized that the gondola would benefit the 
community by providing a great experience for skiers. 
 
He also discussed other phases of development, mentioning that there were multiple ways they 
could proceed. They are committed to moving forward quickly with important elements, such as 
the community gathering center, Lot 4, which includes workforce housing, and parking. Contrary 
to earlier comments about building the workforce housing later, they are actually 
recommending building it upfront, along with real estate to support their business plan. 
 
Ms. Carr said that helped her in deciding whether to take action today or have the developers 
return later. She wondered if they could establish enough guidelines in their motion today to 
potentially allow the developers to proceed to the Governing Board meeting in January. She 
acknowledged the urgency of the situation, given that many people were hoping for jobs next 
year, if not sooner. She also noted that a lot of work needed to be done before the grading 
deadline, which opens in May. 
 
Ms. Carr returned to the policy statement, emphasizing that the TRPA Regional Plan includes 
ensuring that a fair share of total regional capacity for outdoor recreation is available to the 
general public. She acknowledged that this guideline is not clearly defined, but from the 
information provided, she felt confident that the developers are on the right path to making this 
recreation accessible to the public, which aligns with the policy. 
 
Ms. Carr addressed a concern raised earlier by Ms. Wilmuth, which she viewed as a potential 
loophole: there is no price limit on full-price ski products, only a mention that dynamic pricing 
will be used, similar to other ski resorts in the Tahoe Basin. While she recognized that pricing is 
ultimately a private decision, Ms. Carr pointed out that there was a need to address the 
potential for pricing that could exclude the general public. She referred to examples of local ski 
resorts, noting their peak prices—Diamond Peak at $170, Palisades approaching $300, and 
North Star and Heavenly around $250. Ms. Carr suggested that as part of the community access 
plan, the developers could consider offering pricing that aligns more closely with other resorts in 
the Basin. She clarified that while some of these prices might not be considered affordable by 
all, it’s important for the resort to remain accessible to the general public.  
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She acknowledged the market-driven nature of pricing but encouraged the developers to 
consider establishing some kind of price boundaries that would keep the costs within the norms 
for the region. She also mentioned that the resort should avoid setting prices too high, 
effectively making it a private resort. 
 
Ms. Carr expressed her willingness to support the development and discussed the possibility of 
adding certain elements to the motion to help the developers move forward before the next 
Governing Board meeting in a month.  
 
Mr. Brian Judge, Lahontan Water Board expressed his appreciation for the flexibility that well-
written motions provide. He acknowledged the importance of giving staff the ability to adjust 
based on the feedback received during meetings, allowing for clarifications and improved 
definitions where necessary. He trusted the professional planners and counsel at TRPA to handle 
the details and ensure the process aligns with what the public desires, even if not everyone gets 
everything they want. 
 
He commented on the proposed modifications, specifically the redline changes to "keep 
Homewood public." He suggested that the developers review these comments carefully, as 
some were valuable while others might not be as relevant. He noted that these modifications 
had been endorsed by legal experts who have experience in crafting enforceable language. 
 
Mr. Judge also pointed out that the responsibility for enforcement lies with TRPA, not other 
agencies like Placer County or the Lahontan Water Board. He advised consulting with TRPA’s 
enforcement staff to ensure that the language used is clear and enforceable, as unclear 
language can often lead to confusion in enforcement. He shared his own experience in 
enforcement, where vague or poorly drafted rules can lead to challenges in interpretation and 
enforcement. 
 
Finally, he suggested that TRPA staff work closely with Homewood Resort to craft language that 
is mutually agreeable and that clear definitions should be prioritized in the final document. 
 
Mr. John Hitchcock from the City of South Lake Tahoe expressed his inclination to support the 
proposed amendments. He indicated that he was comfortable with Mr. Nielsen’s clarification 
regarding the recreation threshold, noting that it was now very clear. Additionally, he expressed 
satisfaction with the definition of PAOTs, emphasizing that it was intended to ensure public 
access and general public access. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock also mentioned that any future amendments or activities causing significant 
unavoidable impact would need to be analyzed by TRPA. If such an impact were determined, it 
would need to be reviewed, and the TRPA Governing Board would need to assess whether it 
could be supported. With these points in mind, he confirmed his support for the amendments. 
 
Mr. Drew expressed his opinion about not wanting to return the project to the APC. He felt that 
doing so would be unfair to the applicant, the staff, and everyone who had commented. He 
emphasized that if there were missing elements, it was their responsibility to clearly state what 
was expected in the recommendation to the Governing Board. 
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Mr. Drew mentioned that public access was a crucial part of the plan. He had reviewed the 
community access plan multiple times and reflected on the feedback received in writing and 
verbally. He indicated that the project should move forward, and that clarity was needed in the 
motion. 
 
He specifically wanted two things addressed: clearer language in the community access plan 
about the commitment to public access and the number of tickets available to the public. While 
he acknowledged that specifying an exact number of tickets for the public was unrealistic, he 
wanted clearer language about what the commitment is. Whether that's a fluctuating number 
of people they want on the mountain, there should be an equal number of tickets available to 
the public as there are to members of, or guests of the HOA. He noted that it would be more 
effective to frame it as "a minimum of an equal number" rather than specifying precise 
numbers. 
 
Regarding the commitment to pricing, Mr. Drew stated that Ms. Carr had mentioned the pricing 
should be commensurate with the market. He emphasized that these two elements would 
provide flexibility while also ensuring that the public would have access. He expressed a desire 
to avoid specifying exact numbers but requested the inclusion of these two commitments. He 
further requested that if these points could not be resolved during the current meeting, they be 
made clear in the motion before it proceeds to the Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Drew concluded that with these two points addressed, the community needed the project 
to move forward, and he would support moving the project ahead with these elements included 
in the motion. 
 
Chair Ferry agreed and expressed his desire for the matter not to return to the APC. He wanted 
to move forward, acknowledging that access was the central issue. He supported the two key 
points raised by Ms. Carr and Mr. Drew, emphasizing that he would like to see stronger 
definitions in the plan. 
 
Mr. Ferry said that while not every word needed to be defined, it would be helpful to define key 
terms in the operations and access plan, particularly those discussed repeatedly, such as what 
constitutes "private," "local," and "visitor." He felt these key terms needed to be more clearly 
defined within the access plan, as they hold significant meaning. 
 
Mr. Ferry also raised a question about the access plan. He pointed to a bullet point on page 
three, specifically the statement regarding discounted ski products possibly being subject to 
advanced reservations due to operational limitations. He asked for clarification on what that 
meant. 
 
Mr. Buckley responded that as operators, they always consider the possibility that various 
incidents could disrupt their ability to provide services. These incidents could include weather 
conditions, power outages, or road closures. Such considerations are factored into the waivers 
that season pass holders sign. 
 
When Mr. Ferry asked if this was a waiver-type statement, Mr. Buckley clarified that these 
potential interruptions are highlighted in the annual waivers for season pass holders. He 
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mentioned that they were simply mentioning the possibility of such disruptions in the access 
plan to raise awareness. 
 
Mr. Ferry requested adding language to the statement that would clarify these types of 
unforeseen incidents. For example, he cited the scenario of a tree falling on Highway 89 as an 
example of an unforeseen issue that could impact operations. He emphasized that the 
statement, as it stands, may appear ambiguous to a layperson, and adding context to it would 
make it clearer. 
 
Mr. Porter, following up, agreed with Mr. Buckley’s suggestion and indicated they intended to 
address these concerns. He added that the intent was to stay consistent with how products are 
sold at similar ski resorts, noting that there are always waivers in place - such as "If X, then Y." 
He acknowledged the point raised and agreed that perhaps the language could be more clearly 
defined. He emphasized that the intent was to address emergency situations and other factors 
that give flexibility, stressing that they were being held accountable by local groups, residents, 
and the community. He added that these waivers are industry standard and are in place for the 
use of products and services, and reiterated that they sought to be transparent in their 
approach. 
 
Mr. Ferry thanked the applicant for their continued attention to the issue of access, recognizing 
that the public had clearly communicated that access was their primary concern. He noted that 
nearly everyone appeared to support the development, regardless of where they stood on the 
issue, and remarked that this was quite remarkable. People wanted to trust the operators to 
honor their word. 
 
Mr. Ferry stated that he did not want to include the word "forever" in the plan, acknowledging 
that "forever is a long time." However, he asked if there was a way to find a middle ground 
between "forever" and the phrase "until they tell us otherwise." He expressed a desire to add 
more context to the access plan that would provide additional clarity, so that everyone could 
feel comfortable. He also agreed with Mr. Drake’s point that the group was nearly there, with 
only a few details left to address. 
 
Mr. Ferry acknowledged that he couldn’t foresee all the loopholes, but expressed hope that 
they were not present. He mentioned the possibility of Homewood going private in the future, 
suggesting that the response would likely be uncertain. He said Mr. Nielsen would likely say they 
couldn't go private unless they amended the master plan and underwent a significant 
environmental analysis, which would require a new EIS - a process that would be very costly and 
time-consuming. 
 
Mr. Ferry emphasized that time was critical for Homewood, recalling his many years of skiing 
there and describing the situation as a gradual decline, with the "light going out." Mr. Ferry 
highlighted that time was of the essence and expressed support for the plan to help the resort 
move forward, including the goal of getting the gondola operational for the next summer. He 
reiterated that everyone at the meeting shared the desire to see the resort open next year, and 
he acknowledged that it was APC’s responsibility to help facilitate that outcome. 
 
Mr. Ferry stated that he was comfortable with the motions, especially with the fire clarification 
that Mr. Nielsen mentioned. He supported the two points Mr. Drew brought up: pricing and 
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ensuring equal access between the public and members (though he wasn't sure if "member" 
was the correct term), as well as the need for definitions of key phrases in the operating plan. 
Additionally, he emphasized the need for clarity regarding the sentence about unforeseen 
issues, which he had mentioned earlier. 
 
Mr. Ferry expressed that he would be good with making a motion that includes these items 
being clarified between the resort, and TRPA staff. He also encouraged that Keeping Homewood 
Public (KHP) are included during the discussions, although he acknowledged he could not 
mandate that. 
 
Ms. Jacobson expressed her appreciation for the constructive comments made by everyone, 
acknowledging the value of the input from both sides. She mentioned the concerns regarding 
the current job loss due to the closure and appreciated the potential for revitalization that the 
project could bring to the West Shore. However, she also valued the concerns about 
privatization, as mentioned by Mr. Drake. 
 
She addressed two main issues on behalf Placer County, which were public access and 
architectural character. Ms. Jacobson felt that the amendments looked good in terms of the 
architectural character, especially with the simulations returning to an "Old Tahoe" look and 
feel. 
 
On the public access issue, she agreed with Mr. Drake that the parties were very close to 
aligning on the goal of ensuring public access. She noted that the applicant had also expressed 
support for public access. Ms. Jacobson mentioned her meeting with the Keep Homewood 
Public group and her review of their proposed changes to the community access plan and the 
master plan operations plan. While she did not agree with all of their proposed changes, 
especially in terms of government involvement in business practices like pricing, she felt that 
some refinements and clarifications were possible. 
 
Ms. Jacobson emphasized that more definition and clarity were important and aligned with the 
other commissioners' views. She suggested that the parties involved should sit down with TRPA 
staff to review the changes and determine which ones were appropriate to include. 
 
Ms. Jacobson also shared her thoughts on the definition of "locals," expressing that she did not 
agree with limiting locals to just the West Shore. She felt that the definition should be broader 
and include areas such as Kings Beach and Truckee, as many residents from those areas also ski 
at Homewood. 
 
Regarding the concept of "in perpetuity" or "forever," she suggested using the term "life of the 
project," as commonly used in Placer County, which would last as long as the project is in 
operation, unless someone else proposes a different plan that would go through a public 
process. 
 
Finally, Ms. Jacobson expressed trust that the staff could handle the refinement of the language, 
the clarifications, and the definitions, without requiring another APC meeting, and that it could 
be brought forward to the Governing Board. 
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Ms. Chandler expressed a perspective similar to Ms. Jacobson’s, suggesting that TRPA staff listen 
to the recording of the comments made by those who spoke, as they raised several important 
points she hadn't initially considered. She mentioned specific questions, such as the difference 
between a "resident" and a "full-time resident," the meaning of a "restricted pass," the 
definition of being "exclusively limited," and the definition of the "West Shore." Ms. Chandler 
was confident that TRPA staff, in collaboration with the developers and participants from the 
meeting, could work out these issues. She further suggested that once an agreement is reached, 
it could be sent to all APC Commissioners for review before being forwarded to the Governing 
Board for further action. 
 
Mr. Alling expressed appreciation for the discussion, noting that he trusted Mr. Nielsen had 
been attentive to all the points raised. He emphasized the importance of ensuring that the 
clarifications discussed, particularly those mentioned by Mr. Drew, would be enforceable and 
monitored once agreements were made. He expressed confidence in the staff's ability to move 
the matter forward and get it to the Governing Board by January. Additionally, he agreed with 
Ms. Chandler’s suggestion for the APC Commissioners to review the agreement, whether 
through the staff report or another means, before it is finalized and forwarded to the Governing 
Board. 
 
Fire Chief, Mr. Chad Stephen, representing the Lake Tahoe Basin Fire Chiefs, stated that most of 
the fire-related concerns had been addressed by Mr. Nielsen, but he wanted to elaborate 
further. As a fire district representative, he emphasized the need for assurances to ensure the 
ability to provide adequate fire service delivery for a project of this scale. He supported 
strengthening the language in the master plan to create clear assurances related to a 
development agreement and an evacuation life and safety report. He agreed with Mr. Drew's 
suggestion to integrate these assurances into the motions, which could prevent the issue from 
resurfacing and allow progress to move forward with confidence. 
 
Mr. Teshara emphasized the importance of the fire-related assurances discussed by Chief 
Steven. He suggested that the "fire piece" should involve a commitment from the developer to 
sign a development agreement with North Tahoe Fire. Acknowledging that negotiations had not 
been smooth, he stressed the critical nature of the evacuation life safety report. Mr. Teshara 
pointed out that the development would require a permit from North Tahoe Fire to proceed 
with the gondola, and the fire department's board had made it clear that a signed development 
agreement was necessary to move forward. He called for the issue to be addressed with 
specificity. 
 
Mr. Nielsen thanked Mr. Teshara and clarified his understanding of the motion - if the motion 
were successful, it would include contingencies outlined in the discussion, and there could be a 
gondola permit recommendation presented to the Governing Board in January. However, he 
didn't expect a signed development agreement by that time. He suggested a condition that the 
development agreement must be signed before construction begins. Mr. Teshara agreed that 
was his point. 
 
Mr. Ferry added that Mr. Nielsen mentioned the fire-related language in the master plan, noting 
that it wasn't as clear as it could be. Mr. Nielsen offered a brief suggestion to improve the 
language in the master plan, specifically referring to a section on page 30 titled "Master Plan 
Implementation Phasing." He suggested adding a sentence to that section to require that all 
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master plan improvement projects must first be approved by the North Tahoe Fire Protection 
District before submitting applications to TRPA. He added that after the Angora Fire, TRPA has 
leaned on applicants to secure fire department approval before submitting their applications. 
While this would not apply to the gondola since it's already in the application stage, it would be 
critical for future phases of the project. This suggestion would help ensure fire safety standards 
are met in advance of project submissions. Mr. Ferry agreed that would be good practice.  
 
Mr. St. Michel, TRPA General Counsel, expressed concern about adding language that would 
require fire district approval in the master plan. He stated that the fire district already has the 
authority to approve building permits, and suggested that TRPA should not intervene in this 
process, as it's a matter between the developer and the fire district. He emphasized that 
requiring this approval could put TRPA in the middle of a situation that should be between two 
other parties. However, he acknowledged that TRPA often issues permits with conditions, and 
since projects in the Tahoe region involve multiple agencies, it's important to ensure all 
necessary approvals are in place. He raised the question of whether additional backstops are 
needed or if the current process already provides sufficient assurance. 
 
Mr. Nielsen clarified that the intent of the language was not to approve the Master Plan itself 
but to make it explicit that fire department approval would be required before issuing 
development permits for projects stemming from a master plan. He explained that it is already a 
requirement for development applications to have fire department approval before moving 
forward, and he suggested making this requirement more explicit in the master plan for future 
clarity. Mr. St. Michel responded that if the language merely reflects existing practices and laws, 
it should be fine. 
 
Mr. Drew expressed concern about the fine line between planning decisions and project 
approval decisions. He emphasized that while the fire issue is important, it should not be 
considered part of the regional or master plan at this stage. Instead, he believes the fire issue 
should be addressed during the next step, which would involve project approval rather than 
planning. 
 
Mr. Young agreed on the fire department issue, expressing concern about TRPA being involved 
in the development agreement with the fire department. He emphasized that while the 
agreement is important, it should be negotiated between the developer and the fire 
department, with TRPA not needing to intervene. He also raised concerns about defining terms 
such as "local" and "private" in the master plan. 
 
He noted that definitions could be helpful, but only if they are directly useful for planning 
decisions. He specifically suggested that defining "private" would help determine the maximum 
number of visitors allowed on any given day for private access. He warned against getting 
bogged down in defining terms that wouldn't have practical applications, like defining "local" if it 
wouldn't be used to set quotas or restrictions. Ultimately, he proposed keeping the definitions 
simple and relevant to the purpose at hand. 
 
Mr. Porter said he really appreciated Mr. Young's comments and recognized that the group has 
struggled with the same issues. He explained that in their community access plan, everyone is 
considered public, meaning anyone can purchase products. However, they’ve made a distinction 
in their discount plan to go above and beyond by offering special discounts for local residents. 
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Mr. Porter emphasized that the true local season pass, as he mentioned, is clearly defined in 
their plan because they feel it's important to reaffirm their commitment to the community.  
 
While larger businesses like Palisades and North Star might sell many more tickets, they’ve 
committed to keeping their prices constant and affordable for locals who have supported them. 
 
Mr. Porter strongly urged the group to separate two documents in their review: the general 
community access plan and the discount plan. He pointed out that they are meant to live 
independently but also in concert with each other. He recommended that the group review the 
language in the discount section to see if it aligns with their goals, as they strongly believe it 
does. When asked about the two documents (Mr. Ferry), Mr. Porter confirmed he was referring 
to the Homewood Community Access Plan and clarified that it has two parts: one dealing with 
the products available for everyone and the other with the discount structure. He assured the 
group that the discount section is concise and easy to review. 
 
Mr. St. Michel expressed his appreciation for Mr. Young's comments and then addressed the 
original request about sideboards. He acknowledged that it's a challenging issue, likening it to an 
art rather than a precise science. He pointed out that applying the legal standard is difficult, 
especially when it comes to determining the essential nexus to a legitimate governmental 
purpose. He further explained that the conditions must show rough proportionality to that 
purpose, and complicating the matter are concepts like the meaning of "public" and "public 
access." 
 
Mr. St. Michel then built on what Mr. Porter had previously added, highlighting the complexity 
of issues such as affordability, price controls, and filling the mountain’s capacity. These are all 
distinct ideas that contribute to the broader discussion. He clarified that the core idea driving 
the community access plan, as reflected in the proposal, is central to the debate. 
 
The central idea here, Mr. St. Michel continued, is about ensuring equal opportunity to 
purchase. This concept forms the core of Homewood's commitment. While it doesn’t necessarily 
mean that everything will be affordable to everyone, the focus is on providing an equal 
opportunity for purchasing. The staff’s position on this recommendation is that equal 
opportunity aligns with meeting the recreational threshold of protection. 
 
He went on to explain that for full-price product offerings, the intent is that everyone has the 
ability to purchase them. The local discount plans, on the other hand, provide more specific 
definitions for certain groups. Mr. St. Michel acknowledged Mr. Young's comments regarding 
definitions, noting that defining terms without clear application can be challenging. He referred 
to a public comment requesting specific definitions for each group and the benefits they receive, 
but explained that this is not an easy task. 
 
Looking at the current community access plan, Mr. St. Michel pointed out that while everyone 
gets an equal opportunity to purchase, certain groups such as West Shore residents, teachers, 
and first responders have access to price-controlled discount programs. 
 
Mr. Ferry asked whether "equal opportunity to purchase" is the key phrase being used, and if 
it's clearly stated in the access plan. He wasn’t sure if the term itself appeared in the document. 
He wondered if it might be helpful to include it explicitly, as some public comments indicated 
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that the current language might seem ambiguous to some people. He raised the question of 
whether the phrasing "equal opportunity to purchase" would provide more clarity. 
 
In response, Mr. Porter acknowledged the possible need for refinement and stated that while 
the term "equal opportunity to purchase" wasn’t explicitly used, the concept was embedded in 
the text. He pointed out that the access plan includes the idea that purchasing full-price ski 
products isn’t exclusively limited to certain groups, such as HOA members or property owners 
with Homewood residential products. The important part of the language, he emphasized, was 
to make clear that the opportunity to purchase is not confined to any specific type of person. 
 
Mr. Ferry suggested simplifying the language by saying something like "not exclusively limited to 
anyone," making it clear that the opportunity to purchase is open to everyone. 
 
Ms. Carr expressed concern that the opportunity to purchase full-price ski products might end 
up becoming exclusive, depending on what is considered "full price." She highlighted that if full-
price products are priced too high, they could be inaccessible to locals, especially those who are 
not part of the discount program. She pointed out that people from outside the area, such as 
those from Idaho or Minden, might find the full-price product to be out of reach. 
 
Ms. Carr also shared her broader concern about exclusivity in Tahoe, citing issues like high 
parking fees, which can make the Tahoe area feel elitist. She reiterated that the goal should be 
to avoid creating barriers that would make purchasing full-price ski products exclusive and 
inaccessible to locals or others in the community. 
 
Mr. Porter responded by acknowledging Ms. Carr's concern and clarifying that passes are 
already priced according to regional pricing, often slightly below the competition. However, he 
pointed out that this approach is not currently applied to lift tickets. He suggested that the 
pricing for lift tickets should also reflect a regional, commensurate pricing model. 
 
He further commented on the challenges the company faces, emphasizing that they cannot 
compete with larger resorts that have higher volumes of skiers. He expressed concerns about 
the feasibility of imposing price controls, stating that if they were required to restrict sales or 
control pricing, it could jeopardize the survival of their business. He also referenced earlier 
comments, stressing the importance of having the opportunity to sell all products without 
restrictions. 
 
Mr. Porter continued by reiterating that their business operates in a different market than the 
larger ski resorts. He characterized skiing as a luxury commodity, noting that not everyone can 
afford to ski at every resort. As a privately owned business, Homewood wants to retain control 
over pricing. He emphasized that if their pricing isn’t set properly, no one would ski at their 
resort, which would lead to failure. However, if they were forced to offer deep discounts to 
compete with larger, high-volume resorts, he warned that this would also result in failure. 
 
He requested the ability to run their business with pricing that reflects their market and 
affirmed that they would continue refining the language in their access plan to improve 
opportunities and create effective incentive programs for key local groups, such as teachers, 
military personnel, and others included in the discount program. 
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Ms. Carr acknowledged that she was struggling with making the required findings that are tied 
to the policy statement, particularly the finding that recreation must be available to the general 
public. She questioned what "general public" actually meant, wondering if it referred to the 
hyperlocal community or if it was meant in a broader sense. She pointed out that the term 
"general public" is vague and open to interpretation. Mr. Porter acknowledged that after 
hearing the perspectives of others he understood their point of view. He said that the passes are 
primarily for locals and frequent visitors, who are generally the people that the ski resort 
experience matters most to. 
 
Mr. Porter returned to a point that Mr. Drew raised, specifically the suggestion to define the 
percentage of passes/lift tickets available to the general public versus those reserved for private 
property owners or members of homeowner associations (HOAs). He noted that this distinction 
was not well defined and inquired whether it would be reasonable to address and clarify this 
point before presenting it to the Governing Board. 
 
Mr. Chip Wilkins, legal counsel for Homewood Resort, explained that over the past few years, he 
had worked closely with the team to develop the language that allows anyone to purchase ski 
packages. He clarified that this means the packages are available on a first-come, first-serve 
basis. Whether a person is a homeowner or not does not give anyone priority access to these 
packages. He emphasized that, while there may be caps at some point, the key idea is that 
anyone can buy the packages as long as they are available. There is no exclusive limitation on 
homeowners, nor are visitors excluded. This approach does not involve any specific percentage 
allocations, as implementing such a system on a daily basis would be nearly impossible. 
 
Mr. Wilkins further explained that his client needs the flexibility to operate without being 
restricted in how they sell their products. For instance, they cannot be in a situation where, after 
selling a certain percentage to visitors, they are unable to sell to additional visitors until a quota 
for local homeowners is met. This type of restrictive policy would simply not work for the resort. 
He reiterated that, after considering various suggestions over the years, the key point they are 
aiming for is broad access to everyone. He mentioned that the allocation of recreation in the 
basin must be fair and that Homewood has made a commitment to keep its offerings available 
to the general public. This public includes everyone, even though skiing is recognized as a luxury 
product. 
 
Mr. Wilkins acknowledged that there may be times when an individual or family may not be able 
to afford skiing at Homewood due to price fluctuations, such as during busy holiday periods. 
However, he stressed that this should not result in exclusion based on pricing. Prices are 
expected to be dynamic, and there may be times when some people can afford to ski but others 
cannot due to the nature of the business. He also expressed concern about the possibility of 
imposing price controls, asserting that TRPA does not have the ability to impose such controls 
and would advise against them. He emphasized that for the resort to succeed, flexibility in 
pricing is essential, as they cannot operate under restrictive pricing policies. 
 
Mr. Teshara pointed out that the focus of the discussion around the North Tahoe Fire Protection 
District had primarily been on building permits and permits for the gondola. However, he 
wanted to highlight a point from the staff report prepared by TRPA for the meeting. He read a 
sentence from the report: "Homewood and the North Tahoe Fire Protection District will execute 
a development agreement to offset impacts under the amended master plan." He emphasized 
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that this issue is not just about permits but also involves the broader scope of the master plan 
itself. 
 
Mr. Nielsen clarified that the development agreement referenced in the report was part of 
ongoing conversations between the district and Homewood. He noted that it was not a 
requirement from TRPA nor something they specifically sought, but rather a separate 
agreement between the two parties. 
 
Mr. Wilkins added that he had been involved in litigation regarding the life safety plan and other 
matters related to the North Tahoe Fire Protection District. He said that Homewood had been in 
discussions with the fire district for several years about a development agreement (DA), but 
they had not yet reached an agreement. While it had long been anticipated that a DA would be 
made, he emphasized that there was no requirement for such an agreement in the original 
master plan or in any of the settlement agreements from previous legal matters. 
 
He pointed out that while Homewood hoped to enter into a DA with the fire district, it was not 
mandatory. He also noted that Homewood was required to obtain a "will serve" letter and go 
through several steps in the process where the fire district must approve designs. He assured 
the board that Homewood could not proceed with construction without the fire district's 
approval. 
 
However, he cautioned against imposing a development agreement as part of the master plan, 
arguing that it would give the fire district unreasonable leverage over Homewood. He said that 
unlike mitigation fees, which have set parameters, a development agreement could impose 
demands with no limitations. These agreements are negotiated and could include any number 
of requirements, potentially placing significant burdens on Homewood. Mr. Wilkins stressed 
that this was a matter between Homewood and the North Tahoe Fire Protection District, and 
not something TRPA should be involved in. 
 
Mr. Ferry thanked Mr. Wilkins for clearly articulating his position on the matter. He 
acknowledged the importance of good faith negotiations between Homewood and the North 
Tahoe Fire Protection District, but emphasized that this issue was not the focus of their current 
discussion. He assured everyone that, regardless of the outcome of those negotiations, the fire 
department would need to sign off on any construction before it could proceed.  
 
Ms. Carr raised a clarifying question for TRPA staff regarding how the process would function in 
practice. She referenced the checklist and sign-off process and inquired specifically about the 
master plan amendments outlined in Attachment J, which includes the implementation 
schedule. The schedule indicated that Homewood plans to seek development for Lot 4 and Lot 
5, which would involve residential units, a day skier parking garage, and workforce housing by 
2028. However, the Fire Station 53 investment was not planned until 2029, with its completion 
set for 2030. 
 
Ms. Carr wanted to ensure that when Homewood seeks approval from the fire district in 2028 
for development, there would not be a situation where the fire district might ask, "Where’s the 
work on Station 53?" She expressed concern that no one should be able to point back to the 
master plan and claim that the master plan's timeline or provisions take precedence over the 
checklist of requirements that must be met at that time. 
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Mr. Nielsen responded by emphasizing that development cannot proceed without fire 
department approval. He clarified that the fire department would need to sign off on the earlier 
phases of development. If the process for funding, permitting, or developing Station 53 was not 
proceeding to the fire department's satisfaction, they could withhold approvals. This would 
apply if the fire district did not believe Station 53 would be improved to the necessary level that 
year. 
 
Ms. Carr questioned if the fire department's sign-off could be conditioned upon certain 
requirements, such as investments in Station 53, or whatever other conditions might arise in the 
future. However, if the master plan stipulates that investments in Station 53 aren't required 
until 2029, this would not override or "trump" the ability of the fire district to issue permits. The 
process remains flexible and subject to the fire department's assessments, but the timeline for 
investments remains as outlined in the master plan. 
 
Mr. Nielsen responded that he did not believe the outlined timelines in the master plan would 
create conflicts regarding fire department approvals but noted he would check with Mr. 
Armstrong to confirm his level of comfort with the situation. He added that the intent of the 
timelines, as presented in the slides and discussed for incorporation into the master plan, is to 
provide clarity and reassurance to all parties involved, including the community, about the 
progression of the project. 
 
Mr. Porter emphasized that the purpose of the timelines is to illustrate the construction process 
and the expected duration of development. These projects are inherently complex and subject 
to change, so the intent was not to impose rigid "if-then" conditions but rather to ensure there 
is a clear understanding of the project's phases and overall scope. He expressed willingness to 
confirm this intent on the record if needed. 
 
Mr. Porter explained that the timelines included in the master plan represent their best 
estimation of when certain services, such as fire protection, might be required as the resort 
grows. He acknowledged that as more "heads in beds" are created through the development, 
the demand for services will naturally increase, requiring thoughtful planning to ensure those 
needs are met. 
 
He elaborated that the process is sequential by nature, with services being scaled up as the 
resort's development progresses. He emphasized that the intent is to work closely and 
collaboratively with the fire district to align on when those services are required—not just based 
on projections or requests but also on the actual demands generated by the scale and pace of 
development over time. 
 
Fire Chief, Mr. Armstrong expressed concern about the ongoing discussions with the developers, 
stating that despite years of conversations and commitments voiced by the developers, there is 
still a significant gap in agreement. He acknowledged the developers’ assurances of 
commitment, but noted a lack of action in moving forward with concrete measures. 
 
Mr. Armstrong's primary worry centers on the phased nature of the development, which could 
lead to challenges for the fire district in adequately protecting the expanded infrastructure and 
population on the west shore. He pointed out the risk of a scenario, where development 
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proceeds in phases with promises of future investments, but circumstances, such as a change in 
ownership, could leave the fire district burdened with protecting large infrastructure without 
the necessary resources or assurances. 
 
Mr. Armstrong emphasized the need for clear commitments and adherence to agreements, 
whether through the Emergency Life Safety (ELS) document, letters of intent, or memorandums 
of understanding. Mr. Armstrong stressed the importance of avoiding situations where the fire 
district is left unprepared to protect the community and its constituents due to unmet promises 
or shifting plans. While he expressed appreciation for the conversations and progress thus far, 
Mr. Armstrong made it clear that the fire district and developers are not yet aligned and that 
reaching a agreement is essential to move forward in a way that ensures safety and resources 
for the community. 
 
Mr. Ferry emphasized the importance of promoting clarity regarding fire safety within the 
Master Plan. He suggested that while ensuring such clarity is vital, the responsibility for 
addressing specific concerns will likely fall to the TRPA during the project review and approval 
phases. He agreed with prior comments about using the project permit issuance process as an 
opportunity to enforce conditions. This could include securing agreements and commitments 
from the developer to the fire district before advancing to subsequent phases of development. 
 
Mr. Ferry acknowledged the extensive discussion on fire safety but suggested leaving the issue 
at this point, focusing on addressing these matters during the permit issuance process when 
enforceable agreements can be formalized. 
 
Mr. Young expressed uncertainty about where they stood on the matter of community access, 
pointing out that opinions seemed divided, particularly regarding equal opportunity and access 
concerns. He suggested there might be a way to craft a motion that addresses some of the 
concerns raised without being overly open-ended. Specifically, he highlighted the community's 
concern about being priced out, which is intrinsically tied to the idea of equal access. 
 
Mr. Young acknowledged the importance of this issue and expressed sensitivity to it. However, 
he also said that there was no clear or established framework for addressing or regulating the 
problem, particularly regarding pricing and access. He observed that this challenge isn't unique 
to this project or region but is a broader issue affecting major urban areas across the country. 
 
Mr. Young pointed out that living in Lake Tahoe theoretically provides access to a wide array of 
activities—provided one has the financial means. He noted a growing worry that fewer people 
are able to enjoy the full range of opportunities available in the region due to rising costs. Mr. 
Young offered the example of attending a theater show at Sand Harbor, a public state facility, 
which can cost nearly $100 per person. He highlighted that the majority of people cannot afford 
the ticket price, let alone the additional costs of traveling to the lake. This limitation, he said, 
represents a real issue, particularly because such facilities are public and should ideally be 
accessible to a broader segment of the community. 
 
However, Mr. Young emphasized that they are not in a position to require Sand Harbor—or any 
entity—to set limits on ticket prices, even if he personally wished they would. He recognized the 
legitimacy of the issue but stated that addressing it would require a consistent, basin-wide 
approach rather than focusing on a single property owner. He suggested that TRPA could, in the 
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future, consider whether being "priced out" of recreational activities impacts the agency’s 
recreational thresholds. However, he concluded that they are not currently prepared to take on 
the issue at this time. 
 
While he acknowledged the reality of pricing as a barrier to access, Mr. Young stated that he 
was not prepared to address it as a form of access at this time, admitting uncertainty about how 
to handle such a complex issue. He noted that the proposed solution - a discount structure for 
local residents as part of the community access plan - seems to be the only available approach 
for now. He emphasized the importance of including a clear discounting structure as a 
component of the plan, even though it might require locals to adjust to such a system. While 
recognizing that pricing is a genuine issue, Mr. Young concluded that this moment is not the 
appropriate time to begin making rules or policies to address it comprehensively. 
 
Mr. Drake sought clarification regarding the monitoring and reporting feedback loop for public 
access. He acknowledged that while Mr. Wilkins and Mr. St. Michel had explained the issue well, 
noting that some aspects of the process are more of an art than a science and cannot always be 
precisely measured. Despite the inherent ambiguity, Mr. Young expressed growing comfort with 
this approach. He asked staff what mechanisms would be in place for ongoing evaluation of 
public access, even if such evaluations remain somewhat open-ended. 
 
Mr. Nielsen explained that the TRPA legal team deemed it prudent to incorporate monitoring 
and enforcement language directly into the public access plan. He noted that this is in addition 
to the mitigation and monitoring plan included in the overall Master Plan. The public access plan 
now contains explicit provisions to ensure compliance. 
 
For instance, Mr. Nielsen highlighted that the monitoring language requires Homewood 
Mountain Resort to submit an annual report to TRPA by September 30th each year. This report 
must demonstrate that snow skiing products and packages for the prior year were offered for 
sale in alignment with the plan's terms. 
 
He elaborated on the enforcement provisions, stating that failure to operate in accordance with 
these terms constitutes a violation. The TRPA Governing Board have the authority to impose 
fines, and Homewood Mountain Resort cannot open until violations are resolved. While some 
stakeholders suggested that such measures might penalize locals by restricting access to the 
resort, Mr. Nielsen emphasized that TRPA views these actions as precise, measurable 
enforcement mechanisms designed to ensure rapid resolution of any violations. 
 
Mr. St. Michel added that in addition to annual reporting, TRPA has a formal complaint process. 
Anyone who believes that Homewood is not honoring its commitments can file a complaint. 
TRPA will investigate these complaints to ensure the requirements are being upheld. He 
underscored TRPA’s commitment to closely monitoring compliance and swiftly addressing any 
issues. 
 
Mr. St. Michel emphasized the importance of creating a clear and transparent record through 
the public process. Addressing concerns about potential loopholes, he stated for the record that 
the spirit and intent of the measures being discussed are to safeguard public access. He 
acknowledged earlier remarks, including those by Mr. Young, about the importance of 
preserving the spirit and intent of the public access provisions. 
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He proposed adding language to the record to clarify that the intent of these measures is 
explicitly to protect public access. Mr. St. Michel reiterated that if any changes occur in the 
future, it will be the responsibility of TRPA legal staff to address them. This would include 
bringing enforcement action, requiring Homewood to submit new proposals, and allowing TRPA 
to analyze the impacts of those changes on recreational thresholds. 
 
He expressed hope that Homewood would adhere to the processes outlined in the community 
access plan, which mandates TRPA approval for any changes. However, he made it clear that if 
Homewood does not honor its commitments, TRPA would take enforcement action to ensure 
compliance with the plan and protect public access. 
 
Suggesting it was time to make a motion, highlighting the earlier coalescence around Mr. Drew’s 
comments, particularly two points. The first related to commensurate pricing for ski passes in 
line with other resorts in the Tahoe Basin. He acknowledged that Mr. Porter had expressed 
openness to this idea. Mr. Porter confirmed that language addressing commensurate pricing for 
certain discounted ski products, including locals' discounts, had already been included. He 
stated that these discounts would ensure that such packages remain equal to or lower in price 
than comparable offerings at competing resorts. He felt this existing language was sufficient for 
the pass structure. 
 
For clarification, Mr. Nielsen noted that this provision does not apply to full-season, no-blackout 
passes. Mr. Ferry acknowledged his point and added that no such suggestion was being made.  
Mr. Ferry also revisited the concept of balancing access between locals and visitors in equal 
numbers. However, he noted that after further discussion, the complexities of implementing 
such a strategy suggested it might not be a practical approach moving forward.  
 
Mr. Drew addressed a point of confusion from the discussion, emphasizing that clarity was 
needed. He referred to Mr. Porter’s earlier statement about the "public" being defined as 
anyone, which seemed to contrast with concerns raised by many commenters. Mr. Drew 
explained that the feedback he had received framed the "private" group as members of the 
HOA, their guests, and customers of the on-site lodging. Mr. Drew acknowledged that Ryan's 
perspective classified these same groups as part of the public. For instance, if 2,000 tickets were 
sold on a given day, Homewood’s interpretation was that the public—encompassing HOA 
members, their guests, and lodging customers—would all be included in that allocation. 
 
To address the discrepancy and simplify the issue, Mr. Drew proposed an amendment to the 
community access plan. He suggested explicitly stating that the term "public" includes HOA 
members, lodging customers, and their guests. This clarification would align with Mr. Porter’s 
description, making it clear that there is a single pool of tickets available to anyone, sold on a 
first-come, first-served basis. 
 
He noted that this understanding differed from how the issue had been framed in prior 
discussions, where a distinction had been drawn between a "public" group and a "private" 
group comprising HOA members, guests, and lodging customers. If the intention was to 
eliminate this distinction, Mr. Drew urged the need for explicit clarification in the plan to avoid 
further misunderstanding. 
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Mr. Porter confirmed that the intention behind the language in the plan was to include 
everyone under the term "anyone," which encompasses all the groups mentioned by Mr. Drew. 
He reaffirmed that the plan was designed to be inclusive, meaning that any individual who is 
willing and able to purchase ski products would be able to do so, regardless of whether they are 
members of the HOA, guests, or lodging customers. 
 
Regarding Mr. Drew's suggestion for clearer language, Mr. Porter said that  the language, as 
currently proposed, is inclusive and they intend to keep it at that. Mr. Drew repeated his 
proposed amendment to the first paragraph, after the word "anyone," to explicitly include the 
groups mentioned by Mr. Drew—HOA members, their guests, and customers of the lodging. Mr. 
Porter said that while he did not believe there was a significant issue with the current wording, 
he acknowledged the need for precision in the language to avoid confusion and align with the 
discussions held so far and said they could add that language.  
 
Mr. Ferry expressed a desire to refine the language and ensure clarity in the community access 
plan, building on the earlier conversation with Mr. Drew about the inclusion of certain groups 
like HOA members, guests, and lodging customers. He proposed adding the language suggested 
by Mr. Drew to the end of the first paragraph of the plan. 
 
In addition to this change, Mr. Ferry acknowledged the discussions around various definitions 
and the skepticism that had arisen regarding their clarity. Rather than introducing a full 
definition section, he suggested giving staff direction to work with the resort to ensure that key 
terms in the community access plan are clearly defined. His goal was to ensure transparency and 
consistency, making sure that the terms used would not be interpreted in multiple ways over 
time.  
 
Mr. Ferry’s suggestion was centered on maintaining the clarity of the public record and 
preventing any future ambiguity. He emphasized the importance of clear language, especially 
when it comes to key terms that would impact how the plan is implemented. Mr. Nielsen stated 
that both staff and the applicant support the proposed approach. 
 
Mr. Alling reiterated that language be included to ensure the plan is enforceable and monitored. 
Mr. Ferry said that is in the access plan and asked if there were any other areas where Mr. Alling 
thought additional language might be necessary. Mr. Alling replied that was sufficient. 
 
Mr. Drake acknowledged that the goal was to make the plan as enforceable as possible while 
allowing staff to determine the most reasonable approach to achieving this. Mr. Alling agreed 
and said he was comfortable leaving the final decision on language to Mr. Nielsen. 
 
 
Motions 
 
Mr. Young make a motion to recommend TRPA Governing Board approval of the required 
findings, including the finding of no significant effect for adoption of the proposed amendments 
to the Homewood Mountain Resort Ski Area Master Plan, as provided an Attachment B, with the 
understanding that staff will include additional language clarifications to the public access plan 
to broaden the meaning of everybody to include HOA members, owners and their guests, and 
customers of the lodge; and staff will define key terms as discussed in the meeting today; and 
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staff will develop a set of enforcement mechanisms as discussed in the meeting today, and 
other edits to the amendments proposed for Governing Board approval based on public 
comments received on the materials presented to, and by the APC. 
 
Mr. Drake seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Mr. Young, Mr. Drew, Chief Stephen, Mr. Teshara, Ms. Carr, Mr. Alling, Mr. Drake, Ms. 
Chandler, Ms. Jacobsen, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Judge, Mr. Hill, Mr. Ferry 
 
Motion Passed. 
 
 
Mr. Young made motion to recommend the TRPA Governing Board adoption of Ordinance 2025-
___, Attachment A, to amend the Homewood Mountain Resort Ski Area Master Plan as provided 
an Exhibit one, with the understanding that staff that staff will include additional language 
clarifications to the public access plan to broaden the meaning of everybody to include HOA 
members, owners and their guests, and customers of the lodge; and staff will define key terms 
as discussed in the meeting today; and staff will develop a set of enforcement mechanisms as 
discussed in the meeting today, and other edits to the amendments proposed for Governing 
Board approval based on public comments received on the materials presented to, and by the 
APC. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock seconded the motion. 
 
Ayes: Mr. Judge, Mr. Hill, Mr. Hitchcock, Mr. Drake, Ms. Chandler, Ms. Jacobsen, Mr. Teshara, 
Ms. Carr, Mr. Alling, Mr. Young, Mr. Drew, Chief Stephen, Mr. Ferry 

 
Motion Passed. 
 
 
 

VI. REPORTS 
  

A. Executive Director 
 

TRPA Chief Operating Officer and Deputy Director, Mr. John Hester began by reviewing the past 
actions of the APC, mentioning that in August, they had recommended the approval of the 
Tourist Core Area Plan (TCAP) and the Tahoe Valley Area Plan (TVAP) from the City of South Lake 
Tahoe, which were now scheduled for review by the Regional Planning Committee and 
Governing Board next week. He noted that Chapter 13 amendments (density) were on hold to 
allow for further discussion, but the TCAP and TVAP would proceed without those amendments. 
Any discussions about additional height could be revisited by the Tahoe Living Working Group or 
other processes in collaboration with the city. 
 
Mr. Hester reminded the group that the APC leads the Tahoe Living Working Group, which leads 
one of the three Governing Board priorities. This priority, called "Conserving Communities," 
focuses on housing and is currently in Phase 3. The group met recently for the first time since 
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2023 to review public engagement results and survey feedback, which will inform future 
decisions. Staff input from this meeting will be presented to the Governing Board in early spring. 
 
Looking ahead, Mr. Hester outlined upcoming APC topics, including amendments from Douglas 
County and Phase 2 housing amendments from Placer County, which would be incorporated 
into area plans as part of the conformance process.  
 
Mr. Teshara asked for confirmation that the TCAP and TVAP would be moved forward without 
the density changes in the Chapter 13 amendments. Mr. Hester confirmed. Mr. Teshara 
commented that he found that the previous Chapter 13 presentation to APC was much better 
than the one to the Regional Plan Committee meeting, where he believes they got off track 
because they didn't understand the context of what was being presented. 
 
Mr. Hester explained that the team is doing their best to move forward with what they can for 
the City of South Lake Tahoe. They have made a commitment to the city manager and staff to 
address the density issue as soon as possible, through whatever is deemed the appropriate 
venue. 
 

       B.    General Counsel 
 

TRPA Associate Counsel, Mr. Graham St. Michel Mr. St Michel provided an update on two legal 
matters of local interest. The first involved a lawsuit filed by the League to Save Lake Tahoe and 
Sierra Watch against Palisades, Placer County, and Alterra, regarding a large development 
project. The petition raised issues about CEQA and environmental review, but TRPA is not 
involved, as the project lies outside the basin. 
 
The second update concerned a motion to reconsider a challenge in the Superior Court of El 
Dorado County regarding the Lahontan pesticide exemption for the Tahoe Keys. The case, 
related to herbicide application and control methods, had earlier been ruled to have been 
issued erroneously. Despite a request for reconsideration, the court upheld its original ruling.  
 
However, TRPA does not foresee this ruling affecting their own permit and monitoring activities, 
which will continue unaffected. Additionally, the ruling's implications on the usability of data 
collected during the herbicide application are still being addressed, but TRPA does not see it as 
invalidating the data for future decisions. 
 
Mr. Teshara expressed concern that the court's ruling might send a discouraging message to 
property owners in the Tahoe Keys. He noted that some property owners might question further 
investments in the area, given the history of the subdivision and the personalities involved. This 
could have broader implications for TRPA's work and the actions of the Tahoe Keys Property 
Owners Association (TKPOA). He also highlighted that courts sometimes appear disconnected 
from the realities of such situations. 
 
Ms. Carr appreciated the mention of TRPA's permit in continuing the monitoring efforts, which 
would carry on regardless of the ruling. She expressed hope that non-chemical methods would 
help make progress in addressing the issues in the Tahoe Keys, and appreciated the ongoing 
monitoring, which would allow for the continued collection of valuable data moving forward. 
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C. APC Member Reports 

   
Mr. Drake shared that he serves on the North Tahoe Community Alliance (NTCA) board and the TOT 
Advisory Committee in North Lake. He mentioned a recent discussion on broader equity issues, which 
focuses not on typical DEI (Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion) topics but rather on how the region’s 
transient occupancy tax (TOT) funds have been invested over the past few decades, particularly in 
trails and transportation infrastructure. He pointed out the disparity in investment, especially in 
disadvantaged areas like Kings Beach, compared to other regions in North Shore. 

 
Mr. Drake emphasized that the goal was not to revisit past decisions but to explore how future TOT 
funds could be allocated more equitably. He noted that well-built class one protected bike trails that 
connect neighborhoods to towns can have significant economic benefits, including reducing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). He suggested that the NTCA board consider setting priorities for fund allocation 
to address these historical inequities. 

 
He also highlighted that similar disadvantaged communities exist in South Shore and mentioned that 
the conversations in that area are more advanced. He stated that discussions are ongoing about 
intentional investments in public infrastructure, and the NTCA is beginning to review past 
investments to plan for the next cycle of TOT funding. He welcomed further conversations on the 
topic, suggesting interested parties reach out to him offline. 
 
Mr. Teshara announced that Mr. Robert Ehrlich was appointed as the new city lay member of the APC 
at the city council meeting the previous night. He noted that many were familiar with Robert and 
expressed his pleasure at seeing his appointment. Mr. Teshara looked forward to welcoming Robert 
once the approval process was completed. 

 
Mr. Drew commented on the thoughtful and constructive conversation that took place during the 
meeting, expressing his appreciation for how the group handled what could have been a much more 
difficult situation. He thanked the APC members and emphasized his gratitude for being part of the 
commission. 
 
Mr. Drew also requested that Mr. Hester and the team convey this sentiment to the Governing 
Board, noting that over time, the relationship between the Governing Board and the APC (Advisory 
Planning Commission) had grown apart. Mr. Drew expressed hope that the Governing Board would 
recognize the value of the APC, consider their recommendations more strongly, and invest further in 
the relationship. 
 
Mr. Hitchcock, speaking on behalf of the City of South Lake Tahoe, extended gratitude to Ms. 
Chandler for her service as the city representative on the Advisory Planning Commission. He then 
welcomed Mr. Robert Ehrlich as her successor, noting that Mr. Ehrlich is a former TRPA employee. 
Mr. Ferry added his thanks to Ms. Chandler. 
 
Ms. Chandler expressed her gratitude for the opportunity to serve on the Advisory Planning 
Commission over the past four years. She remarked that it was time for "younger blood" like Mr. 
Robert Ehrlich to step into her position, adding that she was pleased with his appointment and 
confident he would excel in the role given his extensive knowledge about Tahoe. 
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She also mentioned her intention to stay involved and keep the group informed about the water 
quality of the Tahoe Keys, an issue she holds close to her heart. Finally, Ms. Chandler praised the 
dedication and commitment of her fellow commissioners in safeguarding the Tahoe Basin, calling it 
an honor to have been part of the commission for four years. 
 
Ms. Jacobson shared an update about the completion of the Brown Bear Studios project in Kings 
Beach. The project consists of 14 units of permanent supportive housing and has officially opened, 
now providing homes for individuals in need. She highlighted the project as an excellent example of 
adaptive reuse, as it repurposed a former motel to meet the pressing issue of homelessness in the 
Tahoe region.  
 
Ms. Jacobson also noted the financial effort behind the project, explaining that the county had 
leveraged multiple funding sources, including dollars from the Homekey initiative, to bring the 
development to fruition.  
 
 

       VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

None. 
 
 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Mr. Alling moved to adjourn 
 
 Chair Ferry adjourned the meeting at 4:40 p.m. 
 
 

                                                Respectfully Submitted, 
 

 
 

Tracy Campbell 
Clerk to the Advisory Planning Commission 

 

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

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