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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
TRPA                                    June 11, 2014 
Stateline, NV   9:30 a.m. 
         
  

All items on this agenda are action items unless otherwise noted. 
 

AGENDA 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  
 
II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
III. PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  
 

Any member of the public wishing to address the Advisory Planning 
Commission on any item listed or not listed on the agenda may do so at this 
time.  TRPA encourages public comment on items on the agenda to be 
presented at the time those agenda items are heard.  Individuals or groups 
commenting on items listed on the agenda will be permitted to comment 
either at this time or when the matter is heard, but not both.     

All public comments should be as brief and concise as possible so that all who 
wish to speak may do so; testimony should not be repeated. The Chair shall 
have the discretion to set appropriate time allotments for individual speakers 
(3 minutes for individuals and 5 minutes for group representatives as well as 
for the total time allotted to oral public comment for a specific agenda item).  
No extra time for speakers will be permitted by the ceding of time to others.  
Written comments of any length are always welcome. So that names may be 
accurately recorded in the minutes, persons who wish to comment are 
requested to sign in by Agenda Item on the sheets available at each meeting. 
In the interest of efficient meeting management, the Chair reserves the right 
to limit the duration of each public comment period to a total of 2 hours.  In 
such an instance, names will be selected from the available sign-in sheet.  Any 
individual or organization that is not selected or otherwise unable to present 
public comments during this period is encouraged to submit comments in 
writing to the Advisory Planning Commission.  All such comments will be 
included as part of the public record.    

 NOTE:   THE ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION IS PROHIBITED BY LAW 
FROM TAKING IMMEDIATE ACTION ON, OR DISCUSSING ISSUES RAISED BY 
THE PUBLIC THAT ARE NOT LISTED ON THIS AGENDA. 



 

IV. DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  
 

V. ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 
 
                    A.  Discussion of APC Procedure:  Discussion and  Page 1 

Motions and Seconds  possible determination 
   

       VI.         PUBLIC HEARING 
 

A.  Proposed Amendments to Chapter 50  Recommendation  Page 3 
of the Code of Ordinances for an Update  
to the Residential Allocation Program 

 
       VII. PLANNING MATTERS               
 
                    A.   Notice of Preparation of an Environmental  Informational Only   Page 23 
 Impact Report/Environmental Impact  

Statement for the Proposed Tahoe Valley 
Area Plan 

 
VIII.    REPORTS 

 
   A.   Executive Director 
  1) Spring 2014 Quarterly Report   Informational Only   Page 31 

 
   B.   General Counsel 

 
   C.   APC Members 
 

IX.    PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
X.    ADJOURNMENT  
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
TRPA           May 14, 2014 
Stateline, NV 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM  
 
 Chair Mr. Teshara called the meeting to order at 9:33 a.m. 

 
           Members present: Mr. Buelna, Ms. Curry, Mr. Donohue, Ms. Garcia, Ms. Sertic for  
 Mr. Gaskin, Mr. Jepsen, Ms. Krause, Mr. Larsen, Mr. Lefevre, Ms. Moss, Mr. Plemel,  
 Ms. Merchant, Mr. Riley, Mr. Hitchcock for Ms. Roverud, Mr. Teshara, Mr. Trout 

 
 Members absent: Mr. Drew, Mr. Loftis 

 
II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

 
             Mr. Riley moved approval of the agenda as posted. 
             Motion carried unanimously. 

 
III. PUBLIC INTEREST COMMENTS  

 
 None 
 
IV.        DISPOSITION OF MINUTES  

 
                   Mr. Teshara said he provided Ms. Ambler with his edits. 
                   Mr. Jepson moved approval of the April 9, 2014 minutes as amended. 
                   Motion carried unanimously.   

 
      V.         PLANNING MATTERS        
 
       A.  Draft Tahoe Regional Housing needs program report  
 
      TRPA staff member Ms. McMahon presented the housing report. 
 

      Ms. McMahon said the last regional housing needs assessment report was in 1987 
      which required local jurisdictions to provide their fair share of low income housing,       
      this report is outdated; gaming was strong and projected a population growth that        
      did not occur. The focus of the new report is developing and implementing area      
      plans and removing constraints and barriers in the TRPA code. In order to have       
      sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse gas emissions and implement goals   
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      of the Regional plan, there needs to be more mixed income housing in centers where   
      there is public transportation, commercial and public services. 
 
  Some of the more significant findings for housing stock was that 78 percent are   

  single family homes, 20 percent is multi-family homes, and two percent is mobile  
  and manufactured homes. Fifty five percent of housing stock used for seasonal or  
  recreational use; more than half regional housing is not available to residents and  
  workforce. Forty five percent had housing cost burden greater than 30 percent. 
  Forty percent of housing in the region is low income earning 80 percent or less of the 
  median income and 21 percent are moderate income earning 80 to 120 percent of  
  median income. Sixty one percent would likely benefit from low or moderate  
  income subsidized housing. The unmet housing need for all levels was 9,800 (based  
  on the number of people  spending more than 30 percent on housing) and does not  
  take into account either the number of workforce choosing to live outside of region.  
  A significant finding with regards to environmental impact is approximately 11,880  
  workers are commuting into the region and 9,980 residents are commuting out of  
  region for work. The region has 14 rental housing complexes subsidized for very low  
  to low income households, but none for moderate income. There is one project in  
  Kings Beach that has a waiting list of 150 households. Under the new Regional plan  
  residential allocations are limited to a maximum of 2,600. Residential bonus units  
  are used in conjunction with the transfer of development rights or for affordable  
  housing development. There are 874 are left over from the 1987 Regional plan and  
  600 new allocated in the new plan, but they can only be used in centers.   

      The recommendation is to move forward with utilizing what we have with the new  
 Regional plan and work to help facilitate projects that result in the transfer of 
 development rights and new affordable housing within the region.  
 

      Many issues can be addressed with development of area plans. These area plans can 
 help establish mixed use districts and centers as well as receiving areas to build 
 multi-family housing. Density limitations were increased within centers from 15 to 
 25 dwelling units per acre.  Height limitations were increased in centers and also 
 allow up to 70 percent coverage in centers. Also you can do an alternative 
 comprehensive coverage management system, and BMP area wide water quality 
 treatments. Local jurisdictions can develop their own design guidelines and 
 standards which allows the affordable housing to be compatible with existing 
 neighborhoods. Through memorandum of understanding, TRPA can delegate 
 permitting authority which will help with permit processing times and fees. Local 
 government committee recommended five priority areas to evaluate in the plan. 
 

 1. Promote the conversions and transfers of tourist accommodation units into 
 equivalent residential units.  
 
 2. Facilitate the redevelopment of older mobile homes and look at more multi-family 
 affordable housing.  
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 3. Allow for secondary residences on parcels within one quarter mile or walking 
 distance of centers; currently you can only build a secondary unit on a parcel that 
 one acre or larger.   
 
 4. Amend the definition of affordable housing to allow more moderate or mixed 
 housing and to be consistent with Housing Urban Development.   
 
 5. Review Code amendments to remove barriers to affordable housing development 
 and implement the priorities identified in the report.  

 
      The next steps are to present the draft report to the Governing Board in May and 
 then finalize the report with Advisory Planning Commission, Governing Board and 
 public recommendations. Staff recommends starting with priority one and three. 
 The working group would be one representative from each local jurisdiction, a 
 representative from the League to Save Lake Tahoe, and an affordable housing 
 developer.   

 
      Commission Comments & Questions    
 
      Mr. Riley asked for additional detail on fair share and what the median income is.  
 
      Ms. McMahon said fair share was a concept developed in the 1997 report that gave 
      the number of affordable or low income housing that each jurisdiction needed to 
 provide to meet their affordable housing needs.  In the Regional plan update, the 
 local jurisdiction representatives were involved.   She suggested that all parties to 
 work together to develop area plans and take into consideration issues with the 
 housing; sufficient zoning, and modify Code provisions as necessary.   
 
 Aaron Nousaine, BAE Urban Economics said the 2010 median income for the region 
 is $51,600, an increase from 2000 which was $46,500.  However, when we adjusted 
 the 2000 median income for inflation, it equated to a decrease of 16 percent or 
 $10,000.  
 
 Ms. Krause said Washoe County has viewed affordable housing as someone having a 
 home so they can earn money on it and build up their own self-worth.  However, 
 sometimes TRPA requires us to do a deed restriction, so a profit cannot be earned. 
 She asked who is going to monitor the homeowner; they have had problems in past 
 tracking sales of properties.  She asked if they are deed restricted are they going to 
 be deed restricted into perpetuity; which also leads back to the monitoring.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said he supports streamlining the affordable housing and the allowance 
 of the bonus units for the affordability projects.  They are concerned about the 
 strategy to convert poorly maintaining TAUs. North Shore does not have the same 
 supply as South Shore and currently has a demand for the TAUs. They want to 
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 ensure that there is an allowance or tools so they can be effective. Placer County 
 recommended that the limitations for one quarter mile within town centers be 
 reviewed.   
 
 Aaron Nousaine, BAE Urban Economics said the report acknowledged that there is a 
 difference between distribution between the North and South Shore and TRPA’s 
 policies may need to crafted to reflect that.    
 
 Ms. Merchant said it seems like we will not get anywhere near the quarter mile 
 designation. She asked what that would mean to each jurisdiction. A quarter mile 
 would not work in all jurisdictions. She suggested that it be expanded beyond a 
 quarter mile from transit, because some communities are walkable or bikeable to 
 services, while others are not. They will be fortunate enough into transfer into actual 
 lodging product, let alone to transfer a TAU into affordable housing; the economics 
 just aren’t there. She recommended not taking TAU conversion off the books but 
 should look at other things that would work in all jurisdictions. She asked if the study 
 referenced on page 15 was an economic study and would like to have a copy of it.  
  
 Aaron Nousaine, BAE Urban Economics said it is a separate study conducted by 
 founding principle, Janet Smith-Heimer.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if that was another product funded by SGC funds.   
 
 Mr. Hester said we had a SGC funded project by AECOM and another study by BAE 
 which was about the efficacy of the proposed bonus unit policies. It is an appendix 
 to one of the documents on the Sustainable Communities program website.    
 
 Ms. Merchant said on page 84 there is a reference to data from the North Lake 
 Tahoe Resort Association regarding hotel lodging use. That region that the 
 association covers and they collect through Placer County transient occupancy taxes 
 money that they are contracted with Placer to expend on specified services is all of 
 eastern Placer County. She asked if there was already a stakeholders committee set 
 up.   
 
 Ms. McMahon said there was a technical working group that met last year that 
 provided some of these recommendations.  
 
 Mr. Hitchcock asked in terms of conversion have you looked at once TAUs are 
 converted to residential units use that it is limited to multi-family uses; allowing 
 those units to be converted to condos and able to subdivide; the City’s is interested 
 in a wide range of housing types.  
 
 Ms. McMahon agrees that something TRPA should be looking at. Under the 
 conversion provisions, converting a TAU and a SEZ you could convert it to a market 



5 
 

 rate housing unit. It makes sense to put in centers and provide housing options for 
 market rate or above moderate income. We want low, moderate and above to 
 create more sustainable communities. The Code does not foster that currently.  
 
 Mr. Hitchcock asked if there has been any consideration of exempting moderate 
 income housing from the allocation requirements.   
 
 Ms. McMahon said currently you still need a residential allocation to do a moderate 
 income housing unit and we are only releasing 130 allocations a year.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said there are documents that they have provided to TRPA since 2010 
 regarding the second unit.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said the best way to go about it is to come up with different strategies 
 for  each jurisdiction. He suggested that TRPA meets with the jurisdictions to devise 
 these strategies, and then begin the process of Code changes. There are both 
 environmental and quality of life upsides for solving this issue. We are paying a 
 significant price both environmentally and economically with the amount of 
 mismatch.   
 
 Ms. McMahon said they reviewed every housing element that is part of a general 
 plan that has specific recommendations. There are items in the Code that need to be 
 fixed so that local jurisdictions can accommodate for a wide range of housing types. 
 With the area plans this is an opportunity for local jurisdictions to develop their own 
 plan.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked Placer County representatives if they feel more work needs to be 
 done to develop strategies within the county; does the policy framework document 
 that is available to the public have enough recommendations.  
 
 Ms. Merchant agrees that there are different needs in different jurisdictions. 
 Meeting with jurisdiction separately and then reconvening with a host of ideas to 
 see how they fit together and how they fit together for final recommendations 
 would be the best idea.   
 
 Mr. Hester said when a local government does an area plan and goes through the 
 TRPA process; it is adopted as Code and plan for that area. Since each area and 
 jurisdiction is different, it may be one of the best ways to address that. Each county 
 can change the area plans to fit their needs. Fixing things at a regional level does not 
 resolve the local issues. He believes this would be a productive recommendation to 
 the Governing Board.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said the City is not planning to do area plans for the entire jurisdiction 
 and are going to do only targeted areas. Some of the solutions would be to look 
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 outside of area plans, but within the city. They have been processing their element 
 update. Developers have hurdles to overcome to do affordable housing. What 
 makes someone want to come in a do these projects? He asked how do we 
 communicate this as a need, so people create some interest at a local level in solving 
 these issues, Other people need  to be involved besides TRPA and local jurisdictions.  
  
 Ms. Merchant said for each jurisdiction to individually go out and front end this and 
 discuss whether it conforms or not is not the way to solve the problem. Meeting 
 with the local jurisdictions and getting feedback from those who are in need of or 
 using affordable housing would be the way to go.  
 
 Mr. Hester said we should use both tools; make regional changes as well as specific 
 changes for each jurisdiction.   
 
 Ms. Merchant agreed.  
 
 Mr. Teshara said the report identifies what TRPA needs to do to give locals more 
 flexibility. Knowing the capacity that everyone has locally and at TRPA; how do we 
 make sure make these issues are addressed in a logical and effective way. He 
 believes the potential environmental, economical, and  community life upside is so 
 significant; we shouldn’t let it fall to the way side.  
 
 Mr. Hester said one project that got a lot of votes at the Governing Board retreat 
 was to continue the work on the commodities, particularly if we get SGC Sustainable 
 Grant Community round three funding.  
 
 Mr. Teshara said he would like to see the results of this agenda item come back to 
 the commission next month.   
 
 Public Comments & Questions   
 
 Pat Davison, Executive Director of the Contractor’s Association of Truckee Tahoe 
 said she requested that there be exact facts in the report. She said she was prepared 
 to support the staff recommendation for priorities one and three. She said she was 
 aware that there could be local jurisdiction changes needed; she had no issues with 
 the technical working group being set up. She is supportive of additional 
 conversations with local jurisdictions; that is a great improvement. Lastly, policy 
 four; moderate income housing needs to be folded into the definition of affordable 
 housing, especially as it relates to the residential allocation program.  She said they 
 are concerned by the difference between market rate allocations and moderate 
 income housing allocations.    
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 Commission Comments & Questions   
 
 Mr. Teshara said the commission received a letter today from the Friends of the 
 West Shore and Tahoe Area Sierra Club that addresses this item.   
 
 Mr. Hester said they can try to capsulate those comments.   
 
 Mr. Trout said he is concerned about the unintended consequences. He supports the 
 second unit changes that are proposed. In Chapter 21.3.6, Living Area Associated 
 with Residential Accessories Structures, there is a limitation of connection. That 
 provision is only allowed where the lot is ineligible for a second unit. If you were 
 expanding the opportunities for second unit; you may be dis-incentivizing that 
 provision.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said that there was a consensus that we’re not just speaking about 
 affordable; we’re talking about housing for all levels of income in the community.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said it should also include incentives or programs that other 
 jurisdictions are doing in similar regions.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said he would like to see a more individuals from community 
 organizations represented in the technical working group.  
 
 Power Point presentation can be viewed at the following link:  
 
 http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Tahoe-Regional-Housing-Needs-Report-
 May-14-2014.pdf   
 
      B.   Continuation of April’s Residential Allocation workshop  
 
 TRPA staff member Mr. Dobbs said last month the APC agreed to consider several 
 suggestions to update the residential allocation program.  
 
 1. Assigning a portion of the annual allocations available to TRPA’s pool; taking some 
 percentage of the 130 allocations per year and putting them into TRPA’s pool.   
 
 2. Eliminate enhancements from the performance review system and change the 
 maximum number of allocations to the base number of allocations. Jurisdictions 
 would earn base number of allocations for conforming with the total maximum daily 
 load, permit monitoring and compliance criteria.   
 
 3. Provide additional opportunities for jurisdictions to earn allocations from TRPA’s 
 pool for other environmentally beneficial projects, such as bike trails, stream 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Tahoe-Regional-Housing-Needs-Report-May-14-2014.pdf
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Tahoe-Regional-Housing-Needs-Report-May-14-2014.pdf
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 environment zone restoration, and enhanced public transportation, and construction 
 of new residential units and town centers.   
 
 Over the last 12 years, there was an average of 11 allocations being distributed from 
 TRPA’s pool.   
 
 The draft Code amendments are in Attachment A of the staff report. Staff is 
 requesting direction from the APC on the following:  
 
 1. Determine what number of allocations will go directly into TRPA’s pool.  
 
 2. Consider the two environmental linkage categories; TMDL implementation and 
 permit monitoring and compliance and should those should be weighted the same.  
 
 3. Does APC support the proposed incentives and opportunities for the jurisdictions 
 to earn additional allocations from TRPA’s pool?  
 
 Staff received comments from Placer County and the League to Save Lake Tahoe.     
 
 Commission Comments & Questions    
 
 Mr. Larsen said there was discussion at the last meeting about different opportunities 
 to access the pool and whether those opportunities are measurable, reasonable, and 
 actually an incentive to get into the pool; those opportunities have been paired down 
 to two:   
 
 1. Stream Environmental zone restoration is an important component on everyone’s 
 list. How to track SEZ restoration has always been a tricky question, we landed on 
 coverage removal from the SEZ. This is a clear and tangible metric of improving the 
 SEZ; the 10,000 square feet representing a standard residential lot was chosen.   
 
 2. With respect to development in centers; they felt that awarding an additional 
 allocation for every two residential units built in a center. There seems to be a desire 
 for bike paths and other transportation elements. The challenges of tracking and 
 having those items be a meaningful incentive was too large of a leap. In the interest 
 of simplifying and putting something forward that is truly motivational to achieve 
 accomplishments.   
 
 Mr. Hitchcock asked if the SEZ restoration was public and private.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said that their intent was any coverage removed from SEZ would 
 accomplish  that.  
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 Ms. Merchant asked if it needed to occur in the same year that there might be units 
 available in the pool.  
 
 Mr. Donohue said it would be banking them and then draw from it.  
 
 Mr. Dobbs said they expected them to be done within the year, prior to the next 
 release, but staff is open to the APC’s direction on whether they can be carried over 
 to future years if available in the pool.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said as long as there are allocations available in the pool; he sees no 
 problem in banking them.   
 
 Ms. Merchant asked if that is one allocation and not one increment for every 10,000 
 square feet removed.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said the intent was not to allow for additional coverage in the SEZ, it was 
 for removal of 10,000 square feet of coverage in the SEZ in exchange for one 
 additional allocation.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said on the items included in D6; they are still focusing on SEZ 
 restoration  and water quality improvements. There is nothing that is direct toward 
 the provision of transit service or transportation projects. She said that seems to be 
 missing; bike trails linkages pedestrian transit oriented development. You would have 
 to be developing residential in order to get a residential allocation.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said they struggled in finding a quantifiable metric that they could use to 
 track those things. He said there was no concrete proposal put forward but is not 
 opposed to those ideas. In terms of those opportunities for transit, such as bike paths 
 are very dependent on external funding. There were a number of variables that took 
 those ideas off the table.  
 
 Mr. Teshara said if this is accepted by the Governing Board it can be revisited in two 
 years. We can then considering other options for the future.    
 
 Mr. Hester said also one of the considerations on transit, is not every jurisdiction 
 provides transit.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said not every jurisdiction builds residential units in the town centers 
 and  also requires outside funding. We can come up with something quantifiable; we 
 had  something quantifiable in the transit level of service and in the EIP projects. We 
 should be a more inclusive in the different things that a jurisdiction could get credit 
 for as long as are consistent with attaining TRPA threshold.   
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 Mr. Teshara said himself, the vice-chair and the past chair met with staff to ensure 
 they were clear on the process.     
 
 Ms. Merchant said that the assumption that we are just going to do the easiest ones 
 is not founded in our past actions. She said one allocation for any new EIP is too 
 broad, because you don’t want to give a residential building allocation for someone 
 who does a $10,000 fix or puts up a sign. There needs to be a reasonable limitation 
 that will provide the needed give on one side and incentive on the other.  
 
 The Code of Ordinance Chapter 50.5.1- 1 have the same figures are in 50.5.2– 2;  she 
 said she understands why it needs to be in there, but we are tackling the 
 distribution issue by putting numbers in there. She realizes that in order to come up 
 with a number for the TRPA pool you had to assign something. Would it be 
 appropriate during the interim that we include the TRPA pool figure and then use the 
 balance of it for the rest and acknowledge that we will be working on that next?  
 
 Mr. Teshara agreed that was an important point.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said the numbers are already in there, it’s just whether you need to 
 adjust the numbers. He said these are adjustments to the existing numbers, given 
 what’s happening with the pool. Unless you want to delete the numbers, there’s 
 going to be  other numbers in there.   
 
 Ms. Merchant suggested that you could possibly put five for the TRPA pool then 125 
 and not assign them out to any other jurisdiction; or maybe we make recommended 
 Code changes, but we’re not actually acting to change the Code and then go back and 
 change it again.   
 
 Mr. Donohue asked if we can do that. We need the Governing Board to agree with 
 our proposal, but why couldn’t we bring the code back to them with the changes 
 after we do the second exercise.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said that is our task of trying to try to note the change without going 
 through and making all the conforming edits.  That is what Ms. Merchant is objecting 
 to; although the numbers are already there, they’re changing some and that’s an 
 indication that these numbers are being affirmed by the APC.   
 
 Mr. Trout said the number the APC supports for the pool is five percent over the 20 
 years which is 130. He suggested rather than changing the table as proposed, just 
 move year 20’s allocations to the pool and everything else stays the same.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said that would leave no allocations for year 20.   
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 Ms. Merchant said if there were some left in the pool you could distribute that in the 
 final year.   
 
     Mr. Trout said that it is the same difference; you are moving the TRPA’s incentive 
 program up forward. He said you would take the last four years and move it up front 
 so there is a big incentive for these jurisdictions to do these improvements and 
 accelerate the program. He said these programs are difficult; you have a 20 year plan 
 and you’re incrementally implementing your benefits and by the time you get to year 
 20 you’re still have not completed everything you wanted to do. If you accelerate the 
 deployment of the program, you not only get your improvements in faster but they 
 have a longer life time of impacting the quality of the Lake.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said the goal of moving environmental improvements forward is what 
 we want. The one issue in the documents is that we analyzed a certain flow of 
 allocations over time; we need to make certain that it is consistent of what we 
 looked at. If we are front loading allocations that are available day one and gone in 
 year one, we could be looking at 260 over the first year.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said she doesn’t think the environmental analysis for the Regional plan 
 looked at the 130 per year, it looked at the total number; every four years. She is 
 concerned with taking the last four years. She worries about zero allocations for a 
 four year period that would almost be like a four year moratorium potentially to keep 
 the construction business moving.   
 
 Mr. Trout said each jurisdiction would be sensitive to that eventuality. We might 
 meter them out differently because of that strategy, or not. He said each 
 jurisdiction would have its own goals and decision making process.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said she agrees that it is a good idea.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said by having 130 in the pool that issue goes away and then at that point 
 the jurisdictions have a tangible target for them to strive for in terms of the other 
 benefits. He said we may see some additional SEZ restoration transit improvements 
 or  town center residential allocations.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if it is part of our recommendation, is there is concern about 
 analysis issue.    
 
 Mr. Hester said taking the idea of moving it into the four year increments; at the start 
 of every four year period, you would put one fifth of the 130 up front so we don’t 
 exceed the four year.  He said it would be the same concept, but not as dramatic 
 shift and it fits within the environmental analysis.   
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 Mr. Marshall said he wants to look at the analysis to see if there is an issue. It has 
 always been a precept at TRPA that the amount of allocations is relatively consistent 
 over time for an annual basis. How would we operate with the existing rules that are 
 n there; he  asked if the 50 percent of the pool besides the other incentives is still an 
 existing rule.  
 
 Mr. Teshara said yes it is still on the table.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said if the rule is kept in there, then if you go with the 130, half of that is 
 available for the incentive programs. If you adjust those down some may affect the 
 utilization and make some assumptions about that, it may enable us to meet the flow 
 better.   
 
 Mr. Hester said if it is one fifth of 130 and half of that is one tenth it is 13 that you 
 would front load for each four year period.   
 
 Mr. Donohue said it does not seem like much.  
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if that proposal was part of what we recommended that you look 
 at; you could do an analysis and determine whether or not that was a concern with 
 respect to the environmental document.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said there was a large number that was aggregated into the pool from 
 the 300 and we’re putting unused into the pool. There were periods where the usage 
 was in the 200s in the early years of the 2000’s just from allocations; then there are 
 47 on top of that from sensitive lot reduction. It never exceeded the 300 that was 
 allocated per year under the plan, but on the other hand you’re looking at substantial 
 number of units coming out of the pool. If you add the historic usage plus the pool 
 usage they’re above the 130.    
 
 Ms. Merchant said if the goal is to get SEZ removed and get these things done; it is  
 providing an incentive to move more quickly. If you are looking at 130 new homes 
 maximum constructed in the Tahoe basin per year, that is a big land mass for 130 
 houses which is an insignificant number considering what we have done before. She 
 asked what the environmental impact of 130 new homes especially when most aren’t 
 occupied for the majority of the year.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said we have multiple objectives from different elements of this 
 program. The existing program used the incentives and shifted it to the jurisdiction 
 performance and linking it to either increases or additions or deductions; shifting the 
 incentives off the jurisdictional allocations onto the pool. We have to look carefully at 
 how that pool is exercised and that the number of allocations in one year is probably 
 not a significant impact. It is looking at it over time as the critical analysis and make 
 certain we got it covered; plus over time the number of allocations that we’ll provide 
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 the incentive for sensitive lot reduction. It’s not just the sensitive lot we are 
 concerned about; it’s providing value to the SEZ holders and other options to them.   
  
 Ms. Krause asked why can’t we use our own allocations to create two units in the 
 town center. She said that would have helped with the affordable housing issue and 
 the number of allocations each jurisdiction earn. She asked why these allocations are
 different from the ones that we earn.   
 
 Mr. Hester said the jurisdiction can use their allocations but you do not get two for 
 one.  
 
 Ms. Krause asked why they wouldn’t get two for one.  
 
 Mr. Hester said it depends on where they come from.  
 
 Mr. Hester said if you have 21 allocations you would receive 10.5 out of the pool 
 assuming they were there because you built 21 in the town center.    
 
 Mr. Marshall said we are talking about existing units versus new units via allocations.   
 
 Ms. Krause said she read it as you would earn it from the pool then get to use it as 
 two allocations in the town center.   
 
 Mr. Hester said that is not correct.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said the intent is if local government is building a residential development 
 in a town center, you wouldn’t have to use all of your new allocations on that, you’d 
 have the ability to offset that with allocations from out of the pool.  He said if you put 
 20 units in there; you’d have 10 other units you could use that in a town center, 
 leaving ten other units that you wouldn’t have to use to accommodate that.  
 
 Ms. Krause said as she understood it was if you earned it from the pool you would 
 put units in the town center for every one you earned.   
 
 Mr. Hester said you can interpret it as, if you have 20 units and you put them all in 
 the town center, and you get ten more that you don’t have to necessarily have to put 
 them back into the town center.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said that is a clarification that the League to Save Lake Tahoe has 
 suggested.   
 
 Mr. Hitchcock asked if there is a provision in the Code for when you transfer 
 development rights to the center you earn bonus units, and those units are exempt 
 from allocations. The development right that you send doesn’t earn you bonus units, 
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 but the Code says TRPA may allocate an allocation for that development right. He 
 asked if that allocation is going to come from the pool.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said yes.   
 
 Mr. Donohue asked if we front loaded on Mr. Trout’s proposal, the math would be 13 
 available in the pool. He said that is two more than historically has been drawn from 
 the pool on an annual basis.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said the way the Regional plan is set up, it talks about four year 
 increments. We would have to look at that language to see if we could actually pick 
 up those years’ worth and front load without a plan change.   
 
 Mr. Donohue said some research would be very helpful for this discussion; it has 
 merit.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said the point is to get more numbers in the pool so they can be utilized 
 sooner rather than later. That concept is what he is taking out of this; what are the 
 different ways we can accomplish the same objective consistent with the 
 environmental analysis and preserving the availability of the units.  
 
 Mr. Hester said it is also in lieu of changing the numbers in the table.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said if we were successful in putting more into the pool up front, it may 
 take some pressure of the distribution discussion.  Local governments would have 
 more incentives to get more allocations in exchange for their work on environmental 
 acceleration.   
 
 Ms. Krause said there are still another 13 in that pool that are available for the 
 sensitive lot retirements and 13 we can earn; a total of 26 in the pool.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said the 11 figure is an average, but it is not a median.   
 
 Mr. Donohue asked if the 13 that are tied into sensitive lot retirement; are they fixed 
 in that category or after a year do they expire and roll back into the pool.   
 
 Mr. Dobbs said they are not dedicated to sensitive lot retirement. The opportunities 
 for the unused allocation pool includes, moderate income housing projects and 
 complementing the development right when transferring to centers.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said those 13 are not identified for this particular purpose, it has to do 
 with using the 50 percent as the cap on the pool. It is depends on the number of 
 allocations in the pool, to some degree it will always be 50 percent.   
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 Mr. Hester said if you are using the other 13 in the pool for sensitive lots or to 
 incentivize removal from SEZs, you are multiplying stream zone environment B by 
 another multiple and are incentivizing more so in SEZ retirement.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said in one section you are talking about the average of two sections and 
 in the next section you are talking about an overall score for the averages. His 
 proposed language is to resolve those issues so that it cannot be argued either way 
 with the staff proposal.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if that would potentially clarify.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said yes it would. It should be noted and taken a look at in the League’s 
 proposal as well. Are we talking about the average of the two scores or are we talking 
 about the individual score.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if you feel those are weighted 50/50.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said yes, just average the scores.    
 
 Ms. Merchant said for A it is an average and for B it is less than 75 percent in either 
 category, so that one is not an average.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked in terms of permit monitoring and compliance and the TMDL, 
 those are still weighted at 50/50.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said that the TMDL is a separate section all together.  He said in terms of 
 deductions, we should take note on the impact of that proposal.   
 
 Ms. Krause asked referring to Section B; what if you get less than 75 percent in both 
 categories, is that two deductions.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said we were not changing the intent.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said his intent was to clarify the potential pitfalls; take the TRPA’s intent 
 and then modify the Code language.  He agrees that there is conflict between those 
 two, part of the problem with taking an overall average and then an individual. It 
 should be one or the other.   
 
 Mr. Larsen proposed that we pick one; the average makes sense; then we could deal 
 with one score, being the point of compliance.    
 
 Ms. Merchant asked Mr. Larsen if he would just use the average of A and B, not just 
 one  or the other.   
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 Mr. Larsen said yes. We would then need to adjust the number from 75 percent;  
 keep a 90 percent  score for an average and if you are less than 90 percent you get an 
 increment of deduction and if you get less than 75 percent you would get two 
 deductions.    
 
 Mr. Buelna said he is in agreement for using the average score on both.   
 
 Mr. Larsen asked if the group would be comfortable with the 90 percent or better 
 you  get all your allocations and anything less if an increment of deductions. He said 
 one  increment of deduction is sufficient, but is open to suggestions.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said one increment of deduction is sufficient, particularly when we have 
 another section that is also subject to receiving deductions; putting in two deductions 
 would be overly punitive.    
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said referring to page 134, 
 number 6C; the allocation for every two new residential units constructed within a 
 town center needs clarification that the new allocations may only be used within the 
 town center. She said if they are outside the town center it would defeat the purpose 
 of the environmental linkage; it would cancel each other out for the residential.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said if we are using this after the fact, for example, if a project has one 
 forward and it has 20 new residential units in the town center and you earn ten new 
 units, then you have to build another project in the town center.   
 
 Mr. Donohue asked wouldn’t you be proposing to build 20 to get ten to have that lag.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said it appears to be an analysis done at the end of every year. She 
 asked can you accumulate on the SEZ restoration; She agrees that Ms. Eckmeyer’s 
 suggestion works if it is aggregate all at one time, if it is after fact there will always be 
 this lagging  earning and then have to build more in the town center.    
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said that goes back to the criteria 
 which is quantifiable environmental benefits. She asked if you are going to do 20 in a 
 town center, lag time 10 spread out throughout the area plan for the year; how we  
 are going to link the pool and incentives to the actual environmental benefits.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said historically he is unsure whether or not the affordable units have 
 been combined within a single project, similar to bonus units or is it a post-facto 
 award of units.  
 
 Mr. Dobbs said he believes it is done up front.  
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 Ms. Merchant said with affordable housing and bonus units it has been done up 
 front, but with earning anything through the residential allocation program has been 
 after the fact.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the intent was to have it has an up front, to incentivize and provide 
 some offset so a jurisdiction would not have to use all of its allocations.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said that would solve the League to Save Lake Tahoe’s concern.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said Ms. Eckmeyer’s concern makes sense assuming it is at that time, 
 upfront not a trailing distribution.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said that is the way the sensitive lot retirement works, you get your unit 
 and immediately it is being put on a parcel.    
 
 Ms. Merchant said maybe we should have that clarification.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said we are giving a bonus unit for market rate housing in town 
 centers, but we are still not giving bonus units for moderate housing.   
 
 Mr. Hester said assuming they are available.  
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said referring to page 138, 
 number two and three; as the language is proposed, there isn’t anything occurring 
 between the 75 percent and 100 percent range. As written jurisdictions are going to 
 get everything from 75 percent and above. This is problematic, because in the past 
 we have been moving away from strong environmental linkage. We had originally 
 looked at 75/25 percent and eliminated all of the incentives for TMDL and trying to 
 do increments above 100 percent. Also, unless we move forward with front loading, 
 the pool only has five additional; the League was hoping to do at least 10 percent of 
 the 130. We are starting to look at the language and see how the local jurisdictions 
 are going to have incentive to meet their TMDL and permitting compliance. Having 
 local jurisdictions receive everything between 90 and 100 percent, being deducted 
 one increment for 90 to 70 percent and two increments for anything less than 75 
 percent. The same thing for permitting; the staff report says the average compliance 
 for local jurisdictions and permitting is 92 percent which shouldn’t be an issue. She 
 said their proposal is to start to lean forward from incentivizing TMDL compliance.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the proposals are more or less in line, he likes the 90 percent as a 
 threshold for both permit compliance and for TMDL. He suggested keeping a single 
 increment of deduction associated with permit compliance and TMDL.  
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said they suggested that the 
 increments could be adjusted to reflect this change.   
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 Mr. Larsen said the question of deduction increments falls into addressing the 
 distribution questions and is hesitant to put that on the table at this time.  
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said that is acceptable.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said we could talk about the second increment once we had a better 
 handle on what that number was for the jurisdictions. She asked if we could put that 
 in a parking lot for discussion later.   
 
 Shannon Eckmeyer, the League to Save Lake Tahoe said she is fine with that.  
 
 Nicole Rinke, Office of Attorney General said the point of deduction being at 90 
 percent and having a single tier seems fine for the time being, 75 percent would be 
 too low. She said with the five percent going to the bonus allocation is a little low. 
 Front loading is a reasonable suggestion as long as it is consistent with the 
 environmental analysis; they agree with the need to look into that concern.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said we have consensus on the general direction.    
 
 Mr. Larsen asked whether we need to add to the opportunities to access the pool. 
 We  need to get those ideas on the table today and so it can be included in the 
 proposed code line.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked Ms. Merchant is she was specifically talking about the bike trial 
 item; her comment was the EIP was generic.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said she was speaking about both. She also brought up the transit level 
 of service which would be workable and a definitive analysis if jurisdictions wanted to 
 do something with that they could. She wouldn’t be opposed to taking out the two 
 allocations for every mile of class three bike trails. When you look at the ones that 
 are included, B and C, how much would it cost to eliminate 10,000 square feet of SEZ 
 and what is the dollar value benefit of providing one allocation for every two 
 attached residential units?  Putting the right value on the EIP projects or drawing a 
 line for the class one or class two projects, etc. Item B would be a huge incentive, but 
 some of the other things she’s not sure how we could weight those out.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said then the suggestion is to keep A in terms of having some opportunity 
 to access the pool for bike path construction for class one and class two, eliminating 
 class 3, and bringing back in transit level of service. He asked if she meant bringing it 
 back in transit level of service as it was previously described or some sort of metric. 
 He said we probably won’t be able to define how much it will cost today.  He 
 suggested starting with bike paths, keep them as crafted or we can fine tune those 
 numbers in terms of number of allocations for class one and class two.  
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 Ms. Curry asked if Caltrans did a project in the City of South Lake Tahoe would  
 receive credit for that.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said he believes the answer is yes.   
 
 Ms. Curry said that needs to be verified because the City put in bike trails and 
 sidewalks along Highway 50 and the majority of the funding was from Caltrans, but 
 Highway 50 is within the city limits of South Lake Tahoe.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said that is one of the issues we struggled with on the question of equity. 
 Not everyone has Caltrans spending large amounts of money on water quality and 
 bike trails.   
 
 Mr. Hitchcock said the City would support keeping A; we could probably adjust the 
 allocations. From the City’s perspective we couldn’t support dropping class 3 bike 
 lanes, because in some parts of the City that is all we can fit. However, they could 
 support reducing it down to one allocation for class 3 bike lanes which would have to 
 be identified in some plan.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the numbers are a little high in A and suggested we drop that down 
 to three allocations for class 1, two for class 2, and one for class 3. Making sure it is 
 linked to the regional bicycle plan is important.   
 
 Ms. Krause asked if they could receive extra credits for the bike path from Incline 
 Village to Sand Harbor due to the high expense.  
 
 Ms. Merchant suggested if the jurisdiction is the lead on it then the jurisdiction 
 should get the credit for it; if you’re not involved in the planning, construction or 
 funding, etc. then getting credit for it does not make sense.  Perhaps instead of it 
 being 3-2-1 it is 4-2-1 because those class 1 bike trails have pieces that are not done 
 because they are very expensive. She is not against keeping class 3, although she 
 does see the logic in not getting credit for everything you do which is why she was 
 suggesting some of the smaller EIP projects would fall off.   
 
  Mr. Teshara said he would like to get the bike trails back into the consensus package 
 and do the work necessary for the final draft.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the question was one of equity. If none of these are equitable, then 
 we should have a larger menu that provides each jurisdiction an opportunity to pick 
 one  that suits their needs. He said the bike trail language as crafted seems to work. 
 He is fine with keeping class 3 in and with the 4-2-1 proposal.   
 
 Mr. Trout said the word “and” is used instead of “or”. He suggested they put aside 
 some time to look at some guidelines for how A is implemented. He asked what the 
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 limitations are so that TRPA staff then has a set of guidelines in which to measure the 
 mile or cost of class 1 versus class 2.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said are not setting these in stone for the next 30 years, TRPA has 
 committed to ongoing changes in the Regional plan. This is starting place and if it 
 needs to be revisited in the next cycle that is something we can do.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said we are setting the framework for what will be the business that will 
 be connected through the Performance Review Committee so there is value in 
 keeping the language a little but loose.   
 
 Ms. Krause said we are talking about the TRPA allocation pool, not the allocations 
 that the Performance Review Committee awards.  
 
 Mr. Larsen said given our process is to give the base allocations for simple compliance 
 metrics, but these additional allocation approaches and getting into the pool should 
 be subject to the Performance Review Committee. That may need to crafted into the 
 Code because this is something that there is going to be some interpretations on. 
 This needs to be clear in the Code, that access to pool via these metrics is something 
 subject to PRC approval.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said that is not the way the access works. The PRC is an annual cycle and 
 to date the pool has operated on when a transaction occurs the jurisdiction gets 
 something rather than having the PRC come in and review it.  The way the 50 percent 
 is currently  working is it is 50 percent of the annual amounts because whatever that 
 number is, it was coming in annually. That would have to be changed because 
 otherwise you would be able to annually do 50 percent.  In regards to the bike trails, 
 he urged the group to carefully review it in what is trying to be incentivized. Bike 
 trails are going to happen anyway; they cost so much, its not going to be because you 
 get an extra allocation. Where is the tipping point of the available incentives taking 
 away from what you might actually affect behaviorally?   
 
 Ms. Merchant said it is just like the TMDL, we’re going to do it because we have to.    
 
 Ms. Curry said it would be unfair to not give the City the incentive for development 
 on Highway 50 even though we would have a small role because we are the only 
 incorporated City within the basin.     
 
 Mr. Teshara said the City did negotiate with Caltrans to include sidewalks in some of 
 the projects areas.   
 
 Mr. Larsen asked if we are changing behavior with this incentive. He said bike paths 
 are going to happen and it is not going to change behavior. We need to consider, 
 what we are trying to change.  



21 
 

 
 Nicole Rinke, Office of the Attorney General said she agrees that the bike trails will 
 not change behavior and dilutes the other incentives that are more powerful and 
 have better environmental gains. She said it potentially stands to deplete the pool 
 because the numbers are high and feels it is too complicated.   
 
 Pat Davison, Contractor’s Association of Truckee Tahoe said that they are always 
 looking for what is feasible for local jurisdictions to implement and is interested to 
 hear from the local jurisdictions and if there is a desire for broad flexibility. She said 
 she would be more inclined to work out something that would provide a variety of 
 choices as long as they can be implemented, etc.   
 
 Mr. Larsen asked if bike paths are something we want to maintain on the list or 
 whether it should continue to be struck as proposed. He suggested that it remains 
 struck.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said bike trails are Environmental Improvement Programs projects; she 
 asked if local jurisdictions are still required to put together EIP project lists.   
 
 Mr. Donohue said it is a five year list.  
 
 Ms. Merchant suggested we strike A and fold it into the EIP projects and then it is 
 based on submittal of the five year list and there is a cut off on the dollar value. 
 Maybe you get one allocation for a specified dollar value of EIP projects.  The 
 incentive is a monetary incentive. There is a benefit associated with getting one 
 residential allocation for every two you are planning to construct. We can calculate 
 those things and apply them to the EIP list so we are including bike trails that are 
 proposed and approved by both the jurisdictions and the TRPA. She also feels that 
 the transit level of service is in there.   
 
 Mr. Teshara asked if she suggested to eliminate A and embellish D.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said and then add transit level of service.  
 
 Mr. Donohue said one of the reasons why D was struck because it got into Mr. Kraatz’ 
 comments from last time about whether you can access an allocation if you complete 
 a planning document, can we access an allocation on the next step, and also when 
 the project is  done; this makes it more complex.    
 
 Mr. Larsen said EIP project are going to happen, he doesn’t believe this is an incentive 
 for behavior, it is an award for something you are doing anyway.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said there is no nexus between TMDL and 130 residential houses being 
 developed. They are going to meet our TMDL target whether those get developed or 
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 not.  She asked is it an incentive for a developer to come into town instead of a single 
 family home outside of the town center; that’s going to happen anyway.   
 
 Ms. Moss suggested keeping D but stating that an EIP project must be constructed in 
 order to get the one increment. Leave it in there and you can use a transit project as 
 gaining that or any other EIP project. You get it one time, then that’s it, and you can 
 chose whatever that is.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said that is a reasonable suggestion. She suggested we should also cap 
 it because some of the projects will be larger than others.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the EIP projects should be maintained and we can craft something 
 that is encompassing and include enough flexibility that the EIP projects are 
 rewarded. Transit level of service is currently not included, and if we do include it he 
 would like specific direction of what that looks like.  
 
 Ms. Krause said Washoe County supports transit level of service. She says it is an 
 ongoing cost so it must be measured different than an EIP.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said that’s why the former program looked at growth every single year 
 in a variety of metrics. She thinks the basics are there, but would like to go back 
 and take a look at it to figure out what makes the most sense.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said hearing some support for transit level of service; he proposed 
 drawing from the old language; item five. A; a jurisdiction shall receive one allocation 
 for improving three of nine transit level of service criteria from the previous  
 year.  You get one allocation for enhancement of three of nine TLOS criteria from the 
 previous by five to-ten percent as determined from the jurisdiction specific TLOS 
 criteria matrix, and the TLOS guideline handbook.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said the proposal that was put forward by staff had a couple amendments 
 to that; 90 percent threshold for permit compliance and TMDL and one deduction 
 associated with anything less than 90 percent for either one of those. Leaving them 
 weighted at 50 percent and you get a deduction either way. For the items to access 
 the pool; leave bike paths off in favor of keeping item D with some reference to EIP 
 completion of a project. We will work with staff to see if there is some language we 
 can  bracket that with to be clear, but will try to make it a meaningful EIP project. 
 Adding transit service level as discussed above, bringing back some of the language 
 that had been previously struck; replacing enhancements with just one allocation for 
 that three of nine TLOS criteria and improve by five to ten percent. And clarifying the 
 language for the allocations for the attached residential units; not a reward after the 
 fact but as part of an as now allocation. In terms of making sure the pool is large 
 enough and to simplify the percentage by bringing forward a percentage of the four 
 year allocation into the pool with front loading.   
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 Ms. Merchant asked are we going to keep these numbers out of the distribution for 
 now.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said we were going to keep the existing numbers in with an asterisk, but 
 it also depends on the resolution on Mr. Trout’s suggestion of having a number 
 rather than a percentage.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said we won’t the thought; the key was to not rejigger the numbers, but 
 to indicate that whatever comes forward will need to be adjusted.     
 
 Ms. Merchant said with system that we’re putting together of earning allocations out 
 of the pool, there is a possibility that there will be more earned than available in the 
 pool even if we use Mr. Trout’s concept. Maybe there is a cap per jurisdiction.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said Ms. Merchant’s concern is that the pool won’t be deep enough to 
 accommodate the amount earned.    
 
 Mr. Marshall said there are two concerns; if we can do the whole front load of 130, 
 that would be 65 and we’ve got a number of different programs that can access that 
 65. Also, if a residential project comes through in a town center and takes 30 of the 
 65 in one jurisdiction, the other jurisdictions have less of an ability to access that.  
 
 Ms. Merchant said that’s why she brought it up.   
 
 Mr. Marshall said right now it is on a first come, first serve and if you want something 
 different then you need to talk about it.   
 
 Ms. Merchant asked what if everybody comes at the same time.    
 
 Mr. Buelna said once we get to the point of dividing up equitably the allocations 
 amongst jurisdictions, he asked what if we took the remainder of the pool of the 
 2,600 and divide them up against allocations and then each jurisdiction has their own 
 pool that they can earn into. That way, if Placer County uses them up on one really 
 great project that would be something we have control over. He said he knows all the 
 jurisdictions would be okay with that.   
 
 Mr. Hester asked if the distribution once adjusted in the next phase, would be the 
 same distribution you would use for access to the pool.   
 
 Mr. Buelna said correct that is his suggestion.   
 
 Ms. Merchant said that is something to consider.   
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 Ms. Krause suggested taking the pool and dividing by five, then say you can only earn 
 one fifth per jurisdiction, that way if Douglas want to do a bigger project they could 
 get allocations to do it. Then every year as the pool goes down, it is divided by one 
 fifth again. If after four years if we haven’t used the all, we can look at special 
 projects to use them.    
 
 Mr. Hitchcock asked when we would start tracking these improvements put in place 
 and  when would we be able to apply for the allocation pool. Is it  at the time the 
 ordinance is adopted is when they start the counting process or are we allowed to go 
 back to a certain time period and start the counting process.    
 
 Mr. Hester said that is for this group to decide.    
 
 Mr. Hitchcock said yes, when it takes effect.    
 
 Mr. Teshara said it is when the ordinance is effective.  
 
 Ms. Curry asked if you want us to delay the projects in the City of South Lake Tahoe.  
 
 Mr. Marshall said a function of the sensitive lot retirement was a way for jurisdictions 
 that had greater demand than their allocations to provide people within that 
 jurisdiction with options; it basically shifted allocations to those with the greatest 
 demand. Whether  or not that was a good or not it was a relief valve where the 
 sensitive lot retirement program actually allowed demand to drive where allocations 
 were going.    
 
 Mr. Teshara said we have Mr. Larsen’s summary of the direction with a couple of 
 additional considerations. We will bring this back next month and finalize our 
 recommendation to the Governing Board.    
 
 Mr. Donohue said he is concerned if we put off Ms. Merchant’s proposal that we 
 could get bogged down next time in terms of access to the pool.   
 
 Mr. Larsen said he likes Ms. Krause’s proposal. It is a simple proposal that provides 
 everyone equal access to the pool. He said there are two options; either split it five 
 ways or have the distribution consistent with however the base distribution 
 becomes.     
 
 Mr. Donohue said he wouldn’t want that to be limiting for a good project that might 
 come in the door that needs more. He suggested keeping it at what is coming 
 through the door first.   
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 Ms. Merchant said first come first serve is an option, dividing it five ways and 
 distributing it based on the distribution percentages are other options. She suggested 
 looking at the pros and cons for each option.  
 
 Ms. Krause asked if we do first come, first serve, can we cap it at 50 percent. That 
 way there are some left for other jurisdictions?   
 
 Mr. Teshara said the consensus is first come, first serve for the following cycle with a 
 50 percent cap.   
 
 Ms. Merchant asked if the 50 percent cap is for each area or of the total.   
 
 Mr. Teshara said it is of the total.   
 
 Public Comments & Questions       
 
 None  
 

    VI.         REPORTS   
 
                A.   Executive Director    
 
 Mr. Hester said July 9th will be the Advisory Planning Commissions annual retreat. At 
 the Governing Board retreat, Ms. Marchetta presented the internal reorganization of 
 the Agency. The threshold, the commodity tracking system, forest and vegetation 
 management, and AIS funding are areas we are seeking funding on. If we get the 
 Sustainable Communities Grant round three, we will be doing a request for the 
 money for the threshold work. We are looking at a variety of funding sources for the 
 AIS and forest and vegetation management. The BMP and Code compliance staff 
 have been organized into one group; they will be doing all of the field permitting and 
 inspecting along with BMP compliance. Other high priorities are the transit plan, in 
 conjunction with the Tahoe Transportation District and E-permitting in our current 
 planning group.   
 
 At the APC’s direction, staff will meet with the League to Save Lake Tahoe regarding 
 SEZ restoration.  
 
 B.   General Counsel   
 
 Mr. Marshall said Friends of the West Shore and the Sierra Club filed an appeal in the 
 RPU case; we will continue to be implementing the Regional plan during the appeal. 
 In the past, appeals usually take between one and two years to resolve they are 
 appealing the written decision and the preliminary orders which have to do with a 
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 delegation issue and the allocation of cost for the administrative record. We will not 
 know what issues they will chose to raise in their brief for six months or so.    
 
 Mr. Teshara asked when we will know which judges we draw.    
 
 Mr. Marshall said not until just prior to the oral argument.   
 
 Ms. Merchant asked how successful TRPA has been in this court with other appeals.    
  
 Mr. Marshall said generally very successful. The last appeal we had, they reversed the 
 trial court which was in TRPA’s favor.  The ninth circuit ruled against TRPA, but 
 reversed it in our favor on a very limited issue as to whether or not we had the 
 discretion to determine what the base line was.  
 
 C.   APC Members   
 
 None  
 
     VII. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
          None 
  
     VIII.      ADJOURNMENT   
 
                Chair Mr. Teshara adjourned the meeting at 12:38 p.m. 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 
Marja Ambler 

Clerk to the Board 
 

The above meeting was taped in its entirety.  Anyone wishing to listen to the 
tapes of the above mentioned meeting may call for an appointment at (775) 
588-4547.  In addition, written documents submitted at the meeting are 
available for review at the TRPA Office, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada. 

 
 



 

  AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A. 

  
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date:  June 4, 2014 

To:  TRPA Advisory Planning Commission  

From:  TRPA Staff 

Subject: Discussion of APC Procedure: Motions and Seconds 

             

 
Requested Action:  No action required. This is a discussion item only. 
 
Staff Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Advisory Planning Commission  
(APC) discuss whether it desires to require motion seconds as means of parliamentary 
procedure.  
 
Required Motion:   No motion is required.  
 
Item Description/Background:  Historically, the APC uses seconds for all motions.  At the 
May 2014 APC meeting, Chair Teshara requested staff research whether the APC is 
required to utilize “seconds” when bringing motions to a vote. Staff has determined that 
motion seconds are not required.  
 
Article 7 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure governs APC procedures. Article 7.4, 
Procedures, states that “[t]o the extent practicable, the Rules provided herein for the 
Board shall also govern the APC.” Governing Board parliamentary procedure is 
contained in Article 2.5 of the Rules of Procedure. According to Article 2.5.1, “[a] motion 
does not require a second.” 
 
Issues/Concerns: Chair Teshara requested that this matter be added to this month’s 
agenda for the purposes of group discussion.  Staff found no evidence of a prior APC 
policy decision or procedure that departs from the Governing Board procedure that 
would require seconds for APC motions.  Therefore the APC may discontinue its current 
practice of requiring seconds for motions.  Should the APC desire to continue to require 
motion seconds, it should direct staff to return with the appropriate policy 
memorialization of that practice. 
   
Contact Information:  If you have any questions, please contact Jessica Satre, Associate 
Attorney, at jsatre@trpa.org or (775) 589-5209.  
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MEMORANDUM 

 
Date:  June 4, 2014 

To:  TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) 

From:  TRPA Staff 

Subject: Recommendation of Proposed Amendments to Chapter 50   
  of the Code of Ordinances for an Update to the Residential Allocation  
  Program 

             

Requested Action: APC recommendation to the Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee (RPIC) and Governing Board (GB) on the proposed Code amendments to 
update the residential allocation distribution program.   
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the APC recommend the Governing 
Board approve the proposed Code amendments.    
 
Required Motion:  To recommend approval of the proposed action to the GB, the APC 
must make the following motion, based on this staff summary and the evidence in the 
record: 
 
1) A motion to recommend approval of the required findings (see Attachment A), and 
the proposed Ordinance (see Attachment B). 
 
Project Description/Background:  In 2012, the Governing Board put in place a temporary 
system for distribution of new residential allocations to local governments. Following a 
seven-month stakeholder process that did not achieve consensus on changes to the 
residential allocation program, the Governing Board invited the Advisory Planning 
Commission (APC) to develop new environmental linkage criteria for 
the Performance Review System to determine the distribution of residential allocations 
to local jurisdictions. For the past two months the APC has held public workshops at 
their monthly meetings and agreed to conceptual changes that would streamline the 
annual review and create new opportunities for jurisdictions to earn allocations. This 
month’s APC recommendation is scheduled to be reviewed by the Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee in July, with an anticipated decision hearing at the 
Governing Board in August 2014. 
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May 2014 Refinements to the Residential Allocation Program Recommended by the 
APC:   
 

1. “Front load” TRPA’s residential allocation pool   
 The APC recommended that local jurisdictions be able to earn allocations from 
 TRPA’s  pool, in addition to allocations earned though the Performance Review 
 System. The APC recommended “front loading” TRPA’s allocation  pool with 
 allocations taken from future years. TRPA’s pool currently has seven 
 allocations and the APC wanted more allocations in the pool to incentivize 
 environmental improvement.  Per the RPU EIS TRPA releases 520 allocations 
 every four years (20% of 2600). TRPA is halfway through the first four-year 
 cycle with 130 allocations released in 2013 and 2014 (260 total). With only 
 260 allocations available for distribution over the next two years it is 
 difficult to front load TRPA’s pool with a substantial number of allocations 
 without significantly reducing the annual distribution of 130 per year. Staff is 
 therefore proposing to take ten allocations off the top of the annual distribution 
 going forward  and change the annual maximum allocations from 130 to 120. 
 This would add 20 allocations to TRPA’s pool for 2015 and 2016, and continue 
 that pattern of front loading a proportion of each four-year release.    
  

2. Revise list of projects that jurisdictions can earn allocations from TRPA’s pool  
The proposal clarifies: 

• Allocations earned for construction of attached residential units in 
Centers must be used in Centers; 

• Allocations earned for construction of Environmental Improvement 
Program (EIP) projects shall be limited to projects on the 5-year EIP 
project list, and not already credited under the TMDL provision and tied 
to measurable EIP Performance Measures; 

• Allocations can be earned for improving TLOS criteria from the previous 
year; and 

• No jurisdiction shall receive more than 50 percent of the portion of 
allocations available to jurisdictions from TRPA’s Residential Allocation 
Incentive Pool.       

 
3. Threshold for deductions for the Performance Review System  

The proposal awards base allocations to jurisdictions that meet 90 percent 
conformance with Permit Monitoring/Compliance and TMDL criteria, deduct one 
(1) increment for 75 percent to 90 percent conformance, and deduct two (2) 
increments for conformance below 75 percent.   

   
Regional Plan Compliance: The proposed action complies with all requirements of the 
TRPA Goals and Policies, and Code of Ordinances, including all required findings in 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.  
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Contact Information: If you have any questions or comments on this matter, please 
contact Patrick Dobbs, at (775) 589-5215, or pdobbs@trpa.org.   
 
Attachments: 
 A. Required Findings/Rationale 
 B. Draft Ordinance 
 C. Proposed Chapter 50 Code Amendments with Track Changes 
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Attachment A 
Required Findings/Rationale 

 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 3.3 – Determination of need to prepare Environmental 
Impact Statement 
 
1. Finding:  TRPA finds that the code amendment will not have a significant  

  effect on the environment.  
 
 Rationale:   An Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) has been prepared for the  
   residential allocation distribution program update. The IEC  
   demonstrates that the proposed code amendments do not have a 
   significant effect on the environment. Therefore, no further  
   environmental documentation is required.   
 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 4.4 – Threshold Related Findings 
 
1. Finding:  The project (ordinance) is consistent with and will not adversely  

  affect implementation of the Regional Plan, including all   
  applicable Goals and Policies, plan area statements and maps, the  
  Code, and other TRPA plans and programs; 

 
Rationale:   The proposed amendments to the Code complement and 

accelerate implementation of the Regional Plan and its objectives; 
achievement and maintenance of Thresholds while providing 
opportunities for additional growth. The proposed Code 
amendments incentivize local jurisdictions to prioritize water 
quality improvement projects, construct transit oriented 
development in Centers, accelerate implementation of EIP 
projects, and improve public transportation and transit level of 
service (TLOS). The Final EIS for the 2012 Regional Plan analyzed 
full build out of the 2,600 residential allocations added with the 
2012 Regional Plan Update. The Code amendments are consistent 
with the 2012 Regional Plan, with a portion of the allocations 
distributed through the Performance Review System, and a 
portion provided for sensitive lot retirement and transfers of 
development rights. Therefore the amendments are consistent 
with the Regional Plan, including all applicable Goals and Policies, 
plan area statements and maps, the Code, other TRPA plans and 
programs.   
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2. Finding: The project will not cause the environmental threshold carrying 
capacities to be exceeded; and  
 

Rationale: The proposed amendments are consistent with and will 
implement the 2012 Regional Plan.  As demonstrated in the EIS 
and the findings for adoption of the updated Regional Plan, 
implementation of the Regional Plan will not cause the 
environmental threshold carrying capacities to be exceeded.  The 
proposed Code provisions are intended to accelerate threshold 
attainment and TMDL implementation.   

 
3. Finding: Wherever federal, state, or local air and water quality standards 

apply for the region, the strictest standards shall be attained, 
maintained, or exceeded pursuant to Article V(d) of the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Compact. 

 
 Rationale: The proposed Code amendments link annual residential   
   allocation distribution to existing federal/state water quality  
   improvement programs consistent with Regional Plan policy WQ- 
   1.6.     

 
TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 4.6 –Findings Necessary to Amend or Adopt TRPA 
Ordinances, Rules, or Other TRPA Plans and Programs 

 
1. Finding: The Regional Plan and all of its elements, as implemented through 

the Code, Rules, and other TRPA plans and programs, as 
amended, achieves and maintains thresholds.  
 

Rationale: As demonstrated in Section 4.5 and 4.6 findings for adoption of 
the Regional Plan Update (see Attachment E-2 of December 12, 
2012 Governing Board Packet) the amended Regional Plan will 
achieve and maintain thresholds.  The proposed Code 
amendments will implement the recently amended Regional Plan.  
Specifically, the Code provisions support the Lake Tahoe Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plans for each local government 
consistent with Regional Plan policy WQ-1.5; support 
development in Centers consistent with Regional Plan policy LU-
3.3; support restoration of disturbed Stream Environment Zones 
(SEZ) consistent with Regional Plan policy SEZ-1.1; and reserve a 
portion of available allocations to facilitate the sensitive lot 
retirement and transfer of development rights, consistent with 
Regional Plan policies LU-3.6 and 3.7.  
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Attachment B 
TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

ORDINANCE 2014-XX 
 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 87-9, AS AMENDED, BY AMENDING CHAPTER 50 

OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY (TRPA) TO 
UPDATE THE RESIDENTIAL ALLOCATION PROGRAM, AND OTHER MATTERS RELATED THERETO. 

 
The Governing Board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency does ordain as follows: 
 

Section 
1.00 

Findings 

1.05 
 
 
 
 
1.10 
 
 
 
 
1.15 
 
 
 
1.20 
 
 
 
1.25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.30 
 
 
 
 
 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (P. L. 96-551, 94 Stat. 3233, 1980) 
created the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and empowered it to set 
forth environmental threshold carrying capacities (“threshold standards”) for 
the Tahoe Region.   
 
The Compact directs TRPA to adopt and enforce a Regional Plan that, as 
implemented through agency ordinances, rules and regulations, will achieve 
and maintain such threshold standards while providing opportunities for 
orderly growth and development consistent with such thresholds.   
 
TRPA has found that it is necessary and desirable to amend Chapter 50 of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances (“Code”) to update the residential allocation 
distribution program.  
 
TRPA has made the necessary findings required by Article V of the Compact, 
Chapters 3 and 4 of the Code, and all other applicable rules and regulations, 
and incorporates these findings fully herein. 
 
The Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee (RPIC) has conducted separate public hearings on the 
amendments and issued a recommendation regarding the adoption of these 
amendments.  The Governing Board has also conducted a noticed public 
hearing on the amendments. At these hearings, oral testimony and 
documentary evidence were received and considered.   
 
The Governing Board finds that the Code so amended will continue to 
implement the Regional Plan, as amended, in a manner that achieves and 
maintains the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities as 
required by Article V(c) of the Compact.   
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1.35 Each of the foregoing findings is supported by substantial evidence in the 
record.   

  
Section 
2.00 

Amendment of TRPA Code of Ordinances 

2.10 Ordinance 87-9 is hereby amended as shown in Attachment C of the August 
27, 2014, TRPA Governing Board Staff Summary and fully incorporated herein. 
 

Section 
3.00 

Interpretation and Severability 

3.10 The provisions of this ordinance adopted hereby shall be liberally construed 
to affect their purpose. If any section, clause, provision or portion thereof is 
declared unconstitutional or invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the 
remainder of this ordinance shall not be affected thereby.  For this purpose, 
the provisions of this ordinance are hereby declared respectively severable. 
 

Section 
4.00 

Effective Date 

4.10 The provisions of this ordinance shall be effective on October 27, 2014. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Governing Board of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency at a 
regular meeting held August 27, 2014, by the following vote: 
 
Ayes:   
 
Nays:   
 
Abstain:   
 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Shelly Aldean, Governing Board Chair 
       Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
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 ALLOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT CHAPTER 50:

50.1. PURPOSE 

This chapter sets forth the requirements for regulating the rate and timing of growth 
within the region.  In conjunction with other provisions of this Code and the Goals and 
Policies, this chapter is intended to award and distribute allocations for growth and 
development in an orderly fashion in order to meet and maintain the environmental 
thresholds.  An allocation issued pursuant to this chapter does not give the recipient a 
right to develop a project. 

50.2. APPLICABILITY 

No person shall construct a project or commence a use or activity that requires an 
allocation unless: 

A. An allocation is obtained in accordance with this chapter; 

B. The parcel is eligible to use an allocation; and  

C. The project is approved by TRPA. 

50.3. DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS 

Development rights, as defined in Chapter 90: Definitions, shall be assigned and 
utilized in accordance with the following provisions: 

50.3.1. Assignment of Development Rights 

Parcels legally existing on the effective date of the Regional Plan, July 1, 1987, shall be 
assigned a development right except as set forth below: 

A. Parcels which are located in Land Capability Districts 4, 5, 6, or 7, are within a 
community plan area, or within Centers in a Conforming Area Plan, and are 
eligible for tourist accommodation or commercial uses, shall not have a 
development right.  Parcels that are removed from community plan areas and 
included in Area Plans shall not receive a development right with the change.  

B. Parcels that contained one or more of the primary uses listed in the Section 21.4 
under Residential, Tourist Accommodation, Commercial, or Public Service, on 
the effective date of the Regional Plan, shall not have a development right, 
except as otherwise provided in subsection 50.3.4. 

C. Parcels that contained one or more of the primary uses listed in Section 21.4 
under Recreation, on the effective date of the Regional Plan, shall not have a 
development right, except that parcels with only dispersed outdoor recreation 
as a primary use shall have a development right. 

D. Parcels that contain one or more of the following uses in Section 21.4 under 
Resource Management, on the effective date of the Regional Plan, shall not 
have a development right: 

1. Tree farms; 

2. Farm/ranch accessory structure; 

3. Grazing; 
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CHAPTER 50: ALLOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT 
50.4 Allocation of Commodities and Development Rights Accounting 

50.3.2 Transfer of Development Rights 
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4. Range pasture, management; 

5. Range improvement; or 

6. Open space. 

E. Littoral parcels that contain one or more of the primary uses listed in Section 
81.3, on the effective date of the Regional Plan, shall not have a development 
right, except that parcel with the primary use of dispersed water-oriented 
outdoor recreation, salvage operations, or safety and navigation facilities shall 
have a development right. 

F. Parcels which are burdened by an easement or other restriction incompatible 
with a residential use; 

G. Parcels which were created as a result of an eminent domain or similar 
government action or are otherwise remnants of a prior transaction, and which 
do not contain sufficient area to construct a single-family residence; and 

H. Parcels which were created for the purpose of public service uses or easements, 
including, but not limited to, public utilities and public recreation. 

50.3.2. Transfer of Development Rights 

Transfer of development rights shall comply with the density limitations set forth in this 
chapter and the transfer provisions set forth in Chapter 51: Transfer of Development. 

50.3.3. Construction of Residential Unit 

A development right or multi-residential bonus unit shall be required for each 
additional residential unit approved in accordance with Chapter 50: Allocation of 
Development. 

50.3.4. Parcels Containing a Residential Unit Destroyed by Calamity 

A parcel containing a residential unit on the effective date of the Regional Plan, which 
unit is destroyed or damaged by fire or other similar calamity, shall have a 
development right. 

50.4. ALLOCATION OF COMMODITIES AND DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ACCOUNTING 

50.4.1. Total Allocations of Commodities and Accounting of Development Rights 

The maximum amount of residential allocations, commercial floor area, tourist bonus 
units, and residential bonus units that may be released before December 31, 2032, is 
outlined in the following table.  The columns “Used 1987-2012” and “Remaining from 
1987 Plan” are estimates and not regulatory.  
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50.4.2. 2013 Additional Allocations 

TRPA shall release land use commodities in four-year cycles up to a maximum of 20 
percent of the 2013 additions identified in Table 50.4.1-1. 

50.4.3.  LOS and VMT  Monitoring 

Two years after each release, TRPA shall monitor existing and near-term LOS to 
evaluate compliance with applicable LOS policies.  Should LOS projections indicate that 
applicable LOS policies will not be met, TRPA shall take action to maintain compliance 
with LOS standards.  TRPA shall also monitor VMT and only release commodity 
allocations upon demonstrating, through modeling and the use of actual traffic counts, 
that the VMT Threshold Standard shall be maintained over the subsequent four-year 
period. 

50.5. ALLOCATION OF ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

TRPA shall allocate the development of additional residential units as follows: 

50.5.1. Requirement of Residential Allocation 

No person shall construct a residential project or commence a residential use that 
creates one or more additional residential units without first receiving an allocation 
approved by TRPA and awarded by the appropriate jurisdiction.  This requirement does 
not apply to affordable housing units approved after January 1, 1986, but shall apply to 
conversions of such affordable housing to nonaffordable status.  In order to construct 
the project or commence the use for which the allocation or the exemption has been 
approved, the recipient of the allocation or exemption shall comply with all other 
applicable provisions of this Code. 

TABLE 50.4.1-1: ALLOCATION AND DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ACCOUNTING 

ALLOCATIONS/ DEVELOPMENT 
RIGHTS USED 1987-2012 REMAINING  

FROM 1987 PLAN1 2013 ADDITIONS 

Residential Allocations 5,973 114 2600 

Residential Bonus Units 526 874 6002 

Tourist Bonus Units 58 342 0 
Commercial Floor Area (Total) 
(square feet) 416,421 383,579 200,0003 

Placer County 128,623 72,609  
Washoe County 87,906 2,000  
Douglas County 45,300 36,250  

El Dorado County 15,250 36,150  
City of South Lake Tahoe 77,042 52,986  

TRPA Special Project and CEP 
Pool 62,300 183,584  

Note 1: 158,816 sq. ft. of Commercial Floor Area, 245 Residential Bonus Units and 90 Tourist Bonus Units 
have been reserved or allocated to projects (e.g., Community Enhancement Projects) that have not been 
permitted or permitted but not built are accounted for in the “Remaining from 1987 Plan” column.  The 
114 remaining residential allocations were distributed to local governments in 2012, but have not been 
built.  
Note 2: 600 Residential Bonus Units shall be used only in Centers. 
Note 3: 200,000 sf of CFA shall only be made available after the 383,579 sf of remaining CFA is exhausted. 
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A. Applicable Residential Uses 
The following residential uses referred to in Chapter 21: Permissible Uses, 
contain residential units: secondary residences; employee housing; mobile 
home dwellings; multi-family dwellings; multi-person dwellings; nursing and 
personal care facilities; residential care facilities; single-family dwellings; and 
summer homes. 

B. Definition of "Additional Residential Unit” 
“Residential unit” is defined in Chapter 90: Definitions.  For purposes of this 
chapter, a residential unit is considered "additional" if it is to be created 
pursuant to a TRPA approval issued on or after January 1, 1986.  The conversion 
of an existing nonresidential use to a residential use constituting a residential 
unit is an additional residential unit requiring an allocation under this chapter.  

The following are not "additional" residential units: 

1. The reconstruction or replacement, on the same parcel, of a residential 
unit legally existing on or approved before January 1, 1986; 

2. The reconstruction or replacement, on the same parcel, of a residential 
unit that was allocated and approved pursuant to this Code; 

3. Legally established additions and accessory uses to an existing 
residential structure that do not create additional residential dwelling 
units; 

4. The relocation of an existing residential unit legally established on 
January 1, 1986, other than a mobile home dwelling, through a transfer 
approved by TRPA; 

5. The relocation of a legally established mobile home dwelling with 
existing water, sewer, and electrical services to a mobile home 
development or to a multi-family dwelling of five units or more, 
pursuant to a transfer approved by TRPA; 

6. An existing, legally established mobile home pad with water, sewer, 
electrical services, and vehicular parking, whether or not a mobile home 
is located on the pad; or 

7. One or more new residential units permitted by TRPA prior to February 
24, 2010, provided that; 

a. Application is made to TRPA prior to the expiration of the permit, as 
determined in subsection 2.2.4, to reissue a permit for a project for 
which an allocation(s) was assigned; 

b. All permit conditions, fees, securities, building and site design 
conditions of approval, plan revisions, and other requirements of 
the original permit are updated to meet the requirements of the 
Code and all other applicable TRPA ordinances, rules, or regulations 
at the time of permit reissuance; and 

c. This subparagraph 7 has not previously been used in relation to the 
same project. 

C. Maximum Number of Residential Units and Distribution of Allocations Among 
Jurisdictions 
1. Annual Release 

Up to 130 120 residential allocations shall be released to local 
governments in the following proportions: 
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TABLE 50.5.1-1: MAXIMUM YEARLY ALLOCATIONS FOR 2015 
THROUGH 2032  

Jurisdiction Current % of 
Allocations 

Maximum  
Allocation 

Douglas County 7.14 9 
EL Dorado County 37.76 4945 
Placer County 22.45 2927 
City of South Lake Tahoe 15.99 2119 
Washoe County 16.67 2220 

Total 100% 130120 
 

2. Additional Bonus Multi-Residential Units 
In addition to the annual maximum allocations in Table 50.5.1-1, a total 
of 1,400 additional multi-residential development rights shall be 
available as bonus units in conjunction with transfer of development 
rights and/or other TRPA incentive programs designed to attain the 
goals and objectives of the Regional Plan.  Multi-residential units shall 
be subject to the foregoing allocation limitations. 

3. Reassignment of Allocations 
Allocations assigned to the City of South Lake Tahoe and the South 
Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD) service area within El Dorado 
County may be assigned to parcels within either jurisdiction provided 
the sending jurisdiction approves the reassignment.  Such reassignment 
shall not be considered an allocation transfer. 

4. Water and Sewage Capacity Limitations 
a. Allocations shall not be distributed to a local jurisdiction if TRPA 

determines, based on reliable facts, that the jurisdiction lacks 
sufficient water or sewer capacity to serve new residential 
development.  If the jurisdiction demonstrates to TRPA's reasonable 
satisfaction that there is sufficient capacity, the TRPA shall distribute 
the affected allocations to the jurisdiction. 

b. In the event a lack of water and sewage capacity results in an 
imbalance of allocations to a jurisdiction, a program to recognize 
the imbalance shall be developed if capacity becomes available. 

D. Unused Residenital Allocation Incentive Pool 
Beginning on January 1, 2015, 20 residential allocations shall be placed in the 
residential allocation incentive pool, thereafter for every release pursuant to 
subsection 50.4.2 40 allocations shall be placed in the residential allocation 
incentive pool.  At the beginning of each year, unused allocations from the 
previous year are assigned to an unused the residential allocation incentive 
pool administered by TRPA.  However, beginning January 1, 2009, local 
jurisdictions may elect to retain those allocations earned through the annual 
performance review process, and assigned pursuant to subparagraphs 4 and 5 
below, and unused by December 31 of the year distributed. 

1. TRPA may assign allocations from the unused residential allocation 
incentive pool to parcels throughout the region provided the recipient 
retires a sensitive parcel within the region. 

2. TRPA may assign up to, but not exceeding, 200 allocations from the 
unused residential allocation incentive pool to parcels throughout the 
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region provided the local jurisdiction maintains a Certified Local 
Government Moderate Income Housing Program as described in 
subsection 52.3.6.  

3. TRPA may assign allocations from the unused residential allocation 
incentive pool for Residential Development Right Transfers to Centers 
as described in subparagraph 51.3.3.C when a transfer earns a bonus 
unit or portion thereof. 

4. For 2013, TRPA shall assign 75 percent of the allocations in the unused 
allocation pool to local jurisdictions based on the percent distribution in 
Table 50.5.1-1.   

 For 2014, TRPA shall assign a portion of allocations from the unused 
allocation pool to local jurisdictions in conjunction with assignments 
made through the Performance Review System.  The number of 
allocations assigned from the unused allocation pool in 2014 shall be 
determined following consideration of the number of allocations 
needed to meet anticipated demand for the other purposes of the 
unused allocation pool (including sensitive lot retirement and transfers 
of development rights), the available supply of, and anticipated demand 
for single family allocations, and other relevant factors. 

4. In addition to allocations earned through the annual Performance 
Review System, if sufficient allocations exist in the residential allocation 
incentive pool TRPA may assign allocations to local jurisdictions as 
follows: 

a. One allocation for every 10,000 square feet of existing Land 
 Capability Class 1b (SEZ) coverage restored in accordance TRPA 
 Code Section 30.5.3. and permanently retired; or  

b. One allocation for every two new attached residential units 
 constructed within Centers provided the allocation is used within a 
 Center; or  

c. One allocation for each project constructed from the 5-year EIP 
 project list not already credited under the TMDL provision in 
 subsection 50.5.2.E.1 below, and tied to a measurable EIP 
 Performance Measure;  or 

d. One allocation for improving three of nine of the TLOS criteria from 
 the previous year by five to ten percent as determined by the 
 jurisdiction-specific TLOS Criteria Matrix in the TLOS Guidelines 
 Handbook.  To receive an allocation pursuant to this provision TLOS 
 criteria must be submitted the prior year. 

The number of allocations distributed to local jurisdictions pursuant to 
this provision shall not exceed 50 percent of the residential allocation 
incentive pool and in no case shall a jurisdiction be assigned more than 
25 percent of the pool.  If insufficient allocations exist in the unused 
pool the allocations available shall be distributed to local governments 
based on their percent distribution set forth in Table 50.5.1-1.   

50.5.2. Distribution and Administration of Residential Allocations 

Residential allocations shall be distributed and administered in accordance with the 
Goals and Policies, this Code, and the Rules of Procedure. 
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A. Reserved Allocations 
Distribution of allocations shall be by a method or system that permits the 
participation of parcels with scores below the numerical level defining the top 
rank in the applicable jurisdiction. 

1. TRPA shall reserve ten percent of each jurisdiction's annual allocations 
for distribution to parcels below the Individual Parcel Evaluation System 
(IPES) line.  The reserved allocations shall be distributed by a method of 
random selection by TRPA.  A county or city may elect to distribute the 
reserved allocations, or may be exempt from the set-aside requirement, 
provided TRPA finds the substitute system or the city/county 
distribution system, as applicable, provides an equal or superior 
opportunity for participation of parcels below the IPES line. 

2. Allocations distributed by TRPA under this subsection may either be 
transferred or returned to TRPA for reissuance to the jurisdiction of 
origin.  Unclaimed reserved allocations after June 1 of the year awarded 
shall be given to the appropriate jurisdiction for issuance. 

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

B. Distribution of the Unused Residential Allocation Incentive Pool 
TRPA shall distribute allocations from the allocation pool as follows: 

1. Owners of eligible parcels may apply to TRPA on a first-come, first-
served basis for available allocations in the allocation pool. 

2. Owners of parcels located within jurisdictions that maintain a Certified 
Local Government Moderate Income Housing Program as described in 
subsection 52.3.6, may apply to TRPA on a first-come, first-served basis 
for any available allocations in the allocation pool.  Allocations received 
under the Certified Local Government Moderate Income Housing 
Program are not limited to areas designated for the Multi-residential 
Incentive Program. 

3. Annual allocations, sensitive lot retirements, and moderate-income 
housing allocations shall be made available on a first-come, first-served 
basis.   

C. Distribution Requirements 
Distribution of allocations, within the limits set in subsection 50.5.1 and 
consistent with subparagraph 50.5.2.A, shall be determined by the counties and 
city.  If any county or city chooses not to distribute allocations within its 
jurisdiction, then TRPA shall distribute the allocations pursuant to an allocation 
system adopted by TRPA. 

1. Each county and the city shall notify TRPA, in writing, of its election to 
not distribute allocations for a given year or years.  Notification shall be 
received by TRPA no later than December 31 of the preceding year.  The 
Governing Board may waive this deadline for good cause. 

2. TRPA shall deliver allocations to the counties and city no later than 
January 15 of the year for which the allocations are reserved, or within 
15 days of the effective date of an ordinance providing for award and 
distribution of residential allocations for that year, whichever is later. 
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3. Delivery of allocations shall be accomplished by providing each county 
and city with the number of allocation certificates that corresponds to 
the original allocations available to the jurisdiction in that year.  The 
counties and city shall determine the receiving parcels pursuant to their 
respective allocation systems and shall indicate the county assessor's 
parcel number (APN) of the receiving parcel on the allocation certificate.  
The counties and city shall provide TRPA with a list of assessor parcel 
numbers that received an allocation.  The original allocation forms shall 
be delivered to the owner of record of the receiving parcel and shall, in 
addition to the list, constitute evidence of receipt of an allocation. 

4. TRPA shall number each allocation as shown in the following table: 

TABLE 50.5.2-1: NUMBERING OF ALLOCATIONS 

Indicator Name Examples 
First set of letters County or city of origin WA, DG, PL, EL, SLT 
First set of numbers Year of issuance 87,88,89,90,91 
Second set of letters Type of allocation O = original 

R = reissued 
LS = litigation settlement 

AP = allocation pool 
Second set of numbers Sequence of allocation Douglas County: 1 through 23 

Example:  PL – 87 – R – 56 
 

5. The counties and city shall notify each owner of a parcel receiving an 
allocation. 

6. In the event an allocation is returned or forfeited for any reason, the 
county or city shall notify TRPA by returning the original allocation 
certificate and requesting a reissued allocation for assignment to 
another parcel.  If the original allocation certificate cannot be returned 
to TRPA, the county or city shall notify TRPA of the reason, and the 
allocation shall be cancelled by depositing a notice of cancellation in 
the U. S. Mail, first class, postage prepaid, addressed to the last known 
address of the owner of the receiving parcel. 

D. Administration 
An allocation shall entitle the owner of the receiving parcel to either apply for a 
TRPA permit to construct an additional residential unit or to transfer the 
allocation to another parcel pursuant to Chapter 51: Transfer of Development.  
Distribution of, and other transactions concerning allocations, shall be tracked, 
accounted for, and otherwise treated in accordance with Chapter 6: Tracking, 
Accounting, and Banking. 

1. Upon receipt of the allocation certificate from the county, TRPA, or city, 
the owner of the parcel may file an application with TRPA to either 
construct a residential unit or transfer the allocation.  Residential 
allocation application submission deadlines are set by local 
jurisdictions. 

E. Performance Review System 
1. Allocation Performance Table 

Each jurisdiction shall receive a base allocation according to Table 
50.5.2-2.  The base allocation may be enhanced or reduced 
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incrementally according to subparagraphs 2 through and 35 following 
the table.   

a. Each jurisdiction’s final allocation for the year shall be determined 
by TRPA by October 1.   

b. Each year the Performance Review Committee (PRC) shall review the 
performance of the local jurisdictions and TRPA.  The review 
committee shall consist of representatives of the participating 
counties, city, and TRPA.  The committee shall review the 
performance criteria contained in subparagraphs 2 and 3, through 5 
below.  TRPA may establish guidelines to establish consistent 
evaluations and/or audits for subparagraphs 2 through and 35 to 
assist the Performance Review Committee’s review.  No jurisdiction 
shall receive more allocations than the maximum or fewer 
allocations than the minimum allocations for that jurisdiction shown 
in Table 50.5.2-2.  When the total number of allocations available for 
distribution is fewer than the number shown in the table, TRPA shall 
apply the performance system proportionality to the remaining 
allocations. 
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TABLE 50.5.2-2: ALLOCATION PERFORMANCE TABLE FOR 2015 THROUGH 2032 

Jurisdiction 
Minimum 

Allocation with 
Deductions 

Deduction 
Increments 

Base 
Allocation 

Enhancement 
Increments 

Maximum Base 
Allocation with 
Enhancements 

Douglas County 2 -0.51.75 5 0.5 9 

Washoe County 6 -1.53.5 11 1.5 2220 

El Dorado County 13 -3.58 25 3.5 4945 

City of South Lake 
Tahoe 5 -1.53.5 10 1.5 2119 

Placer County 8 -24.75 15 2 2927 

Total 34  66  130120 

Note:  One deduction or enhancement increment equals the number of allocations shown for 
individual jurisdictions. If the final allocation results in a decimal ending in 0.5 or higher the 
allocation will be rounded up to the nearest whole number, if the decimal is below 0.5 the 
allocation will be rounded down to the nearest whole number. 

 
 

2. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation 
By October 1 of each year, TRPA shall request annual conformance 
reports for the prior year from the Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and Nevada Department of Environmental Protection.  
The base allocation for each jurisdiction may be awarded or reduced by 
the PRC as follows: 
 
a. For 2015 a jurisdiction shall receive their base allocation  for  

conformance with California National Point Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permits and Nevada Interlocal Agreements; and 

b. Beginning in 2016, a jurisdiction shall receive their base allocation 
for achieving above 90 percent conformance with State approved 
annual Lake Clarity Credit targets; or   

c. A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for less 
than 90 percent to 75 percent conformance with State approved 
annual Lake Clarity Credit targets; or 

d. A jurisdiction shall be penalized two increments of deduction for 
less than 75 percent conformance with State approved annual Lake 
Clarity Credit targets.  

 

2.3. Permit Monitoring and Compliance 
By October 1 of each year, TRPA shall conduct a representative sample 
audit of not less than ten percent of the single-family residential permits 
issued in the prior year and compliance inspections performed the prior 
year by the counties, city, and TRPA.  A passing score of 70 percent for 
both permit monitoring and tracking is expected for each jurisdiction.  
The base allocation shall may be enhanced or awarded or reduced by 
the PRC according to the score as follows: 

a. A jurisdiction shall receive one increment of enhancement for a 75 
percent to less than 90 percent score for both the project review 
portion and the compliance portion of the audit; 
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b.a. A jurisdiction shall receive two increments of enhancementtheir 
base allocation for average scores of 90 percent or greater for both 
the project review portion and the compliance portion of the audit; 
or 

b. A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for 
average audit scores for both the project review portion and the 
compliance portion of the audit between  below 65 75 and 90 
percent; or 

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

 

3. Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) Implementation 
As of 2004, TRPA shall receive and approve a five-year water quality and 
air quality EIP project list (“EIP component list”) covering the years 2006-
2011, in addition to TMDL annual reporting requirements, by the 
October prior to each allocation year.  Based on the EIP component list 
and the TMDL annual reporting requirements, the base allocation for 
each jurisdiction shall be enhanced or reduced by the PRC as follows: 

a. A jurisdiction shall receive one increment of enhancement for a 71-
100 percent completion of project component scores for the EIP 
Component List; 

b. A jurisdiction shall receive two increments of enhancement for 
performance greater than 100 percent completion of project 
component scores for the EIP Component List; or 

c. A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for 
performance 50 percent below completion of project component 
scores for the EIP Component List, or not having an approved EIP 
Component List and meeting TMDL annual reporting requirements. 

   

4. BMP Retrofit Implementation 
The base allocation for each jurisdiction shall be enhanced or reduced 
by the PRC as follows: 

a. A jurisdiction shall receive one increment of enhancement for 
maintaining the jurisdiction-specific BMP Retrofit Implementation 
program and making progress toward meeting established targets 
equal to 50 percent to 100 percent compliance; 

b. A jurisdiction shall receive two increments of enhancement for 
greater than 100 percent compliance with the established annual 
retrofit targets for implementation of BMPs; or  

c. A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for not 
maintaining the jurisdiction-specific BMP Retrofit Implementation 
program or not making progress toward meeting established 
targets.  

 

5. Transit Level of Service 
Tahoe Transportation District (TTD), in consultation with TRPA staff, shall 
establish baseline Transit Level of Service (TLOS) for each jurisdiction as 
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well as establish targets for improving the TLOS on an annual basis, as 
set forth in the TRPATLOS Guidelines Handbook.  Failure to comply in 
one year shall be deducted from the next year’s allocation.  The annual 
base allocation shall be enhanced or reduced by the PRC, with 
recommendation from the TTD, as follows: 

a. A jurisdiction shall receive one increment of enhancement for 
improving three of nine of the TLOS criteria from the previous year 
by five to ten percent as determined by the jurisdiction-specific 
TLOS Criteria Matrix in the TLOS Guidelines Handbook, or 

b. A jurisdiction shall receive two increments of enhancement for 
improving five of nine TLOS criteria from the previous year by 
greater than five percent, as determined by the jurisdiction-specific 
TLOS Criteria Matrix in the TLOS Guidelines Handbook, or 

c. In the event a jurisdiction does not qualify for either increment of 
enhancement but improves a minimum of one TLOS criteria by at 
least five percent under subparagraph a above, or three criteria by 
at least five percent under subparagraph b above, a jurisdiction may 
qualify for an initial or second increment if other measurable 
commitments to transit (listed below), approved by TRPA and TTD 
at least one year in advance, are met.  Other measurable 
commitments to transit that may increase ridership include, but are 
not limited to: expenditure of new transit funds on transit; 
development and implementation of a parking management plan; 
establishment of a regional or local revenue source to fund transit 
operations; establishment or extension of inter-jurisdictional service; 
and/or provision of incentives to transit passenger such as free fares, 
implementation of new transit marketing, and/or promotional 
programs. 

d. A jurisdiction shall be penalized one increment of deduction for a 
five percent or greater decrease in the previous year’s four of nine 
TLOS criteria as determined by the jurisdiction-specific TLOS Criteria 
Matrix. 

4. Allocations not distributed under the Performance Review System shall 
be assigned to TRPA’s unused allocation pool.  
 

F. Monitoring Requirement 
TRPA hereby establishes a monitoring fee of $100 that shall be collected by the 
entity issuing the allocation from each allocation recipient.  The fee shall be 
used to monitor water quality impacts and permit conformance. 

50.5.3. Multi-Residential Allocations 

A portion of the residential allocations set forth in subparagraph 50.5.1.C may be 
reserved for multi-residential use.  These reserved allocations shall be used for the 
Multi-Residential Incentive Program established in Chapter 52: Bonus Unit Incentive 
Program, or in connection with transfer of development rights pursuant to Chapter 51: 
Transfer of Development. 

A. Reservation Pool 
On an annual basis, a pool of allocations representing the desired level of multi-
residential development for a given jurisdiction may be established by TRPA 
after consultation with the jurisdiction.  Allocations assigned to the pool shall 
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be within the limitations of Table 50.5.1-1.  Unused allocations may be carried 
over to the next year's pool. 

B. Allocations for Multi-Residential Projects 
Except for allocations obtained by transfer pursuant to Chapter 51, or obtained 
directly as provided in subsection 50.5.2, allocations for multi-residential 
projects shall be made upon project approval.  Previously issued allocations or a 
letter from the appropriate county or city indicating allocations that are 
available from the reservation pool or have been reserved from a future year's 
allocation shall be required as part of the project application.  TRPA may review 
multi-residential projects for which allocations are reserved from future years, 
except that project approval shall be limited to units for which allocations are 
available at the time of approval.  Projects may receive bonus units prior to 
project approval pursuant to Chapter 52. 
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Date: June 4, 2014 
 

To: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission  
 
From: TRPA Staff 
 
Subject:     Notice of Preparation for an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
                   Statement for the Proposed Tahoe Valley Area  Plan  
 
Requested Action:  No action is required.  This is an informational item only.  
 
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) 
review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and provide oral or written comments on the scope 
and contents of the Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). 
 
Project Description/Background: The City of South Lake Tahoe and the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA) are preparing a joint EIR/EIS for the proposed Tahoe Valley Area Plan.  
This joint document will serve as an EIR prepared by the City of South Lake Tahoe pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines and an EIS 
prepared by TRPA pursuant to the Compact, Code of Ordinances, and Rules of Procedure. The 
Area Plan consists of approximately 335-acres located at the intersection of US Highway 50 
and State Route (SR) 89, or “South Y” area, within the City of South Lake Tahoe, California.   
 
Public Scoping Meeting: The City of South Lake Tahoe will be conducting a public workshop 
and scoping meeting on June 19, 2016, 6:00 PM, City Council Chamber, 1901 Airport Road, 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150.   The City will also be taking public comments on this item at 
their July 1, 2014, City Council meeting and July 10, 2014, Planning Commission meeting.  
In addition, this item will be on the Governing Board meeting agenda for June 25, 2014.   
Written public comments regarding this item may be submitted to the City of South Lake 
Tahoe until July 10, 2014. 
 
Contact Information: For questions regarding this item, please contact Brandy McMahon, 
AICP, Principal Planner, at (775) 589-5274 or bmcmahon@trpa.org. 
 

Attachment: 
           A.  Notice of Preparation 
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ACCELERATE THRESHOLD ATTAINMENT 

Implement the 2012 Regional Plan – Focus on regional issues such as 
adapting to climate change. 

 

Implementation of the 2012 Regional Plan is the primary focus of TRPA’s Planning Divisions: Long 
Range Planning, Current Planning, and Transportation Planning. 

LONG RANGE PLANNING 

The Long Range Planning Division implements an ongoing regional planning process that fulfills 
the Bi-State Compact requirement for a Regional Plan and related ordinances, rules and 
regulations that will achieve and maintain environmental threshold carrying capacities. The 
ongoing long range planning process includes annual long range planning priority-setting by the 
Governing Board, resulting Plan and Code amendments, and a 4-year Regional Plan and Code of 
Ordinances update based on evaluation of progress toward achieving and maintaining the 
environmental threshold carrying capacities. 

At the last two Governing Board retreats (February 2013 and April 2014), the Governing Board set a 
number of priorities for Long Range Planning. Outlined below is a summary of those priorities and 
a status of progress. 

Area Plans 

Area plans must be found in conformance with the Regional Plan to ensure that they are 
consistent with regional environmental goals, but they can be better tailored to meet each local 
community’s unique needs. With a conforming area plan in place, TRPA can delegate additional 
projects to local jurisdictions for review. This will significantly streamline the permitting process by 
setting up one-stop shop permitting and inspections for most projects. Below is a list of the 
proposed area plans and the status of progress on each plan 

 Tahoe Douglas Area Plan – The Tahoe Douglas Area Plan will include the remainder of 
Douglas County which was not included in the recently adopted South Shore Area Plan. 
The County is preparing a draft of the Plan with TRPA review and consideration of the Plan 
anticipated in the second half of calendar year 2014. 

 City of South Lake Tahoe’s Tahoe Valley Area Plan – The Tahoe Valley Area Plan includes 
the South “Y” area included in the existing draft Tahoe Valley Community Plan. The City is 
currently preparing a draft of the Plan and conducting a series of public workshops. TRPA 
review and consideration is anticipated in the second half of calendar year 2014. 

 El Dorado County, Meyers Area Plan –This plan includes the Meyers Town Center and 
surrounding mixed-use, recreation, and conservation lands. The County is conducting the 
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environmental review and public 
involvement process. TRPA 
review is expected in the latter 
half of 2014.  

 Placer County Area Plans – 
Placer County is preparing four 
individual area plans covering the 
majority of county lands within 
the Lake Tahoe Region. These 
plans will share one policy 
document to ensure a consistent 
policy framework. The four plans 
cover North Tahoe West, North 
Tahoe East, Tahoe City, and the 
West Shore. Numerous public 
meetings have been held and 
Placer County has prepared an 
existing conditions report and 
draft policy document for public 
review. TRPA staff has been 
meeting periodically with Placer 
County representatives to identify 
issues of concern and possible 
solutions. 

 Placer County, Martis West Area 
Plan – A unique fifth area plan in 
Placer County covers slightly over 
112 acres of privately-owned conservation and recreation lands near the Northstar ski 
resort. As part of a larger land conservation agreement outside the Lake Tahoe Region, the 
private applicant is working with Placer County to develop the public process and schedule 
for consideration of this limited portion of the larger plan. The area plan will include a 
proposed re-designation of the 112 acres as a resort recreation land use under the Tahoe 
Regional Plan. 

 Washoe County Area Plan – This area plan will cover the entire portion of Washoe County 
within the Lake Tahoe Region. The planning process is underway and two community 
meetings have been held. TRPA and Washoe County staffs are coordinating on the 
development of the Plan and anticipate conformance review in 2015. 

 

Housing Needs Program 

On October 23, 2013 the Local Government Committee directed staff to use existing grant funding 
to develop potential Code or policy changes to address barriers to low or moderate-income 

AGENDA ITEM NO. VIII.A.1.
34



 

TRPA Quarterly Report 
January - April 2014 | Page 4 

 

housing. Staff will present the draft Regional Housing Needs report to the APC and Governing 
Board in May 2014. 

 

Coverage Transfers Across Hydrologic Zones 

In January 2014, the Governing Board Regional Plan Implementation Committee endorsed a 
process, approximate schedule, and makeup of a working group to examine coverage transfer 
across hydrologic zones. The working group met on March 10, 2014 to recommend specific 
objectives and alternatives to consider. Staff is reporting back to the Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee in May 2014. 

 

BMP Compliance Subcommittee 

The Regional Plan Implementation Committee endorsed a process and schedule in January 2014 
and appointed Governing Board Members Shute and Aldean to co-chair a working group to assist 
with this project. The working group met on March 12, 2014 to recommend specific objectives and 
topics to consider. Staff is reporting back to the Regional Plan Implementation Committee in May 
2014. Although this group was originally charged with looking at accelerating BMP retrofit 
compliance rates using point of sale strategies alone, the work group agreed to look at BMP 
implementation strategies as a whole. As such, the working group will expand its focus and not be 
narrowly targeting any single strategy or compliance approach for only private parcel BMP retrofit. 
 
Shorezone Regulations 

TRPA staff is organizing a stakeholder working group to assist in the development of program 
alternatives to address the prohibition on shorezone structures in fish habitat. The prohibition is 
the last element not updated from the former 1987 Regional Plan as a result of litigation 
challenging the 2008 Shorezone Ordinance amendments. The process includes coordinating with 
the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board staff to select a consultant to perform the 
required environmental analysis of potential TRPA shorezone Code amendments and 
corresponding amendments to Lahontan’s Basin Plan needed to lift the fish habitat prohibition 
and develop standards for new structures in the shorezone in prime fish habitat. Staff anticipates 
providing additional briefings to the Governing Board and Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee on the shorezone ordinance update over the next several months. 

 

CURRENT PLANNING 

The Current Planning Division serves the public by providing timely and consistent review of 
applications to achieve environmental improvement and economic investment consistent with 
the Regional Plan and Code. The Division supports local government and other public and quasi-
public entities to implement the Regional Plan and works to facilitate removal of development and 
development rights from sensitive and remote lands through a system of transferring 
commodities.  
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The following information represents a status report on the Current Planning Division application 
processing times. Having consistent and predicable review times substantially benefits project 
implementation needed to deliver environmental improvements, and Current Planning staff is 
working diligently to meet targets. 

Measure 2011/2012
Actual 

2012/2013 
Target 

YTD

Number of applications 819 1,000 592 

Percent of applications deemed complete/not 
complete within 30 days  

Not 
available 

100% 100% 

Number (percent) of applications requiring Hearing 
Officer review completed within 45 days of 
application being deemed complete 

Not 
available 

85 (90%) 20 (71%) 

Number (percent) of applications requiring 
Governing Board review (excluding those requiring 
an environmental impact statement) completed 
within 60 days of application being deemed 
complete. 

Not 
available 

45 (90%) 0(0%) 

Number (percent) of applications requiring 
Governing Board review with an environmental 
impact statement completed within 120 days of 
application being deemed complete. 

Not 
available 

2 (100%) 1 (100%) 

Percent of all applications reviewed within 120 days 
of application being deemed complete 

Not 
available 

100% 100% 

Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with 
the Customer Service Counter as “good” or 
“excellent” (i.e., 3 or 4 on survey) 

Not 
available 

75% 86% 

 

2013 Delegation MOU Audit Results 

In 2013, TRPA performed audits of jurisdictions that issue permits and perform compliance 
inspections in conformance with adopted TRPA Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs). Although 
no specific MOUs have been issued in accordance with adopted area plans, there are a number of 
delegation MOUs that have been in existence for many years and these are audited on an annual 
basis. Please note that Douglas County did not have a delegation MOU in 2013 therefore the 
results shown in the table below show TRPA’s performance in issuing permits and performing 
inspections for projects in Douglas County. Results were based on two criteria: project review 
conformance and inspection results (winterization and security return inspections). 
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Jurisdiction Project Review Inspections 
Douglas County 98% 95% 
Washoe County 92% 96% 
El Dorado County 91.5% 98% 
City of South Lake Tahoe 96.25% 96% 
Placer County 99% 92% 

 

Major Development Projects under Review in Current Planning 

 Sierra Colina Plan Revision 

Revisions to the previously approved Sierra Colina project (approved by the Governing 
Board in June 2009 and challenged in litigation shortly thereafter) have been proposed. 
The plan revision reduces units to 47 market rate homes, with one small community 
building, located on the 16-acre parcel. The project also includes undergrounding of 
overhead utility lines, removal and stabilization of coverage in stream environment zone 
areas, and construction of a traffic-calming turn lane at the Highway 50/Lake Village Drive 
intersection. Offsite water quality contributions have already been constructed for the 
adjacent Lake Village area. All other previously-approved “voluntary components” in the 
original approved project (e.g. bicycle and pedestrian trails, moderate income housing, 
public open space) are no longer included in the revised project application in response to 
costs incurred from associated litigation. Actual project components are in negotiation, 
with approval pending. Staff anticipates bringing this project forward to the Governing 
Board sometime in the next quarter. 

 Edgewood Lodge Plan Revision 

The Edgewood Lodge project (approved unanimously by the Governing Board in August 
2012), located within a 231-acre site on the Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course property, is now 
under construction. The new lodge complex brings with it significant environmental 
improvements, golf course realignment, new lakefront recreation and access, and the 
transfer of development rights and associated sending lot restoration as a community 
pocket park. The plan revision, approved by the Governing Board and staff in April, 
relocates a portion of a fairway into California.  

 Heavenly Epic Discovery Day Use Activities Project  

With shortened winter recreation seasons projected, this proposal brings enhanced 
summer recreation activities to the Heavenly Mountain Resort area. Three summer daytime 
activity nodes are proposed at the top of the Heavenly Gondola to create a non-skiing, 
family-oriented activity center. The activity nodes include the East Peak Basin located on 
the Nevada side of the resort, Sky Meadows Basin located at the bottom of Sky Express lift 
and Adventure Peak located at the top of the Gondola lift. These three activity nodes will 
act as access portals and hubs for new all year recreation activities. This proposal requires a 
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Master Plan amendment and staff 
anticipates bringing this to the 
Governing Board later in 2014. 

 United States Coast Guard State 
Pier Modification 

The project is located at the USCG 
Lake Tahoe Station near Tahoe City. 
It involves the upgrade of the 
existing boat launching facilities. 
The upgrade is needed to improve 
emergency response times for the 
vessel moored at a public launching 
facility some distance away. The upgrade will allow for the Coast Guard vessel to be 
moored at the Coast Guard station and will be accessible during periods when the lake 
level is low. The Coast Guard is preparing a joint environmental document which will 
evaluate five different design alternatives for the purpose of evaluating the potential direct 
and indirect threshold and environmental effects of the upgrade. Staff will be taking the 
Environmental Assessment and permit to the Governing Board for consideration this fall.  

 Horizon Casino Addition/Modification  

The proposed design elements bring the project closer to the vision of the South Shore 
Area Plan by incorporating natural elements throughout including the south east plaza. 
The towers are incorporating darker colors to make scenic threshold progress in the casino 
core. The TRPA Hearings Officer approved the project on May 1 as a special use in the 
South Shore Area Plan.  

Residential Allocation Distribution Program Modifications 

In 2012, the Governing Board put in place a temporary interim system for distribution of new 
residential allocations to local governments. Following a seven-month stakeholder process which 
did not achieve consensus on changes to the residential allocation program, the Governing Board 
invited the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) to develop new environmental linkage criteria for 
the Performance Review System to determine the distribution of residential allocations to local 
jurisdictions. At the March APC meeting, the APC held a workshop and agreed to conceptual 
changes that would streamline the annual review and create new opportunities for jurisdictions to 
earn allocations. For the next two months, staff will work with the APC on the recommendations 
with an anticipated decision hearing at the Governing Board in July or August 2014.  
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

The Transportation Planning Division executes an ongoing regional transportation planning 
program that implements the Bi-State Compact requirement for an integrated transportation plan 
including parkways, highways, transportation facilities, transit routes, waterways, navigational 
facilities, public transportation facilities, bicycle facilities, and appurtenant terminals and facilities 
for the movement of people and goods within the Region. The TRPA Governing Board, with the 
addition of a member representing the US Forest Service, is the designated metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) for the Lake Tahoe Region and the Transportation Division serves as the MPO 
staff. The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) maintains and implements a 
continuing, comprehensive, and coordinated regional transportation planning process that 
includes a Regional Transportation Plan, the Federal Transportation Program, and an Overall Work 
Program. 

California Transportation Commission Visits Lake Tahoe 

The California Transportation Commission held its meeting at Lake Tahoe for the first time April 7-9 
with a two-day “Transportation is Transformation” theme. The meeting was an opportunity to 
showcase the importance of transportation programs and projects in meeting the environmental 
threshold goals of the Compact, the goals of California Senate Bill 375 and reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, and overall socioeconomic sustainability goals for the Region. The Commission is 
responsible for programming and allocating funds for the construction of highway, passenger rail, 
and transit improvements throughout California. The Commission also advises and assists the 
Secretary of the California State Transportation 
Agency and the Legislature in formulating and 
evaluating state transportation policies and programs. 

The presentations emphasized the strengths of the 
existing partnerships among agencies and 
implementers, and how the Region is poised to deliver 
transportation improvements. Lake Tahoe 
transportation partners presented a virtual tour of 
Lake Tahoe and highlighted transportation 
improvements on the first day of the conference. The second day focused on the Trans-Sierra 
Transportation Collaborative efforts to align adjacent transportation agencies in California and 
Nevada based on shared goals and identified needs. A consistent theme throughout the 
presentations demonstrated Lake Tahoe’s strategies to invest in alternatives to the automobile 
rather than increasing roadway capacity to reduce congestion. 

On Our Way Grants  

Plans are effective only if we can deliver the means to implement them. TRPA recently awarded six 
On Our Way grants. The purpose of the grant program is to help Lake Tahoe communities identify 
neighborhood-level transportation and community improvements to meet Region-wide 
sustainability goals: 
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 creating walkable, mixed use centers 
 encouraging biking, walking, and transit use 
 supporting economic vitality 
 reducing impacts to the environment 

Local jurisdictions, non-profit organizations, educational institutions, community groups, and 
government agencies were eligible to apply. The products of the On Our Way program take 
regional-scale planning down to specific implementation plans at the local level, and will be 
incorporated into the Regional Plan including the Regional Transportation Plan Update. These area 
and project scale efforts are intended to lead to construction of capital improvements or approval 
of new policies or programs. 

Applicant Grant Name 
Awarded 
Amount 

Lake Tahoe Unified 
School District South Tahoe Middle School Area Connectivity Plan $153,625
Placer County Public 
Works Tahoe City Mobility Improvements $73,469
El Dorado County  Meyers Sustainable Mobility Plan  $200,000

Washoe County  
SR 431 Mt. Rose Scenic Byway Corridor 
Management Plan (Lake Tahoe Portion) $46,733

Washoe County 
Signage Master Plan for SR 28 National Scenic 
Corridor & NV Stateline to Stateline Shared Use Path  $53,000

Tahoe Rim Trail 
Association  

Connecting Tahoe Rim Trail Users to Transportation 
Alternatives  $25,744

The following projects are on a waiting list pending additional availability of funds 

Douglas County 
Lower Kingsbury Environment and Economic 
Gateway Project $77,860

Placer County Public 
Works North Tahoe Shared-Use Trail $125,958

Work on some projects is already underway. As an example, the Lake Tahoe Unified School District 
held a Safe Routes to School Community Meeting April 30 to receive feedback on safety issues at 
elementary schools, opportunities to improve safe access to school, and ways to encourage more 
walking, biking and carpooling to school. On-site observations and audits of traffic conditions 
during peak drop-off/pick-up times were conducted at four elementary schools before the 
meeting. The results of this initial assessment will be used to apply for a large Safe Routes to School 
grant that will fund the planning, engineering, and design work for the highest priority projects 
identified across the schools. 
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Develop and Implement New Funding Strategies for the Environmental 
Improvement Program (EIP) – The Region is confronted with constrained state 
funding sources and the decline of multiple federal grants that support 
restoration, science, and monitoring programs. 

 

The Environmental Improvement Division leads the implementation of the Tahoe ecosystem 
restoration initiative (the Environmental Improvement Program). The Division provides leadership 
within the EIP partnership for new financing strategies for future projects and programs, and leads 
the work of setting EIP program/project priorities to make sure that the limited funding for EIP 
projects is being used on those projects that will achieve maximum threshold gain. The Division 
also works to add new relationships beyond the Lake Tahoe Region to strategically leverage new 
and innovative funding sources. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM SUPPORT 

Lake Tahoe Restoration Act  

During the first quarter of 2014, TRPA staff worked with the Lake Tahoe Partnership and the 
Nevada Shared Federal Framework to engage with congressional representatives in support of the 
Lake Tahoe Restoration Act. TRPA staff and Governing Board members met with congressional 
staff in Washington, DC in early March and participated in multiple briefings on Tahoe issues. This 
effort is part of an ongoing program by both the public and private sectors to educate members of 
congress on the importance of the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act to the regional environment and 
economy. TRPA staff worked extensively with legislative partners to advance a strategy for the 
bill’s path through the House of Representatives. The bill is on target for a House legislative 
hearing in the Public Lands and Environmental Regulation Subcommittee of the Natural Resources 
Committee.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PROJECTS 

The goal of project delivery within the EIP is implementation resulting in needed environmental 
gain across multiple thresholds to achieve the overall goals of the Compact. EIP projects to be 
constructed in the 2014 building season include: 
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Roadway Projects 

Caltrans and NDOT have teamed 
up to produce a 2014 
Construction Season Map. This 
map directs drivers to websites 
with the most up-to-date 
information about roadway 
construction activities. The 
websites are www.nevadadot.com 
and www.tahoeroads.com. 
Roadway projects are not merely 
for the purpose of transportation 
system improvements. They are 
among the most important and 
effective public sector projects 
delivering Compact threshold 
benefits across multiple resource 
categories. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Caltrans will have five sections of the Lake Tahoe Region’s highways under construction this 
summer for water quality and multi-modal measures: 

o State Route 89 from Emerald Bay to Meeks Creek Water Quality Improvement Project 
o California State Route 89 from the South Lake Tahoe Y to Cascade Road, Water Quality 

and Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project 
o California State Route 89 from the Tahoe City Y to Tahoma includes water quality 

improvements and bike lanes 
o US Highway 50 from Johnson Pass Road to Incline Way (near Meyers) includes water 

quality improvements and bike lanes 
o US Highway 50 from South Tahoe Y to the Airport. Water Quality improvements, 

sidewalks and bike lanes 
 

 State Route 207 Road Reconstruction and Water Quality Improvement Project  
The project is located in Douglas County Nevada, within NDOT’s right of way on State Route 
207 and extends from the State Route 207 intersection with Highway 50 to Daggett Summit. 
The project is scheduled to be constructed during the 2014 and 2015 grading seasons. The 
project includes reconstruction of the existing roadway, stormwater quality improvements, 
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and improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities for the State Route 207 corridor. The 
transportation corridor will be safer for motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists, and fewer 
pollutants will enter Edgewood Creek and Lake Tahoe as a result of the project.  

 Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project 

Placer County began construction and staging of this project during the first quarter of 2014 
and Board Chair Shelly Aldean was a featured speaker at the ribbon cutting ceremony on April 
21, 2014. 

The improvement project will transform a 1.1-mile section of State Highway 28 that runs 
through the center of this North Lake Tahoe community. The highway is being reduced to 3 
lanes, allowing for attractive 10-foot wide sidewalks, pedestrian safety improvements, 2 
roundabouts, landscaping, public gathering places, bike lanes, public parking lots, public art, 
and extensive water quality treatment facilities. The project will result in improvements to 
many TRPA threshold categories, most notably water quality, air quality, and scenic quality. It is 
estimated that the project will prevent on the order of 45,000 pounds of sediment from 
washing into the Lake annually. 

Approximately seven public-private entities funded the $45-million project, with the first phase 
of the project, The Core of the Core, taking two years and $21-million to complete.  

 Harrison Avenue Streetscape and Water Quality Improvement Project 
Construction is underway on this project which is located in the City of South Lake Tahoe, 
California and includes the installation of erosion control and water quality improvements, 
streetscape improvements, improved vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and parking 
improvements within the City’s right of way and three public parcels. The project will reduce 
the volume and improve the quality of stormwater runoff discharging to Lake Tahoe by 
treating and infiltrating stormwater from streets and private properties. Harrison Avenue will 
be the first completed area-wide water quality treatment system within the City of South Lake 
Tahoe.  
 

Bike Trail Implementation 

This summer, El Dorado County will be constructing two Class One bike trail projects (Class One 
trails are off highways) which will fill missing links from Meyers to the South Lake Tahoe Y/High 
School area. 

 El Dorado County’s Sawmill 2b bike path and water quality improvement project 
 El Dorado County’s Lake Tahoe Boulevard bike path from Tahoe Mountain Road to Viking Way 

(High School) 
 
The Tahoe City Public Utility District is also constructing a one-mile missing section of Class One 
bike trail this summer at Homewood. 
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The goal of the Stormwater Management Program is to reduce pollutants flowing into Lake Tahoe. 
Roadway infrastructure projects and installation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) on private 
parcels are the main focus areas of the program. We are positioning the Stormwater Management 
Program to adapt to the California, Nevada, and U.S. EPA approval of the Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) approach to water quality improvement along with a substantial reduction in funds 
to partner agencies and TRPA. 

Best Management Practices Program Working Group (Strategic Plan Development) 

During the first quarter of 2014, TRPA staff and BMP partners launched a new EIP Working Group to 
address implementation strategies for parcel-level water quality best management practices. This 
group is developing a strategic plan that will integrate TMDL policies and implementation plans 
with TRPA’s basin-wide implementation program for BMPs. This group is providing information, 
data analysis, and support to the TRPA Governing Board BMP Compliance Working Group that is 
discussing policy issues related to BMP compliance.  

California Clean Water Act Section 319(h) Award 

In April 2014, our proposal submitted for California stormwater funding (CA-319) was accepted at a 
proposed funding level of approximately $300,000. The California Non-Point Source Program 
annually allocates approximately $4 million of Clean Water Act Section 319(h) funding from the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to support implementation and planning projects 
throughout California that address water quality problems in surface and groundwater resulting 
from non-point source pollution. TRPA staff is collaborating with the EIP BMP working group to 
refine the scope and schedule for implementation of this grant to ensure that the funding is used 
on actions that target the greatest water quality benefit.  

 

FOREST AND VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The goal of the Forest and Vegetation Management Program is to restore and maintain healthy 
and fire-safe forests, and to provide leadership in fuel reduction/forest management activities 
which also promote ecosystem resiliency. 

Presentation to Nevada Legislative Oversight Committee and Field Tour 

On March 20th, TRPA staff participated in a field tour with the Nevada Legislative Oversight 
Committee members to review and experience fuels reduction work in the field. Presentations at 
the Committee hearing following the tour addressed various fire and fuels reduction topics in the 
Lake Tahoe Region. Mike Vollmer, TRPA’s Vegetation and Forestry Program Manager, spoke on 
“The Ecological Basis for Fuels Reduction.” Other presenters addressed issues related to the Nevada 
Fire Safe Council, the impact of fire in the Basin, an overview of the Nevada Network of Fire-
Adapted Communities, and Nevada Division of Forestry’s Wildland Fire Protection Program. 
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Staff is actively engaged with the ongoing work of the Nevada Legislative Oversight Committee in 
2014 and is collaborating on agendas for upcoming meetings on June 20th and July 30th. 

10-Year Strategy Update 

TRPA Forestry and Vegetation staff is working closely with the interagency fire group on an update 
to the Lake Tahoe Basin Multi-Jurisdictional Fuel Reduction and Wildfire Prevention Strategy, or 
the “10-Year Strategy.” This effort will include vital upgrades, including an accomplishment 
reporting protocol. The document is on track for completion this summer. 

In conjunction with the update to the 10-Year Strategy, the Lake Tahoe Region fire agencies are 
also updating their Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs). TRPA participates in all of the 
public meetings for these efforts and provides support to the fire agencies for this important 
endeavor. 

Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy 

Tahoe Yellow Cress (TYC) is a plant that grows on the beaches of Lake Tahoe and is considered a 
Tahoe “endemic,” meaning it only grows in the Lake Tahoe Basin. This unique-to-Tahoe plant has 
been studied and conserved through a multi-agency effort for well over a decade. In 2002, a TYC 
Conservation Strategy was created (funding provided through TRPA) and the TYC Adaptive 
Management Working Group has been using this Conservation Strategy as its guiding document. 
TYC has been a “candidate species” for listing under the Endangered Species Act for many years 
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service is required to make a decision on whether to list this species 
under the Endangered Species Act by December 2014. A TYC Conservation Strategy Update is 
underway to address the federal endangered species listing decision. 

 

AQUATIC RESOURCES PROGRAM 

Guided by the Lake Tahoe Basin Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan, TRPA leads the Lake 
Tahoe Region partnership to prevent the introduction of new Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) into 
the Region and to eradicate or control the spread of existing AIS. 

Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention 

The AIS boat-inspection program operates year-round, but only limited launch facilities are 
available during the winter and spring. Through Tahoe Resource Conservation District trained 
inspectors, more than 110 inspections were conducted during the first quarter of 2014, with one 
boat decontamination performed. All inspections were performed at Cave Rock and Lake Forest 
Boat Ramps due to winter operations. No infested boats were discovered.  

At the March 2014 Governing Board Meeting, the Board reviewed and approved the 2014 boat 
inspection fee structure which maintained the 2013 levels for inspections, but raised the 
decontamination fee by $10. The new fee for boats requiring decontamination will now be $35. An 
additional $10 will be added for boats with ballast systems. 
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TRPA is collaborating to find technological innovations to protect Lake Tahoe’s waters from new 
infestations. Staff worked with the States of Colorado and California along with the Watersport 
Industry Association, researchers at University of Nevada, Reno and a private company Wake Worx 
to develop a filter system designed to filter water before it enters a ballast system. By filtering 
Quagga Mussel veligers at a 99 percent effectiveness rate, the results were encouraging. TRPA 
attended the annual Watersport Industry Association conference in February to showcase the filter 
and its effectiveness encouraging the industry to move forward using this system on boats. 

Indications are that the new filters will be used on boats starting 
this season.  

Long-term stable funding for the AIS program is a critical 
challenge. Funding for this season’s prevention program is 
secured. This boating season, the AIS Prevention Program will be 
funded with fees, projected to be $745,000 and the remaining 
Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act funds, which are 
anticipated to be approximately $650,000. TRPA also received 
approximately $25,000 from the Federal Aquatic Nuisance 
Species Task Force and $17,500 from the Nevada Division of 
State Lands Tahoe License Plate Program. 

The Tahoe Keepers Program registered 32 new Tahoe Keepers 
during the first quarter of 2014 (1,595 total) and 48 new non-
motorized watercraft (2,763 total). 

The Tahoe Fund is actively fundraising for boat inspection 
stations to help TRPA close the pending funding gap for this high-priority program.  

Aquatic Invasive Species Control 

The Aquatic Invasive Species Coordinating Committee annually prioritizes projects for funding and 
implementation. With federal funds allocated to the program under the Southern Nevada Public 
Land Management Act sun-setting, no other federal funding is currently available for control. 
However, the Tahoe Resource Conservation District was awarded approximately $64,000 from 
Nevada Division of State Lands License Plate Program for control work on the Nevada side of the 
Lake, which most likely will focus on small weed populations at Nevada Beach, Elks Point Marina, 
and possibly the Crystal Shores Marina. In addition, an aquatic invasive plant survey of the Nevada 
shore will be performed. 

Funding for the continuation of Asian clam control work in Emerald Bay is being provided by 
California State Parks (approximately $300,000) and the Tahoe Fund (approximately $38,000). 
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PROPEL THE DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF BEST 
INFORMATION, DATA, AND SCIENCE FOR DECISION-
MAKING AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

Provide Excellent Information for Policy Decisions, Accountability, and 
Operations – TRPA is committed to continuing strong relations with the science 
community and improving measurement and reporting for programmatic and fiscal 
accountability.  

 

TRPA is charged with monitoring and measuring many hundreds of threshold standards, 
performance measures, and management actions for progress and effectiveness at a regional cost 
of many millions. The Region’s monitoring and reporting programs are achieved through multi-
sector partnerships and shared funding. 

REGIONAL STORMWATER MONITORING PROGRAM (RSWMP) UPDATE 

Grant funds from the U.S. Forest Service (through SNPLMA) and California Proposition 84 are being 
used by the Tahoe Resource Conservation District (Tahoe RCD) to lead a new TMDL effectiveness 
monitoring effort. The program will measure pollutants in urban stormwater runoff at Lake Tahoe 
to help evaluate the effectiveness of pollutant control projects and will track and report 
monitoring findings. This effort, known as the Regional Storm Water Monitoring Program 
(RSWMP), is a collaborative program supported by regulatory agencies, local government 
representatives, and scientists at Lake Tahoe. 

With the adoption of the TRPA Regional Plan Update and the TMDL, the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, TRPA, and local government agencies are collaborating to evaluate how 
adopted plans and policies are affecting the Lake. The RSWMP is the newest critical component of 
the overall water quality monitoring program at Lake Tahoe.  

The RSWMP project brings together the collective experience of academic researchers, 
environmental agencies, and private consultants to develop a scientifically sound and cost-
effective regional stormwater monitoring approach. The project partnership will recommend 
several monitoring methods to guide urban stormwater monitoring including tracking the status 
and trends of urban stormwater pollutant loads, aiding our understanding of the effectiveness of 
Best Management Practices, and assessing permit compliance. Additionally, the RSWMP project 
will provide an administrative structure for prioritizing urban stormwater monitoring expenditures, 
recommending cost-effective monitoring methods, gathering data to answer key resource 
management questions, and tracking Basin-wide progress toward achieving Lake Tahoe clarity 
goals.  

The Tahoe RCD has also initiated stormwater monitoring at several Tahoe Basin urban catchments 
and stormwater treatment facilities in 2013 to assess the effectiveness of pollutant load reduction 
efforts. Additional monitoring is planned at new locations this fall.  
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2014 ROADWAY NOISE STUDY 

A mitigation identified in the 2012 Regional Plan Update Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
called for TRPA to develop and implement a Region-wide traffic noise reduction program to 
achieve adopted community noise equivalency level (CNEL) standards. To implement the 
mitigation measure, the TRPA Governing Board adopted a requirement that major roadway 
projects incorporate noise mitigating features in areas where CNEL standards are not in 
attainment. A one-year targeted transportation corridor noise monitoring study for individual 
roadway segments is underway to confirm with greater accuracy which roadway segments are out 
of attainment and to target mitigation efforts. TRPA has contracted with Bollard Acoustical 
Consultants, Inc. to conduct the noise study beginning this summer with a final report to be 
completed by December 2014.  

RELATED LEGISLATIVE MATTERS 

California’s SB 630 authorized funds for invasive weed control work and Governor Brown’s revised 
budget, released in May, contains a recommendation for $150,000 for the California Tahoe 
Conservancy for this purpose. In addition, the Governor’s budget includes $150,000 for nearshore 
monitoring to be conducted by the Lahontan Water Board and $150,000 for the establishment of a 
Tahoe Science Advisory Council once a bi-state agreement is signed between the States of Nevada 
and California.  
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ESTABLISH TRPA AS A LEADER IN ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAMS 

Establish New Cutting-Edge, Nationally Recognized Environmental and 
Sustainability Approaches and Programs – The agency operates on a world stage 
and the time is ripe for growing TRPA’s reputation nationally and internationally as a 
leader in environmental restoration and sustainability approaches. We will use best 
practices and form new strategic alliances. 

 

TRPA is providing leadership in the face of difficult challenges such as adapting to climate change 
effects and the sustainability of Lake Tahoe’s communities. The Sustainable Communities Strategy 
adopted by TRPA achieves California greenhouse gas reduction targets for transportation related 
emissions, and the recently completed Sustainability Action Plan is an even broader blueprint for 
both public and private sector participants to address greenhouse gas reduction and the effects of 
climate change. 

TRPA was notified at the end of May 2014 that the Strategic Growth Council did not recommend 
funding the TRPA/TMPO Round 3 grant proposal. The requested funds ($1.15 million) would have 
funded the Lake Tahoe Sustainable Communities Program in Action. 

COMMODITIES TRACKING AND EXCHANGE SYSTEM 

During the past quarter the Commodities Tracking and Exchange System, which was funded by 
California Strategic Growth Council Round 1 and Round 2 grants, has been added to the TRPA 
website. Users, such as the California Tahoe Conservancy and Nevada Division of State Lands, have 
been loading information into the System. It is designed to make better information on available 
commodities to buyers and sellers and, as a result, accelerate the transfer of development and 
development rights out of sensitive and remote areas and into town centers. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES STRATEGY REPORT 

The Economic Development Incentives Strategy Report, also a product funded by the Strategic 
Growth Council, is nearing completion. It includes the following components: 

 Target Industries and Barriers to Success 

 Case Studies and Inventory of Potential Incentives 

 Regional Land Development Commodities Action Plan 
 

The first two components were completed previously. The Regional Land Development 
Commodities Action Plan was prepared under the leadership of a Tahoe Prosperity Center 
committee. All of the recommendations from the three components will be included in the final 
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report. These recommendations are intended to help facilitate economic development and 
redevelopment that will result in improvements to the built and natural environments. 

LAKE TAHOE SUSTAINABILITY ACTION PLAN AWARD 

The Strategic Growth Council funded Lake Tahoe Sustainability Action Plan was awarded the 
Section Excellence Award for the category of Innovation in Green Community Planning by the 
Sacramento Valley Section of the California Chapter of the American Planning Association. The 
Plan has now been submitted for a State award.  

“SUSTAINABILITY IN ACTION IN THE SIERRA” WORKSHOP 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, in conjunction with the Lake Tahoe Sustainable 
Communities Program, is holding a workshop entitled “Sustainability in Action in the Sierra”. It will 
be held at the Lake Tahoe Community College on June 4, 2014. It will feature presentations on the 
Lake Tahoe Sustainable Communities Program as well as an opportunity for public input on the 
draft Governor’s Environmental Goals and Policy Report.  
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OPERATE AS A HIGH PERFORMANCE ORGANIZATION 

Create an Enduring Organizational Culture of High Performance and Continuous 
Improvement – The agency will improve its performance management system to 
ensure each individual is in alignment with, evaluated against, and rewarded for 
achieving performance targets.  

 

ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE 

With the addition of the Agency’s new Organizational Development and Human Resources 
Director, Janice Duis, new internal initiatives on performance management and organizational 
development are underway. The goal of these major new strategic initiatives is to inculcate high 
performance and excellent customer service throughout the Agency. 

REORGANIZATION AND BUDGET 

Many internal staff positions have shifted over the last few months. A new organizational chart is 
attached. A renewed internal focus on the integration of science and data drove the creation of a 
new Research and Analysis Division in the first quarter of 2014 by reorganization within existing 
budgets and resources. Ted Thayer is now the manager of this new division.  

Chris Keillor, Finance Director, briefed the Operations Committee of the Governing Board this 
month on preliminary 2014-15 budget matters. Staff will present the full budget and work 
program, along with the strategic plan, to the Governing Board in June. For the first time in several 
years, TRPA’s 2014-15 California appropriation will have no supplemental budget policy language 
attached, reflecting the hard work of several Governing Board members and TRPA executive staff.  

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

Staff continues to make community relations a high priority. Over the first several months of 2014, 
we’ve reached thousands of community members and stakeholders through various forums. 
Highlights of this engagement include. 

 Leadership conference “Elevate Your View,” presentations by TRPA staff along with an 
education booth; Earth Day functions; the Tahoe Chamber’s Business Expo; as well as a 
myriad of other events.  

 High-Stress Customer Service Training Seminar – External Affairs staff coached planners 
and other employees on how to deal with difficult customer interactions. 

 Tahoe In Depth – production continues with new underwriters secured such as the Nevada 
State License Plate grant award of $7,500.  

 Environmental education – staff conducted ongoing outreach including Tahoe Expedition 
Academy field tours and lectures, UC Davis Tahoe Environmental Research Center’s 
Children’s Science Day, and South Tahoe Environmental Education Coalition activities 
resulting in growing environmental literacy in the Lake Tahoe Region. 
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 Presentation of the TRPA Regional Plan to the Nevada chapters of the American Planning 
Association and the American Society of Landscape Architects.  
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