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INTRODUCTION 
To update the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Regional Plan, staff has 
prepared a schedule of Milestones.  Each Milestone deals with a part of the 
Plan, and each is preceded by a Stakeholder Process to vet the proposed policy 
alternatives with Agency partners and constituents. 
 
Each Milestone will be accompanied by a FactSheet.  A FactSheet is a summary 
of the Stakeholder Process.  For policymakers, it provides a decision framework.  
It outlines the major issues identified by staff and stakeholders; it is how each 
Milestone’s policy discussions will be memorialized. 
 
Each FactSheet will go into a binder called the FactBook.  The FactBook will 
serve as the seminal piece of background material in defining the policy direction 
of the Plan.  FactSheet #1 included a compact disk containing: 
 

• The Project Description (PD), which summarize (in narrative form) the 
four alternatives to be analyzed with the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Regional Plan Update (RPU). 

• The “Matrix” containing all of the Goals, Policies, and Implementation 
Measures in the four alternatives. 

 
This CD was meant for general reference and can be kept with the FactBook.  
For the most recently updated versions of the PD and Matrix, go to 
http://www.trpa.org and click on “Regional Plan.” 
 
This FactSheet is the third in the series.  It focuses on the policy issues 
surrounding Land Use.  The Elements and Subelements of the Regional Plan 
that this FactSheet deals with are, namely, Land Use, Housing, Air Quality, 
Community Design, Scenic, Public Services and Facilities, Institutional 
Partnerships, and Performance Review and Implementation Scheduling. 
 
Only one of the above Subelements, Air Quality, contains Environmental 
Threshold Carrying Capacities, or “Thresholds,” which are environmental quality 
standards for the Tahoe Region.   Nine Threshold categories were created 
pursuant to the Bi-State Compact that gave birth to TRPA.  They are: 
 

• Water Quality  
• Air Quality  
• Scenic Resources 

• Soil Conservation 
• Fisheries 
• Vegetation  

• Wildlife 
• Noise  
• Recreation 
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PURPOSE OF THIS FACTSHEET 
The purpose of the FactSheet is to outline why TRPA plans and regulates for 
Land Use, Air Quality, and the topics in the Elements and Subelements 
mentioned above.  It also discusses the staff-proposed alternative as a better 
future for Tahoe than either the current Plan or the other action alternatives to be 
analyzed with the EIS. 
 
In analyzing the major issues, the FactSheet includes the staff recommendation, 
stakeholder reaction, the policy pros and cons associated with staff and 
stakeholder interests, and new ideas and best practices.  These are the key 
areas that need to be understood by policymakers in order to make informed 
decisions.  Staff’s proposed course of action for each major issue, which 
takes stakeholder interests into account, is denoted by italicized text. 
 
At the end of the analysis section, there is a page or pages on which each major 
issue is listed along with staff’s proposed resolution of the issue.  Below the 
summary are a few blank lines for the reader’s own thoughts on the matter.  You 
are invited to use these lines for note-taking and memorializing your thoughts, 
thus personalizing your own FactSheet. 
 
Besides providing background and recommendations on all of the major issues, 
the FactSheet will also include: 
 

• “Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses” (these are based on 
the most salient issues brought up at the stakeholder meetings) 

• stakeholder written comment letters 
• a list of stakeholder meetings, meeting dates, and participants 

 
When reading about the issues brought up at the stakeholder meetings (see the 
Appendix), pay careful attention to the “TRPA Responses” that are in italicized 
text.  These represent changes to the PD and Matrix that staff is proposing based 
on stakeholder comments and concerns.  All of the comments that elicited a 
proposed change are grouped at the top of each meeting’s notes to simplify the 
reader’s task of reviewing. 
 
These notes, lists, and documents will memorialize the stakeholder process and 
provide evidence of the background materials that influenced staff’s proposals. 
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Land Use 
 
 
 
WHY DOES TRPA PLAN AND REGULATE FOR LAND USE? 
 
Article V(c)(1) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact calls for a “land use plan 
for the integrated arrangement and general location and extent of, and the 
criteria and standards for, the uses of land, water, air, space and other natural 
resources within the Region, including but not limited to indication or allocation of 
maximum densities and permitted uses.” 
 
The Land Use Element of the Regional Plan sets forth the major tenets of land 
use planning in Tahoe under TRPA, including the maintenance of the 
environmental, social, physical, and economic well-being of the region; growth 
management; redirection of development to the most suitable locations; and 
coordination with local, state, and federal partners. 
 
The Compact mandates that TRPA develop a Regional Plan that establishes a 
balance or equilibrium between the natural and man-made environments.  
Thresholds were developed and adopted that define the capacity of the natural 
environment and set specific environmental performance standards related to 
land use.  The Thresholds, however, do not define the maximum population, 
density, permitted uses, design standards and other land use criteria in the 
region.  This is the function of the Land Use Element of the Regional Plan. 
 
 
 
WHY IS ALTERNATIVE 2 THE STAFF-PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE? 
 
The 1987 Regional Plan focused on growth control and taking a stand against 
the practices of the time that degraded the environment and the Lake.  Today, 
growth control and best environmental practices are the accepted rule. 
 
The Governing Board in recent years has given staff consistent direction: 
continue to strengthen TRPA’s environmental stand and increase efforts to 
generate tangible environmental improvements through redevelopment of the 
aging built environment.  By replacing the bad development of the past, good 
projects create environmental gain and better social and built environments. 
 
Under Alternative 2, the Goals and Policies of the 1987 Regional Plan would be 
amended to embrace new land use concepts which stem from the 
recommendations of the Pathway planning process.  Pathway solicited the 
opinions of 2,500 people from both in and out of the region. 
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Alternative 2 focuses on removing obstacles to good projects, strengthening 
incentives to transfer existing development, and transforming the Code of 
Ordinances to make it more robust and easier to navigate.  It also has specific 
focuses, such as promoting pedestrian- and transit-oriented development 
(PTOD) communities, implementing a transect planning system, and expanding 
the reach of mixed-use development – especially in Community Plan (CP) areas. 
 
TRPA has embraced a new theme called “environmental redevelopment.”  The 
private sector, which owns most of the aging built environment, must be willing to 
initiate redevelopment projects that create environmental gain.  TRPA, for its 
part, must streamline the entitlement process and develop incentives that result 
in socioeconomic conditions that can deliver environmental gain.  Alternative 2, 
with its focus on creating public/private partnerships, embodies this theme.   
 
All of these focuses are woven together throughout Alternative 2.  Their goal is to 
shift the existing, automobile-centric development pattern (which segregates the 
places people live, work, and play) toward more walkable, livable, sustainable 
communities.  Alternative 2 would establish the framework in which communities 
become vibrant and Threshold attainment accelerates.  Its land use pattern 
would promote water quality gains and protect the famed clarity of Lake Tahoe.  
Among the alternatives to be studied with the EIS, it best reflects the Compact-
mandated balancing of environmental, social, and economic goals. 
 
 
  
WHICH MAJOR STAKEHOLDER ISSUES RESULTED IN STAFF 
PROPOSING CHANGES TO THE PLAN ALTERNATIVES? 
 
LU Issue #1:  Should TRPA develop additional measures to 
facilitate land bank programs?  Through dialogue with stakeholders, staff 
has become aware of certain Code restrictions that are having negative effects 
on land restoration efforts.  The Code requires that coverage transfers and the 
use of in-lieu mitigation fees for excess land coverage1 take place within 
Hydrologically Related Area (HRA) boundaries.  There are nine HRAs in Tahoe; 
each one represents a collection of watersheds.   
 

                                                 
1 TRPA uses a land capability system to limit land coverage for the purpose of retaining soils’ 
health, capacity to infiltrate surface water, and ability to support vegetation.  The system ranks 
land into seven main classes, with the lowest capability area allowed a one percent coverage 
coefficient and the highest allowed 30 percent.  Past development has resulted in some areas of 
the Basin containing more land coverage than is allowed by Code.  Parcels that exceed the 
applicable coefficient are considered to have excess coverage. 
Removing excess coverage or mitigating its impacts is a high priority.  Mitigation is required for 
projects proposed on existing developed parcels with excess coverage.  Applicants may choose 
to reduce coverage on site, reduce coverage off site, or pay an in-lieu fee.  These fees are 
collected by TRPA and used by state land banks to remove coverage and restore land. 
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The land banks2 have commented that the Hydrologically Related Area Transfer 
Limitation3, as it is called in Code, serves to “exacerbate certain coverage 
inventory problems and hinder the operation and effectiveness of the [coverage 
restoration] Program.”4 
 
Because of changing market conditions and an insufficient supply of coverage in 
some HRAs, land banks’ ability to spend the mitigation fees they collect is 
compromised.  The difficulty of finding coverage in some HRAs has left the 
California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC), for example, sitting on over 1.7 million 
dollars and an unfulfilled obligation to restore 211,200 square feet of coverage. 
 
The land banks and TRPA are partners in achieving the Stream Environment 
Zones (SEZ) Threshold5.  During the stakeholder process, staff and the land 
banks developed potential solutions to assist in achieving our mutual goals. The 
solutions that were developed are described in the following three Sub-Issues: 
 
 
Sub-Issue 1A) Should TRPA change the way the Excess Land Coverage 

Mitigation Program (ELCMP) operates?  TRPA is already proposing to 
change the ELCMP in the plan alternatives.  Based on stakeholder input, staff 
proposes to amend the language in the PD and add a new Implementation 
Measure to the Matrix to state “excess land coverage mitigation program 
regulations would be revised to substantially restrict access to the in-lieu 
mitigation fee option.  Large projects would only be Only projects with 
relatively small amounts of excess land coverage would be eligible to pay in-
lieu fees a fee in lieu of removing excess land coverage on- or off-site after 
demonstrating that all present opportunities for removing excess land 
coverage on- or off-site have been exhausted.  The use of in-lieu mitigation 
fees to remove coverage from sensitive lands should be allowed across 
Hydrologically Related Area boundaries.” 

 
Here’s why: 

 
The impact of the Alternative 2 proposal6 is to force large development 
projects to actually reduce coverage, while still allowing for small projects to 

                                                 
2 The California Tahoe Conservancy and the Nevada Division of State Lands are the TRPA-
designated land bank agencies.  They act as clearinghouses for land coverage transfers and 
manage the retirement of land coverage.  Private transactions also occur across the region. 
3 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Subparagraph 20.3.C(5) 
4 California Tahoe Conservancy, Annual Authorization of Land Bank Activities, and Allocations of 
Coverage and Other Marketable Rights, May 20, 2010. 
5 TRPA Goals and Policies, Attachment C – Resolution No. 82-11: “Preserve existing naturally 
functioning SEZ lands in their natural hydrologic condition, restore all disturbed SEZ lands in 
undeveloped, unsubdivided lands, and restore 25 percent of the SEZ lands that have been 
identified as disturbed, developed or subdivided, to attain a 5 percent total increase in the area of 
naturally functioning SEZ lands.” 
6 TRPA, Draft Descriptions of Project Alternatives for the Proposed Regional Plan Update’s EIS 
p.48 
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proceed through payment of in-lieu fees.  Staff has intentionally not defined 
“large” and “small;” it is the purpose of this FactSheet to help the Board 
provide policy direction, not to write specific Code provisions.  If the Board 
supports the concept of restricting access to the in-lieu fee option, staff will 
collaborate with stakeholders to define what “large” and “small” mean.  At the 
second Land Use Milestone, staff will present those definitions to the Board. 
 
Smaller projects – which are usually located on single parcels and have 
limited resources or on-site opportunities to reduce coverage – often need the 
in-lieu option.  For example, the average person wanting to install a 200-
square foot deck may have significant difficulty finding such a small amount of 
coverage to restore in order to mitigate their project.  Staff believes a person 
in this situation should be able to buy small amounts of excess coverage from 
land banks, which will amass money and make larger, more strategic 
purchases for restoration. 
 
Larger redevelopment projects – which are often comprised of multiple 
parcels that contain unnecessary excess coverage – should be able to 
mitigate their impacts through physical restoration of coverage.  These 
projects can either reconfigure their own sites or purchase and retire off-site 
coverage.  One way or the other, large projects have an opportunity to 
strategically reduce the amount of land that is covered in the region. 
 
Staff believes that allowing in-lieu fees to be used for land restoration across 
HRA boundaries – provided that the fees are used to restore sensitive lands – 
will have positive effects on Threshold attainment and the land banks’ ability 
to perform their restoration function. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Small projects would retain access to the in-
lieu fee program, while large projects would, in most cases, have to physically 
reduce excess coverage (either on- or off-site), which is a goal of 
environmental redevelopment.  Land banks would gain flexibility to spend 
their limited resources with a focus on reducing coverage on sensitive lands.   
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Limiting the in-lieu fee option may have a 
chilling effect on large redevelopment projects and result in the land banks 
having less money to remove coverage in the Basin. 

 
 
Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA expand the Alternative 2 proposal to allow 

soft coverage to be transferred to Community Plans?  In the staff-
proposed alternative, Implementation Measure LU.IMP-18 states, “Amend 
Chapter 20, Coverage, to allow soft coverage to be transferred for 
commercial, tourist accommodation, and mixed-use facilities located within 
adopted community plans when transferred from sensitive lands (land 
capability districts 1-3).”  A stakeholder (CTC staff) recommended that this 
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Implementation Measure be expanded to allow soft coverage to be 
transferred from all land capability districts, not just from sensitive lands; there 
would be weighting factors to make transfers from sensitive lands worth more 
than transfers from higher capability lands.  However, staff does not propose 
to expand the proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to Community 
Plans from all land capability districts. 

 
Here’s why: 

 
The purpose of the staff-proposed measure, as it stands, is to achieve 
accelerated restoration of lower capability lands.  It would focus coverage 
reduction on the areas where it is needed the most and direct transfers of 
coverage to areas that are best suited to handle it. 
 
Today, Code Subsection 20.3.C permits soft coverage7 to be transferred from 
sensitive lands into CPs and converted into hard coverage – but not to 
support Commercial and Tourist Accommodation uses8.   The proposed 
measure would allow transfers for these currently prohibited uses. 
 
As of 2006, approximately 379 acres of SEZ restoration had occurred within 
the urban boundary, representing about 36% of Threshold target acreage9.   
To reach attainment will require the restoration of 721 additional acres of 
disturbed, developed, or subdivided SEZ.  Given the average of 15 acres of 
restoration per year over the last 25 years – and those acres may have been 
the “low-hanging fruit” – staff asserts that new incentives to transfer 
development out of sensitive lands are needed. 

 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  The new policy direction would result in 
opportunities for restoring sensitive lands.  Watershed science has shown 
that soft coverage on sensitive lands, because of erosion, may have greater 

                                                 
7 “Soft land coverage” (also referred to as “soft coverage”) comprises compacted areas without 
created structures where soil has become sufficiently compacted to prevent substantial infiltration 
of surface water.  Soft coverage is created by the compaction of soils associated with uses such 
as the parking of vehicles and equipment on unpaved sites, vehicular traffic in unpaved areas 
(e.g., dirt roads and construction sites), the trampling of an area frequently used by livestock, and 
repeated pedestrian (foot) traffic over dirt trails, pathways, and around buildings. 

Soil compaction has a number of harmful effects because it inhibits natural water and 
soil-air storage by reducing the pore space in the soil.  Soil compaction affects the soil’s ability to 
function naturally as a medium for plant growth, as well as a reservoir for nutrients and water. 
When rain falls on compacted areas, the compacted soil generally has significantly reduced soil-
water storage capacity, resulting in increased runoff, poor nutrient cycling, and sediment export.  
Within sensitive lands the increased runoff can cause direct erosion and provide a direct conduit 
for the delivery of sediments and nutrients to the drainage system and tributary streams, thereby 
short-circuiting the watershed’s sediment and nutrient removal mechanisms. 
8 There is an exception to this rule: Code allows for transferred soft coverage to be used for 
certain commercial uses within the South Y Industrial Community Plan area if the transfers come 
from the Upper Truckee River HRA.  
9 TRPA, September 2006 Threshold Evaluation. 
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negative impacts on water quality than hard coverage.  Sensitive land 
restoration is a TRPA Threshold and an environmental priority. 
  
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  The proposed measure does not provide the 
maximum amount of flexibility to the land banks.  In some cases, removal of 
soft coverage on higher capability lands would provide very efficient water 
infiltration services (high-capability soils are often the best infiltrators). 

 
 
Sub-Issue 1C)  Should TRPA remove Hydrologically Related Area 

restrictions for coverage transfers?  Staff proposes to amend the PD and 
Matrix (LU.IMP-20) to read: “Amend Chapter 20, Coverage, to allow land 
coverage from sending parcels located within TRPA-designated impaired 
watersheds to be transferred across Hydrologically Related Hydrologic 
Transfer Area boundaries,  (i.e., anywhere in the Tahoe Basin) as long as the 
receiving area is in a TRPA-designated non-impaired watershed.” 

 
Here’s why: 

 
To promote reduction in coverage in “impaired,” or over-covered, watersheds, 
the land banks and project proponents must be given more flexibility10.  
Today, moving coverage from one HRA to another is prohibited.  The 
proposed measure, as amended, would allow coverage to be moved from 
one HRA to another as long as coverage in an impaired watershed is restored 
and transferred to a non-impaired watershed. 
 
Unfortunately, the actual Implementation Measure in the staff-proposed 
alternative was written to allow coverage transferred out of an impaired 
watershed to be sent anywhere in the Basin.  Stakeholders pointed out that 
this could result in the coverage being sent to another impaired watershed, 
which would produce no net gain.  Therefore, staff has amended the 
language in the measure as shown above. 
 
It should be noted that, even though the proposed measure is silent on land 
capability, TRPA still promotes the transfer of coverage from lower to higher 
capability lands.  In fact, Code prohibits the transfer of coverage to sensitive 

                                                 
10 In 2005, TRPA, with the assistance of Tetra Tech, quantified the amount of hard land coverage 
in the Basin using Tetra Tech’s Watershed Model and the Desert Research Institute’s impervious 
cover map.  The analysis estimated the amount of coverage within each of the land capability 
classifications for 1) the entire Tahoe Basin, 2) the nine HRAs, 3) the 64 watersheds, and 4) the 
184 sub-watersheds defined in the Watershed Model. 

The land coverage Threshold is intended to be attained within each of the nine HRAs.  At 
the HRA level, Tetra Tech’s analysis indicated that five of the land capability classes (namely, 1C, 
3, 4, 5 and 6) are within attainment, while three (namely, 1B, 2, and 7) exceed the allowable 
coverage coefficients.  A major conclusion of the 2006 TRPA Threshold Evaluation and the 
Pathway planning process was the need to establish prescriptions (i.e., corrective actions) for 
over-covered watersheds and/or sub-watersheds and to develop strategies for reducing the 
amount of land coverage. 
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lands.11  Another point of note is that the Clean Water Act Section 208 Plan 
that governs in the Tahoe Basin does not allow inter-HRA coverage transfer 
and would need to be amended. 
 
 

The Code permits this… but not this. 

 

 

Alternative 2 would permit this… but not this. 

 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Allowing coverage to be transferred out of 
impaired watersheds would help achieve the Threshold goal of coverage 
reduction in over-covered areas.  Unlike today’s Code, Alternative 2 would 
prohibit coverage transfers into impaired watersheds.  Land banks and project 
proponents would have greater incentives and flexibility to transfer coverage 
out of impaired watersheds. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  The impaired watershed concept is 
predicated on TRPA being able to designate the status of each of the 64 

                                                 
11 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Subsection 20.4 
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watersheds in real-time.  This would require resources to be dedicated to 
monitoring coverage at the watershed level. 

 
 
 
LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship between CPs and the 
RPU?  Staff proposes to create a new Community Plan model with the Regional 
Plan Update.  This model would allow mixed-use development, provide 
incentives for environmental redevelopment, streamline the update process, add 
a significant environmental component, and implement a transect planning 
system that can be tailored to local context and need. 
 
Here’s why: 
 
In recent years, TRPA’s Governing Board has consistently directed staff to 
promote the creation of vibrant, walkable communities that support PTOD, 
environmental redevelopment, and community, economic, and ecological health.  
For such communities to exist, land use patterns that give people the option to 
live, work, and play in the same area must be created. 
 
Most of the proposed Town and Tourist Centers and other PTOD areas exist in 
CPs.  The environmental redevelopment focus of the RPU, therefore, exists in 
CPs.  The components of the new CP model are described below: 
 
Allow Mixed-Use Development 
Under the 1987 Regional Plan, all parcels in CPs are zoned for commercial, 
public service, and tourist uses.  No residential uses are allowed.  In the staff-
proposed alternative, mixed-use development would be promoted in CPs.  
Residential use would become a key component of life in our community centers. 
 
Provide Incentives for Environmental Redevelopment 
The new Regional Plan is meant to provide incentives that foster a climate 
conducive to environmental redevelopment.  The greatest level of incentive 
would be reserved for CPs.  Coverage overrides, for example, would only be 
allowed in CPs.  Transfers of soft coverage for commercial, tourist, and mixed-
use facilities would be permitted (see Sub-Issue 1B). 
 
Creating the vibrant communities envisioned in Alternative 2 without creating 
excessive density in the region will require transfer of existing development.  
Alternative 2 would provide new allocations at a slower rate than the 1987 
Regional Plan; it has a major focus on transfer.  It contains a proposal to reserve 
a pool of 200,000 square feet of CFA as transfer match (see LU Issue #6).  This 
CFA would be offered only to projects that provide on-site environmental gain 
and transfer development into CPs from lower capability lands or lower density 
areas.  Staff would develop a “transfer matrix” that gives incentives especially for 
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transferring density off of sensitive lands by progressively increasing the match 
ratio as a function of the sensitivity of the sending parcel.  
 
In the new CP model, there would be a limited amount of increased height and 
density available in appropriate transects to promote compact, walkable town 
centers.  This increased height and density would be tied to environmental 
performance standards and would only be available if coupled with transfer of 
development from sensitive lands. 
 
Some stakeholders have expressed support for increased incentives but have 
questioned the effectiveness of the proposed measures.  They requested a pro 
forma economic analysis to determine if these measures would really be effective 
in delivering economic, social, and environmental gains. 
 
In fact, staff has been collaborating with CTC and the Nevada Division of State 
Lands to prepare an analysis of the proposed incentives.  CTC recently hired a 
consultant to analyze TRPA’s existing transfer of development rights program 
and the transfer matrix and incentives proposed in Alternative 2.  The consultant 
is responsible for “ground truthing” staff’s proposals and, if necessary, developing 
additional Policies and Implementation Measures to assist TRPA in maximizing 
the environmental redevelopment possibilities of the updated Regional Plan. 
 
Streamline the Update Process 
The PD states that “incentives and allocations proposed in Alternative 2 would 
not be available until an area’s CP is either adopted or updated consistent with 
the updated Regional Plan.”12  Many stakeholders (in particular, those 
representing local jurisdictions) expressed concern that this requirement would 
delay jurisdictions’ realization of the benefits of the updated Regional Plan. 
 
This concern stems from experience: in the past, the development of CPs often 
took many years.  The Tahoe City CP, for example, took five years to be adopted 
by the TRPA Governing Board.  After adoption, it took several more years to 
implement the environmental improvements called for in the CP. 
 
The idea of having to wait ten or fifteen years – or even two or three years for 
that matter – to take advantage of the incentives and allocations available in the 
RPU is neither acceptable to local jurisdictions nor recommended by TRPA staff.  
Therefore, staff is looking for ways to promote and assist in the updating of CPs 
concurrently with the RPU. 
 
The revised approach to CP updates would involve two conceptual foundations 
that did not exist before.  The first is environmental, and the second deals with 
zoning.  Both concepts, which are discussed in detail below, would contribute to 

                                                 
12 TRPA, Draft Descriptions of Project Alternatives for the Proposed Regional Plan Update’s EIS 
p.46. 
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the streamlining of the update process and strengthen the relationship between 
CPs and Threshold attainment. 
 
Add a Significant Environmental Component 
The first new conceptual foundation for CPs would be that environmental 
benchmarks are necessary to allow accurate assessment of the benefits of 
environmental redevelopment.  In other words, there is no way of knowing the 
cumulative environmental impacts of projects without knowing the baseline 
conditions first. 
 
The new CP update process would begin with the development of a baseline 
data set that would allow for the linkage of environmental performance and 
Threshold attainment.  While today’s CPs include lists of environmental 
improvement projects, there is no way to prove that completion of the project lists 
would result in Threshold attainment.  Environmental targets could be developed 
for the CPs of tomorrow based on good science and the level of improvement 
over the baseline that Threshold attainment would demand. 
 
The benchmarking would involve a robust data collection and mapping exercise.  
The timing could not be better, as the 2010 U.S. Census data is soon to be 
released.  Also, some of the work has been done already by the Placer County 
and South Lake Tahoe Redevelopment Authorities.  Each CP would be 
benchmarked for criteria that could include the following: 
 

• Natural Environment 
o hydrology 
o habitat/ecosystem function 
o Stream Environment Zones 
o urban forest health/Wildland Urban Interface 
o water quality improvements/existing EIP projects 
o TMDL targets/future EIP projects 

• Built Environment – Energy and Conservation 
o greenhouse gas emissions  
o renewable energy potential (solar, wind, geothermal) 
o energy use 
o sidewalks, Walk Score13, bike lanes, transit Level of Service 
o parking 
o Vehicle Miles Traveled 
o green buildings 

• Socioeconomic Environment 
o population, income, and other demographic data 
o recreational access opportunities/green spaces (e.g., parks, 

community gardens) 
                                                 
13 “Walk Score” is a metric that takes into account factors such as street design, public spaces, 
population, frequency of transit, mixing of incomes and uses, affordable housing, parks, 
pedestrian design, and the location of schools and workplaces to determine an area’s walkablity. 
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o residential units/density  
o Commercial Floor Area 
o vacant and occupied parcels (commercial and residential) 
o jobs and economic activity 

 
Mapping these characteristics would set a baseline by which all new projects 
could be judged.  For example, if a project keeps tons of fine sediment from 
reaching the lake, the “scorecard” for that CP could be updated in real time to 
reflect this performance benefit.  This real-time updating could provide context in 
the process of permitting projects.  With the cooperation of the water quality 
agencies, it could be applied to the TMDL crediting system and allow 
environmental redevelopment to inform the TMDL. 
 
Another example would be parking.  One of the concepts in the proposed 
alternative is that parking capacity can be set for an entire district, rather than at 
the individual parcel or project level.  This would allow implementation of shared 
parking strategies – provided local jurisdictions believe them to be effective 
parking controls.  Moving away from the traditional planning approach requires 
knowledge of how many parking spots in a district are available for sharing. 
 
Environmental benchmarking, once it is implemented across all 22 potential CPs, 
would allow assessment of each CP’s progress toward its environmental and 
land use objectives.  The data collection and mapping could begin immediately.  
TRPA and its partners are seeking funding opportunities to pay for this work. 
 
There was some interest in redesignating CPs as “Environmental Performance 
Districts” (or something along those lines).  Some stakeholders stated that the 
prior CP update process had left a “bad taste.”  For them, redesignation of CPs 
would reinforce the shift to a wider perspective that takes environmental health 
and puts it on equal footing with economic and zoning considerations. 
 
Implement a Transect Planning System 
In the new approach to CP updates, the second new conceptual foundation 
involves local input to transect planning.  This is the zoning piece that would 
further refine the land use requirements adopted in the RPU. 
 
There are five transects, namely T1 to T5.  Each transect encompasses a district 
or districts, as follows: 
 

• The T1 transect includes the Wilderness District, the Backcountry District, 
and the General Conservation and Parkland District. 

• The T2 transect includes the Recreation District. 
• The T3 transect includes the Residential District. 
• The T4 transect includes the Neighborhood General District, the 

Neighborhood Center District, the Town Gateway District, and the Town 
General District 

Land Use 15 
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• The T5 transect includes the Town Center District, the Tourist Center 
District, and Special Districts.14 

 
Each of the districts would provide general guidance as to the following 
characteristics of the built environment: 
 

• Massing 
o Height  
o Density  

• Design 
o Streetscapes  
o Building form  
o Signage  
o Lighting  

• Permissible uses  
 
Because each transect would contain minimum and maximum parameters, and – 
as zoning baselines – these would be consistent across the Basin, some 
stakeholders believe TRPA is using a one-size-fits-all zoning approach.  Nothing 
could be further from the truth. 
 
While the current system of PASs typically generalizes zoning parameters across 
entire CPs, the proposed transect system would allow zoning to be tailored to 
local needs and context across communities.  Transects are divided into districts, 
and the districts are further divided into character areas.  Each area would have 
its own unique land use and design standards.  In the CP update process, 
residents and local governments would choose the character areas that best 
reflect their desires for their communities.  By giving folks a set of discrete, 
understandable land use choices to make, this “menu approach” to zoning would 
significantly streamline the update process. 
 
The environmental benchmarking concept would refocus the Basin’s developed 
areas on environmental redevelopment.  The transect planning concept – which 
would simplify zoning and better reflect the desired local community character – 
could also encourage environmental redevelopment by liberating individual 
initiative and entrepreneurial impulse. 
 
While the environmental benchmarking, data collection, and mapping could begin 
immediately, initiating the place-based zoning process before adoption of the 
new Regional Plan raises a major process issue.  Without the foundation of 
adopted transects, there is no basis for selecting transect character areas, exact 
height and density parameters, and permissible uses.  Therefore, the place-
based zoning process cannot begin before adoption of the new Regional Plan. 
 
                                                 
14 A detailed discussion of the transects can be found in TRPA, Draft Descriptions of Project 
Alternatives for the Proposed Regional Plan Update’s EIS, pp.41-46. 
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Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  The revised CP update process, with its discrete 
set of required environmental data and its menu approach to place-based zoning, 
would be streamlined.  Allocations and incentives would be available; more 
environmental redevelopment could happen earlier.  The mixed-use component 
would support the PTOD goals of the RPU.  Choosing character areas could 
result in a land use vision shared by a majority of community members. 
 
The CP areas represent a significant part of the urban uplands, which, according 
to watershed science, contribute the lion’s share of TMDL pollutants.  The new 
CP concept would help local jurisdictions report on their environmental and 
TMDL-related activities.  It would help TRPA report on Thresholds attainment.  
Environmental review would be streamlined for applicants because TRPA will 
maintain the set of baseline data; consultants would know the data needs before 
beginning their reports, which could create certainty and reduce cost. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  The environmental “scorecard” component of the 
proposed CP update approach may be expensive.  Some jurisdictions may not 
want to wait to do place-based zoning before the RPU is complete; they may 
complain that the proposed approach still delays access to incentives and 
allocations.  Transect zoning is unfamiliar to some community members; they 
may persist in the belief that it is a one-size-fits-all approach, despite the fact that 
community planning would allow CPs to be calibrated to local needs and context. 
 
 
 
WHICH MAJOR STAKEHOLDER ISSUES DID NOT RESULT IN 
STAFF PROPOSING CHANGES TO THE PLAN ALTERNATIVES? 
 
LU Issue #3: Is transect zoning a better system than the Plan 
Area Statements we have today?  Transect planning is very different.  It 
represents an innovative step forward.  Staff proposes to implement transect 
planning as TRPA’s new zoning system, as a tool to protect the environment, 
and as a way to promote place-based planning. 
 
Here’s why: 
 
Transect planning presents land use and zoning systems in an easy-to- 
understand framework that increases certainty and predictability in the planning 
and entitlement process.  Transects are a tool to define detailed zoning criteria 
(such as height, density, form, and permissible uses).  They can promote desired 
conditions and reflect community context; “character areas” within “transect 
districts” would be established and then selected through a place-based process.  
Transects allow planning to be integrated across disciplines – districts can be 
ranked for priority in implementing environmental improvement measures. 
 

Land Use 17 
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There is a fear that transects would introduce an “urban” planning concept to a 
largely rural landscape.  Transect planning actually seeks to preserve the 
integrity of locations along a continuum that ranges from wilderness to rural to 
urban.  Transect districts vary by their character and their intensity of use.  They 
are designed to preserve and strengthen the character of the natural and man-
made environments and can be used as a new, alternative approach to 
conventional Euclidean zoning systems.15 
 
Today’s CPs, for example, with their area-wide height and density standards, can 
seem monotonous lacking in “sense of place.”  The proposed transect planning 
system would designate multiple transects within each CP, each transect would 
be differentiated into districts, and each district would be further refined into 
character areas.  This would create a mix of building designs within an area – 
which is desirable from a community design perspective. 
 
Moreover, the tailoring of transects through place-based planning would actually 
reduce height and density in some areas.  For example, a CP that is today zoned 
for Tourist use may be built to three or four stories across its entire area.  Under 
the transect system, that CP would be rezoned as a mix of T4 and T5 transect 
districts; the center could be allowed four stories, while other parts could be 
limited to one, two, or three based on context and local preference. 
 
Another way in which transect zoning is superior is how it allows the preservation 
of viewsheds, solar access, and natural features.  Take, for example, a CP laid 
out along a major highway adjacent to Lake Tahoe: under current zoning, parcels 
on both sides of the highway are zoned for Tourist use and can be built to three 
or four stories.  If projects on the lake side of the road are built to maximize their 
zoning, lake views will be lost.  The transects, on the other hand, can be tailored.  
Parcels on both sides of the highway may be in the T5-Tourist district, but those 
on the lake side would be zoned as a different character area with a lower 
maximum height and wider side setbacks to preserve lake views. 
 
Transects can be used to specify the appropriate function and intensity of 
amenities in a given location.  For instance, wide sidewalks and street furniture 
would contribute to a “Town Center,” while trails would find an appropriate place 
in a “Conservation and Parkland” district. 
 
They are also a powerful tool to support resource planning and programs.  
Resource planners can use transects to help make choices in the way that 
projects are implemented.  For example, a water quality planner may require 
engineered stormwater systems for a “Town Center,” while simple swales and 
retention basins would work fine in “Conservation and Parkland.” 
 
Finally, the Tahoe transect could proactively protect sensitive lands.  The current 
PASs do less than they should in this regard; they are a prime example of 
                                                 
15 Robert Alminana, SmartCode 101, Community Connection, Vol. 2, No. 1, Summer 2006. 
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“consistency zoning.”  Reactively overlaid on the already-built environment, they 
attempt to make the zoning consistent with land use.  How else can it be 
explained that so many SEZs are zoned for Tourist, Commercial, and Residential 
uses?  (This may be consistent with existing land use, but it is highly inconsistent 
with the planning principles that guide TRPA.)  The transect system, on the other 
hand, would match the zoning with TRPA’s planning principles.  In the Tahoe 
transect, SEZs that are prioritized for restoration would be zoned for restoration. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Transects are easy to understand and can be 
tailored to local needs and context.  They can help create a sense of place, align 
policies across disciplines, improve the design of the built environment, and 
proactively protect sensitive lands. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Some stakeholders may prefer the old PASs. 
 
 
 
LU Issue #4:  Will PTOD really work in Tahoe?  This question is so 
subjective that there can be no pat answer.  However, we know that the 
participants in Pathway embraced a vision for Tahoe as a region of vibrant, 
walkable communities surrounded by wild mountains overlooking a pristine, clear 
lake.  Therefore, TRPA staff proposes to retain the policies in Alternative 2 that 
promote Pedestrian- and Transit- Oriented Development. 
 
Here’s why: 
 
The best sustainable planning practices of today – for communities both urban 
and rural – recommend concentrating development to create walkable areas.  To 
do this without allowing a general explosion of population, planners have found 
ways to promote transfer of development from land that is less suited to land that 
is more suited to human habitation.  This protects sensitive lands, preserves 
open space, reduces vehicle use, and promotes biodiversity and human health. 
 
The TRPA of the 1987 Regional Plan focused on growth control.  The growth 
controls are and will remain in place.  The region is close to build-out.  The TRPA 
of today is focused on environmental redevelopment.  It is dedicated to driving 
the achievement of actual environmental gain.  To achieve this gain, TRPA must 
embrace sustainable building and land use concepts and work with partners, 
stakeholders, residents, and visitors to re-imagine and replace the poor 
development of the past with a more efficient, attractive, and functional built 
environment.  Transfers of development, which history has shown to be unlikely 
to occur without incentives, must be more highly incentivized. 
 
Some stakeholders have stated that using incentives to concentrate development 
flouts the Compact’s admonition that “increasing urbanization is threatening the 
ecological values of the region and threatening the public opportunities for use of 

Land Use 19 



TRPA Regional Plan Update 05/26/2010 
FactSheet #3: Land Use 

Land Use 20 

the public lands.”16  Staff asserts that these stakeholders fail to recognize the 
context: in 1982, the region suffered from uncontrolled growth, lack of an urban 
boundary line, and subdivision of land.  None of these conditions exist today.  In 
Alternative 2, the area inside the urban boundary is proposed to be decreased; 
promoting PTOD would increase opportunity for use of public land. 
 
Stakeholders have questioned whether PTOD is the right model.  Some have 
claimed that TRPA is proposing to increase density by 167 percent and allow for 
“densification” on thousands of acres.  In fact, TRPA would only allow increased 
density in some T4 districts and the T5 transect.  Total area affected: 659 acres, 
or 0.34 percent of the land in the region (see table below).  Moreover, these 
increases are potential, not guaranteed – place-based planning would allow 
communities to limit density and tailor transects to local desires and context. 
 

Transect-District Acreage*
% of 

Acreage

% of Acreage 
Potentially Upzoned in 

Transects
Urban 

Acreage*

% of Urban Acreage 
Potentially Upzoned in 

Transects
T1-Wilderness 24,707       12.75% 0 n/a n/a
T1-Backcountry 38,213       19.71% 0 n/a n/a
T1-Conservation and Park Land 95,830       49.44% 0 n/a n/a
T2-Recreation 15,050       7.76% 0 n/a n/a
T3-Residential 15,806       8.15% 0 15,806       0.00%
T4-Public 121            0.06% 0 121            0.00%
T4-Neighborhood General 1,297         0.67% 0 1,297         0.00%
T4-Neighborhood Center 1,098         0.57% 0 1,098         0.00%
T4-Town General 237            0.12% 0.12% 237            1.19%
T5-Town Center 156            0.08% 0.08% 156            0.78%
T5-Tourist Center 266            0.14% 0.14% 266            1.33%
Special Districts 1,045         0.54% 0 1,045         0.00%
TOTAL 193,828   100.00% 0.34% 20,027   3.30%

*Road acreage not included
**Urban Area: Urban areas are those areas designated as residential, tourist, or commercial/public service.
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How Much Land Could Be Upzoned in the Proposed Transect Planning System?

 
 
Environmental redevelopment and the creation of walkable communities are 
cornerstones of sustainable planning.  Even conservation organizations that 
normally oppose development are not against environmental redevelopment.  
The Sierra Club, for example, has stated that it supports “quality investment in 
areas that already have a history of development to enhance communities and 
the environment.  By reinvesting in existing neighborhoods and creating more 
walkable, transit accessible places to live and work, a select subset of the 
nation’s development leaders are raising the bar for neighborhood design.  By 
embracing conservation, green building techniques, and affordable housing, and 
by building on the assets we already have, these developments offer a path to a 
more sustainable future.”17 
 
                                                 
16 Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Article I (a) (5). 
17 Sierra Club, Building Better: A Guide to America’s Best Development Projects, November 
2005, p. 2. 
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The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has recognized the link between 
compact development and water quality.  In a study evaluating the impacts of 
high- and low-density development on water resources, the EPA found that: 

• higher-density development produces less runoff and less impervious 
cover than low-density development when the scale of development is the 
same 

• for a given amount of growth, lower-density development impacts more of 
the watershed  

• higher-density scenarios generate less stormwater runoff per house at all 
scales of development 

Taken together, these findings indicate that low-density development may not 
always be the preferred strategy for protecting water resources.  Higher densities 
may better protect water quality – especially at the parcel and watershed 
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Other mountain communities similar to Lake Tahoe have policies, strategies, and
incentives that focus on creating compact, walkable communities.  The Town of
Vail, Colorado, for example, has designated certain areas as “Mixed-Use” an
“Commercial Core” districts.  These districts are zoned for uses that include 
multiple-family dwellings, tourist accommodation, com
o
 
The incentives built into the zoning of these districts include additional gross 
residential floor area, building height, and density over the base zoning.  The 
primary goal of the incentives is to create economic conditions that will induce 
private redevelopment.  The Town’s land use plan requires redevelopment to 
include streetscaping, pedestrian/bicycle access, public plazas, and pedestrian 
fe
 
The City of Boulder and Boulder County, Colorado have faced intense economic
growth.  In response, they have been trying to better balance jobs and housing 
and increase residents’ housing options to reduce congestion caused by wor
commuting into the city.  The 2002 update to Boulder’s comprehensive p
focused on these issues, and it resulted in policy
p
 

 
18 EPA Publication 231-R-06-001, Protecting Water Resources with Higher-Density Development, 
January 2006 
19 Within the Mixed-Use district, Vail allows density incentives of up to 33 percent over existing 
baseline conditions or 35 dwelling units per acre, whichever is greater.  The maximum height is 
82½ feet.  Within the Commercial Core (Vail Village) district, density is allowed up to 25 dwelling 
units per acre.  Height within the Village is generally three to four stories and is established to 
promote a pleasing human scale environment. Taller buildings – up to five stories – exist, but 
their upper stories are generally set back to preserve and frame the mountain views. The 
maximum height permitted by the Village Master Plan is 43 feet (with some exceptions for 
additional height to create steeper roof pitches). 
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In Boulder’s 2005 plan update, the focus was on redevelopment and com
development, because little vacant land remained.  The city’s urban boundary 
line has not changed since 1992.  The plan states that, “The city prefer

pact 

s 
development and infill as compared to development in expanded service area 
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s 

ognizes the distinct 
ualities of its centers and established residential neighborhoods.  This same 
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are mountain 
wns with tourism-based economies, urban boundaries, and open space for 

rated.”   In 
ct, the reason CPs were created was to reduce automobile use and create jobs 

f planning 
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ntext can 

                                                

re
in order to prevent urban sprawl and create a compact community.”20 
 
Boulder is rare among cities in that its commercial and entertainment areas are 
focused in concentrated centers of various scales.  They are distributed with
the community, rather than being spread out along major streets in strip center
or shopping malls, as in most cities.  Boulder’s plan rec
q
idea is being promoted in the Tahoe transect concept. 
 
The comparison may not be “apples to apples.”  Admittedly, Vail and Boulder are
not the same as Tahoe City and South Lake Tahoe.  In population, Vail is 
estimated at 4,589 persons21, which makes it bigger than Tahoe City and much
smaller than South Lake Tahoe.  Boulder is almost two times as populous as t
whole Tahoe Basin.  But these two Colorado towns, like Tahoe, 
to
surroundings.  We can and have learned from the comparison. 
 
Though PTOD is a relatively new term, it is not a new concept.  TRPA’s 1987 
Regional Plan recognized that there are some areas where commercial use is 
concentrated, and there are some areas where it “should be concent 22

fa
in proximity to housing – in other words, to create walkable centers. 
 
PTOD does not happen overnight.  In Tahoe, it would be the result of years of 
thoughtful redevelopment, transfer of development, and application o
principles to create sustainable communities.  These principles can be applied in
any given community regardless of scale and/or intensity. They are: 

• Transportation choices that encourage people to walk, bike, ride the bus
or carpool can provide improved mobility and enhanced travel experienc

• Mixed-use developments containing a combination of residential uses, 
shops, entertainment venues, and offices can create vibrant centers.   

• Quality design that respects the environment and reflects local co
bea ifut y compact development and create a sense of place.   

• Compact development and efficient, attractive use of space can: 

 
20 City of Boulder and Boulder County, Colorado, 2005 Major Update to the Boulder Valley  
Comprehensive Plan, December 2005, p. 13. 
21 U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, “Annual Estimates of the Population for All 
Incorporated Places in Colorado,” 2005 Population Estimates, 
http://www.census.gov/popest/cities/tables/SUB-EST2005-04-08.csv 
22 TRPA, Goals and Policies, Land Use Element, Goal #2, Policy 6. 

http://www.census.gov/popest/cities/tables/SUB-EST2005-04-08.csv
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o encourage more walking, biking, and public transit use 
o shorten auto trips 
o result in coverage reduction and the creation of functional open 

 
o Lake Tahoe) 

einvests 

, 

g assets, intensification of use on 
underutilized parcels, and transfer of development from sensitive lands 

space in developed areas (which have been identified as the major
source of fine pollutants t

o result in lower water usage and building cost, because it r
in existing infrastructure 

o provide greater opportunities to maintain open space for 
stormwater infiltration and fine sediment entrapment 

• Variety in housing choice – apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and 
single-family detached homes – can create vibrant communities. 

• Transfer of development can promote restoration of watersheds, habitats
and other important natural areas. 

• Infill projects, redevelopment of existin

can result in environmental net gain.  
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Land use policies that promote PTOD are the 
accepted norm for communities interested in sustainable development.  TRPA 
engaged in extensive community visioning during the Pathway process, and the 

overning Board, the APC, staff, residents, and visitors embraced and continue 

ons of TRPA Staff Position

G
to embrace the concept. 
 
C :  There are stakeholders who still question 
whether PTOD is the right model for Tahoe. 

end the “two-step” subdivision 
rovisions? Staff does not propose to amend the “two-step” subdivision 

the new Regional Plan. 

ial 

tock 
ooperatives.  Because the subdivision process requires two separate approvals 

by the Governing Board, it has been called the “Tahoe Two-Step.” 

                                                

 
 

 
LU Issue #5: Should TRPA am
p
process with 
 
Here’s why: 
 
The current Regional Plan, Code, and other TRPA documents prohibit the 
subdivision of land that would create new development potential23.  However, 
there is still a way to do a subdivision in Tahoe.  In order to subdivide, a project 
must exist within the urban area and first be approved as a multi-resident
development.  Then, it must be approved as a subdivision to create single-family 
dwellings in the form of condominiums, community apartments, or s
c

 
23 TRPA Code of Ordinances (Subsection 41.2.D) defines “New Development Potential” as 
development rights additional to those established by July 1, 1987.   
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The common criticism of the “two-step” is that developers may use it to create 
projects that are indistinguishable from typical lot-and-block subdivisions.  Th
kind of development is more land- and resource-intensive than the compact 

is 

ubdivisions envisioned in the Code definition of “Multiple Family Dwelling.” 

a 

his type of subdivision generally reflects suburban 
rm and land use pattern. 

 
ted 

 in PTOD districts with a 
inimum density of eight dwelling units per acre.   

e 

s 
r 

ttorney General’s staff are being supported in the staff-proposed alternative. 

s
 
In the past, there have been cases where a developer has created building 
envelopes around single family home sites that sit on one large, common are
parcel.  Since new land parcels were not created under each envelope, the 
subdivision was allowed.  T
fo
 
One stakeholder (the California Attorney General’s staff) stated that projects that
look and feel like suburban subdivisions should be prohibited.  They also sta
that two-step subdivisions should only be permitted
m
 
In fact, the Code today prohibits lot-and-block subdivisions24.  And since the two-
step process requires a project to be located in the urban area where both Singl
and Multiple Family Dwellings are allowed, under Alternative 2 they would only 
be allowed in transects T4 and T5.  These transects are, in fact, designated a
PTOD districts, and the minimum density in PTOD is eight dwelling units pe
acre.  Therefore, staff believes that the recommendations of the California 
A
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  The staff-proposed alternative would effectivel
prohibit subdivisions that even appear like typical lot-and-block subdivisions.  
Moreover, it would direct two-step subdivision projects to PTOD distri

y 

cts in the T4 
nd T5 transects (where higher density development is envisioned). a

 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Some stakeholders may believe that there
continues to be a loophole in TRPA Code that allows the development of

 
 

ubdivisions that look and feel like suburban lot-and-block subdivisions. 

 CAME TO LIGHT 
URING THE STAKEHOLDER PROCESS 

n of 

proposed to be allocated in the plan alternatives ought to be amended.  To 

                                                

s
 
 
 
NEW IDEAS AND BEST PRACTICES THAT
D
 
LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to link CFA allocation to 
environmental performance?  Staff believes that using the allocatio
Commercial Floor Area as an incentive for local jurisdictions to meet their 
environmental targets is a sound concept.  However, the way that CFA is 

 
24 TRPA, Code of Ordinances, Subparagraph 43.4.O(1). 
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provide a better approach to implementing this concept, staff proposes to revise 
the allocation of CFA as follows: 
 
Allocation to: Alternative 1 (in 

square feet) 
Alt. 2 (in sf) Alt. 3 (in sf) Alt. 4 (in sf) 

Special 
Projects 

187,770 (existing 
from CEP 
projects) 

187,770 (existing 
from CEP projects) + 
160,000 (new 
allocation) 

187,770 
(existing from 
CEP projects) 
+ 300,000  

187,770 
(existing from 
CEP projects) 

Community 
Plans 

160,000 (existing 
in CPs) 

160,000 (existing in 
CPs) + 80,000 
200,000 (new 
allocation) 

160,000 
(existing in 
CPs) + 300,000 
(new) 

160,000 
(existing in CPs) 

Transfer of 
Development 
Match 

-0- 160,000 200,000 
(new) 

-0- 200,000 (new) 

TOTAL 347,770 747,770 947,770 547,770 
Breakdown 
of TOTAL 

347,770 
(existing) 

400,000 (new) + 
347,770 (existing) 

600,000 (new) 
+ 347,770 
(existing) 

200,000 (new) + 
347,770 
(existing) 

 
 
Here’s why: 
 
There is no need for the 160,000 square feet of CFA reserved for Special 
Projects in Alternative 2.  All future projects seeking to use CFA allocations will 
be required to perform like Special Projects and deliver environmental gain.  Staff 
is now proposing zero square feet of CFA be reserved for Special Projects.   
 
Community Enhancement Program (CEP) projects have 187,770 square feet 
currently allocated, and local jurisdictions are sitting on 160,000 square feet.  
There is no emergent need to distribute CFA to jurisdictions. 
 
TRPA believes that allocation of CFA should be reserved as an incentive.  It 
should be given to local jurisdictions that meet their environmental targets and to 
project proponents who deliver environmental gain through desirable transfers of 
development and good project design. 
 
To incentivize project proponents to transfer development and deliver exemplary 
environmental gain, staff is now proposing to increase the CFA available for 
transfer bonuses from 160,000 (as originally proposed in Alternative 2) to 
200,000 square feet.  All of it would be available immediately upon adoption of 
the new Regional Plan.  As noted in LU Issue #2, staff is proposing to develop a 
“transfer matrix” that would give the largest bonuses to the best projects, and 
CTC has hired a consultant to peer review this matrix. 
 
To incentivize jurisdictions to meet their TMDL targets, staff is now proposing to 
hold off on giving them new CFA until after the first five-year TMDL milestone.  
200,000 square feet would be made available over the last 15 years of the 20-
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year TMDL horizon.  This will make the incentive large enough to be meaningful 
and give jurisdictions time to begin their environmental improvement projects. 
 
The original proposal in Alternative 2 was to distribute 80,000 square feet of CFA 
(Basin-wide) in four even installments of 20,000 square feet – one installment 
during each five-year TMDL milestone.  A jurisdiction that met its TMDL targets 
could have been rewarded with as little as 2,000 square feet of CFA.  The 
consensus was that this provided inadequate carrot and too much stick. 
 
Some stakeholders wondered why TRPA would propose creating 400,000 
additional square feet of CFA when only about that much has been claimed 
under the 1987 plan and there are still 347,770 feet outstanding.  Some 
wondered if TRPA should “sunset” the outstanding CFA. 
 
The reason the additional CFA would be loaded into the new Regional Plan is to 
have an incentive to reward exceptional environmental performance only; TRPA 
would not be obligated to distribute it.  And the reason staff is not proposing to 
sunset the outstanding CFA is that jurisdictions and CEP project proponents 
have earned these allocations. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Reserving CFA allocations as incentives and as 
rewards for jurisdictions that meet environmental targets and project proponents 
who deliver environmental gain would allow CFA to play a role in the 
environmental redevelopment of the region.  Removing the allocation for Special 
Projects would acknowledge that the environmental improvement bar has been 
raised for all future projects seeking to use CFA allocations. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Stakeholders have stated that CFA allocation 
should not be linked to achievement of TMDL targets. 
 
 
 
LU Issue #7:  Should TRPA limit the size of TAUs that are 
redeveloped?  Staff proposes to amend the definition of Tourist 
Accommodation Unit as follows: “One bedroom, or a group of two or more rooms 
with a bedroom with or without cooking facilities, primarily designed to be rented 
by the day or week and occupied on a temporary basis.” 
 
Here’s why: 
 
When TRPA developed the concept of Tourist Accommodation Units (TAU), 
TAUs were mostly represented by your typical 250-square foot motel room.  The 
Code declares that no additional TAUs can be created without an allocation, but 
the relocation and redevelopment of a legally existing (pre-1987 plan) TAU is not 
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considered additional25.  Today, with motel room TAUs being redeveloped as 
3,000-square foot, five-bedroom timeshares, some stakeholders are saying that 
something must be done, that the increasing size of TAUs may have greater 
impacts than TRPA anticipated back in 1987, and that more development than 
was ever intended may now be possible.  Other stakeholders are not concerned 
– TAU transfers undergo environmental review and must mitigate their impacts. 
 
At the RPU Education Briefing in March of 2010, which discussed the concept of 
environmental redevelopment and presented the economic state of Tahoe today, 
one of the private sector presenters said, “The process of project approval takes 
too long and the cost of satisfying the often-arbitrary requests of staff is simply 
more than I am willing to endure.  Just the question of the allowable size of a 
TAU is a serious uncertainty.” 
 
So, despite the lack of consensus on the way forward, there is consensus that 
TRPA must act to resolve this issue.  Staff is relatively certain that leaning too far 
in one direction will bring accusations that TRPA is “killing the environment,” and 
leaning too far in the other direction will bring accusations that TRPA is “killing 
the economy.”  The cost of doing nothing, however, is that the uncertainty will 
continue, and TRPA will likely be accused of killing both. 
 
The new proposal here, that the Code definition26 of “Tourist Accommodation 
Unit” be amended to correlate TAUs with bedrooms, would realistically mitigate 
the impact of the development of the above-mentioned timeshares.  It would also 
leave a great deal of design flexibility to developers.  If a modern Tahoe visitor 
wants billiard rooms, saunas, full kitchens, and the like, the per-bedroom TAU 
requirement will not penalize a developer for providing them. 
 
Staff considered correlating TAUs with floor area.  This idea already exists in 
Alternative 4.  It was not included as the proposed alternative because staff 
believes tracking floor area would be less effective and more cumbersome than 
counting bedrooms. 
 
Staff considered correlating TAUs with actual beds.  However, this concept was 
rejected.  The number of beds in a room can easily be changed.  A project may 
propose large bedrooms and show one bed per room on the plan, then add 
another bed after construction and permit security fees are returned. 
 
Staff considered correlating TAUs with the presence or absence of kitchens.  
However, this concept was rejected as well.  It can be reasonably assumed that, 
whether tourists cook their own meals or go out to eat, there are similar impacts 
to public facilities such as water and sewer service. 
 

                                                 
25 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 33.4, Allocation of Additional Tourist Accommodation Units. 
26 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 2.2, Definitions. 
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Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  The definition of a TAU as a bedroom represents, 
in staff’s judgment, a sensible middle ground between the two opposed positions.  
It streamlines project review and removes uncertainty in the TAU redevelopment 
debate.  Certainty may encourage environmental redevelopment projects to 
proceed and could result in more retirement of old, underperforming TAUs.   
 
Keying TAUs to bedrooms may, in many cases, create more of a burden for 
developers.  In some cases, however, it would decrease the burden: developers 
who own “banked,” existing TAUs with multiple bedrooms would, under the staff 
proposal, have more TAUs for transfer than they have today. 
 
Tahoe hotel occupancy rates are 
low (see chart27 at right).  If new 
TAU development continues to 
focus on multi-bedroom suites 
and timeshares, the staff 
proposal would reduce the 
number of rooms on the market.  
The twofold effect of this 
reduction would be to increase 
opportunities for restoration and 
improve the supply-to-demand 
ratio in the market. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  The new definition, because it is silent on the 
issue of size, fails to address the concerns some stakeholders have with the 
impacts of additional bulk and mass.   Also, there is potential for uncertainty and 
even fraud at the project review level – for example, a room may be labeled “TV 
Room” on building plans (and therefore, not require a TAU) and then become 
another bedroom after construction. 
 
Some stakeholders consider the proposed definition to be punitive; it will hinder 
the redevelopment of underperforming TAUs28.  Some have stated that even the 
existing requirement is punitive, and TAUs should be free. 
 
Over the past 25 years, only four significant hotel projects were built in Tahoe: 
Embassy Suites Hotel, Embassy Suites Ski Run Vacation Club, the Heavenly 
Village hotels, and the Hyatt addition.  Each faced a primary barrier, unique to 
Tahoe, of tearing down one, or in some cases, 1.3 existing hotel/motel units per 
new unit.  This expense may have kept many other projects out of the market. 
 

                                                 
27 Chart courtesy of Lake Tahoe South Shore Chamber of Commerce, March 2010. 
28 According to private-sector stakeholders, the cost of transferring TAUs – which includes real 
estate purchase, permitting, demolition, removal and remediation of waste, design, earthwork, re-
vegetation, and certification – typically ranges from $50,000 to $75,000 per unit. 
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If Embassy Suites Ski Run Vacation Club, which averages two bedrooms per 
unit, were to be constructed under the proposed TAU definition instead of the 1.3 
to 1 requirement that it faced, the developer would have had to spend over 
$3,000,000 instead of the $2,000,000 actually spent to purchase TAUs.  The 
Vacation Club is currently in bankruptcy; if its situation is used as an example by 
future projects, and the TAU soft costs are further increased by the staff-
proposal, hotel developers may be dissuaded from building in Tahoe altogether.  
This would preserve the status quo and hinder environmental redevelopment.   
  
Environmental analyses for larger hotel projects did not identify traffic from multi-
bedroom units as a source of adverse impacts.  The manual that traffic engineers 
use to predict trip generation has compared timeshares to hotels.  For timeshare 
projects, the manual noted, “the percentage of one-bedroom, two-bedroom and 
three-bedroom units varied at the sites surveyed.  However, no statistically 
significant correlation was found between the average number of bedrooms in a 
development and the resultant amount of trips generated.”29 
 
Finally, due to the other growth control measures embedded in the current and 
proposed Regional Plan (such as land coverage maximums, limitations on 
excavation, setback requirements, height envelopes, roof pitches, BMPs, density 
restrictions, and overall scenic standards), full project mitigation is required.  
There is no reason to change the definition of TAUs in such a way as to add 
significant expense to projects that are already required to fully mitigate their 
impacts.

                                                 
29 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th ed., p. 548. 
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Land Use Issues: YOUR THOUGHTS 
 
 
LU Issue #1:  Should TRPA develop additional measures to 
facilitate land bank programs? 
 
Sub-Issue 1A) Should TRPA change the way the Excess Land Coverage 

Mitigation Program (ELCMP) operates?  Staff proposes to amend the 
language in the PD and add a new Implementation Measure to the Matrix to 
state “excess land coverage mitigation program regulations would be revised 
to substantially restrict access to the in-lieu mitigation fee option.  Large 
projects would only be Only projects with relatively small amounts of excess 
land coverage would be eligible to pay in-lieu fees a fee in lieu of removing 
excess land coverage on- or off-site after demonstrating that all present 
opportunities for removing excess land coverage on- or off-site have been 
exhausted.  The use of in-lieu mitigation fees to remove coverage from 
sensitive lands should be allowed across Hydrologically Related Area 
boundaries.” 

-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA expand the Alternative 2 proposal to allow 

soft coverage to be transferred to Community Plans?  Staff does not 
propose to expand the proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to 
Community Plans from all land capability districts. 

-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Sub-Issue 1C)  Should TRPA remove Hydrologically Related Area 

restrictions for coverage transfers?  Staff proposes to amend the PD and 
Matrix (LU.IMP-20) to read: “Amend Chapter 20, Coverage, to allow land 
coverage from sending parcels located within TRPA-designated impaired 
watersheds to be transferred across Hydrologically Related Hydrologic 
Transfer Area boundaries,  (i.e., anywhere in the Tahoe Basin) as long as the 
receiving area is in a TRPA-designated non-impaired watershed.” 

-
________________________________________________________________

Land Use 30 



TRPA Regional Plan Update 05/26/2010 
FactSheet #3: Land Use 

________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship between CPs and the 
RPU? 
Staff proposes to create a new Community Plan model with the Regional Plan 
Update.  This model would allow mixed-use development, provide incentives for 
environmental redevelopment, streamline the update process, add a significant 
environmental component, and implement a transect planning system that can 
be tailored to local context and need. 
-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
LU Issue #3: Is transect zoning a better system than the Plan 
Area Statements we have today? 
Staff proposes to implement transect planning as TRPA’s new zoning system, as 
a tool to protect the environment, and as a way to promote place-based planning. 
-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
LU Issue #4:  Will PTOD really work in Tahoe? 
Staff proposes to retain the policies in Alternative 2 that promote Pedestrian- and 
Transit-Oriented Development. 
-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
LU Issue #5: Should TRPA amend the “two-step” subdivision 
provisions? 
Staff does not propose to amend the “two-step” subdivision process with the new 
Regional Plan. 
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-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to link CFA allocation to 
environmental performance? 
To provide a better approach to implementing this concept, staff proposes to 
revise the allocation of CFA as follows: 
Allocation to: Alternative 1 (in 

square feet) 
Alt. 2 (in sf) Alt. 3 (in sf) Alt. 4 (in sf) 

Special 
Projects 

187,770 (existing 
from CEP 
projects) 

187,770 (existing 
from CEP projects) + 
160,000 (new 
allocation) 

187,770 
(existing from 
CEP projects) 
+ 300,000  

187,770 
(existing from 
CEP projects) 

Community 
Plans 

160,000 (existing 
in CPs) 

160,000 (existing in 
CPs) + 80,000 
200,000 (new 
allocation) 

160,000 
(existing in 
CPs) + 300,000 
(new) 

160,000 
(existing in CPs) 

Transfer of 
Development 
Match 

-0- 160,000 200,000 
(new) 

-0- 200,000 (new) 

TOTAL 347,770 747,770 947,770 547,770 
Breakdown 
of TOTAL 

347,770 
(existing) 

400,000 (new) + 
347,770 (existing) 

600,000 (new) 
+ 347,770 
(existing) 

200,000 (new) + 
347,770 
(existing) 

-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
LU Issue #7:  Should TRPA limit the size of TAUs that are 
redeveloped? 
Staff proposes to amend the definition of Tourist Accommodation Unit as follows: 
“One bedroom, or a group of two or more rooms with a bedroom with or without 
cooking facilities, primarily designed to be rented by the day or week and 
occupied on a temporary basis.” 
-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
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Air Quality 
 
 
WHY DOES TRPA PLAN AND REGULATE FOR AIR QUALITY? 
 
The Compact requires that Thresholds be established in at least five areas: air 
quality, water quality, soil conservation, vegetation preservation, and noise.  
Therefore, TRPA must plan and regulate for air quality. 
 
TRPA developed the first set of comprehensive Air Quality Thresholds in 1982.  
In addition, concurrent rulings from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) designated TRPA as the 
lead agency for developing air quality plans that ensure compliance with state 
and federal health-based air quality standards.   
 
 
 
WHY IS ALTERNATIVE 2 THE STAFF-PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE? 
 
Staff believes the proposed alternative portends a better future for Lake Tahoe 
than does the current plan.  Alternative 2 addresses current conditions and 
proposes the newest air quality technologies and best management practices for 
the protection of human and ecosystem health.  It includes incentives and 
Implementation Measures that have proven successful and cost-effective in other 
areas experiencing the same air quality issues as Tahoe. 
 
The Goals and Policies for Alternative 2, which are shared in all action 
alternatives, are meant to be overarching concepts.  (It is the Implementation 
Measures that set Alternative 2 apart.)  These concepts would allow the Air 
Quality Program to adapt as new technologies and methods are developed. 
 
Stakeholders repeatedly asserted that Implementation Measures in Air Quality 
were tenuously connected to scientific justification.  Specifically, this is dealt with 
in “AQ Issue #3.”  During the upcoming development of final implementation 
strategies based on the policy direction of the Board, staff will be working with 
partner agencies to ensure that these strategies are grounded in good science. 
 
 
 
WHICH MAJOR STAKEHOLDER ISSUES RESULTED IN STAFF 
PROPOSING CHANGES TO THE PLAN ALTERNATIVES? 
 
AQ Issue #1:  Should TRPA change how Air Quality Mitigation 
Funds are disbursed?  Several stakeholders and TRPA Board members 
have expressed concern that Air Quality Mitigation Fees are being used for 
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projects that are not designed to directly benefit air quality.  Staff proposes to 
update the 1992 Air Quality Plan (AQP) to identify and rank projects for inclusion 
in the Environmental Improvement Program (EIP).  The projects would be 
prioritized by cost-effectiveness in providing air quality improvements; EIP 
projects requesting Air Quality Mitigation Funds would be disbursed to the 
highest-ranked projects first. 
 
Here’s why: 
 
The 1992 AQP has not been updated in 18 years.  It is outdated, and this is one 
of the primary reasons that Air Quality Mitigation Funds have largely been used 
to pay for transportation improvement projects. 
 
Per Code, these funds may be used for transportation projects: it requires the 
collection of fees “to offset impacts from indirect sources of air pollution.”30  
These sources may include automobiles, roadways, entrained dust, etc.  The 
collected fees are to be disbursed to the Tahoe Transportation District or local 
jurisdictions at their request for expenditure within the jurisdiction of origin, and 
they are meant to fund projects that are consistent with TRPA’s Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) or the 1992 AQP.31  
 
Today, there is more than $2.5 million in funds that have yet to be used.  By 
updating the AQP and identifying and prioritizing projects, these funds could be 
spent on regional air pollution reduction programs and projects to accelerate Air 
Quality Threshold attainment.  In fact, staff is currently working to develop interim 
policy to create additional flexibility in how these funds can be disbursed. 
 
Since air pollution tends to have Basin-wide impacts, it may be more cost-
effective to reduce air pollutants through Basin-wide efforts.  So, TRPA would 
work with local jurisdictional partners to create, fund, and implement projects and 
programs.  For instance, a program could be established to provide incentives for 
the purchase of hybrid and zero emissions vehicles; local partners could work 
with TRPA to administer the program and disburse the funds to vehicle buyers. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Updating the AQP and the EIP to allow the use of 
Air Quality Mitigation Funds for air quality-specific projects would accelerate 
Threshold attainment and improve the present program.  Prioritizing EIP projects 
that request these funds would create a better balance of funding between 
transportation projects and other projects that offset impacts from indirect 
sources of air pollution.  TRPA could provide funds to local jurisdictions to 
implement cost-effective, regional air quality improvement projects. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Prioritizing new, regional air pollution reduction 
programs for receipt of Air Quality Mitigation Funds may reduce funding 
                                                 
30 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 93.0, Purpose. 
31 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 93.5, Use and Distribution of Mitigation Funds. 
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opportunities for RTP-related projects.  Some stakeholders from local 
jurisdictions opposed the concept of using funds generated within their 
jurisdiction to pay for regional projects. 
 
 
 
AQ Issue #2:  Why is TRPA proposing changes to the existing 
wood stove program?  In Alternative 2, there are four Implementation 
Measures that deal with wood stoves.  During the stakeholder process, concerns 
that were raised caused staff to re-evaluate each of these measures.  The 
solutions that were developed are described in the following four Sub-Issues: 
 
 
Sub-Issue 2A)  Should TRPA adopt new emissions standards for wood 

stoves and implement a deadline for removal or replacement of all non-
compliant stoves?  Staff does not propose to amend Implementation 
Measure AQ.IMP-16, which states: “Clean Wood Stoves – All wood stoves 
not certified to emit less than 4.5g/hr of PM for a non-catalyst and 2.5 g/hr of 
PM for a catalyst-equipped stove must be removed by 2020.” 

 
Here’s why: 

 
TRPA Code requires “Wood Heaters” to emit less than 7.5 grams per hour 
(g/hr) of PM for a non-catalyst and 4.1 g/hr of particulate matter for catalyst-
equipped stoves32.  The EPA standard is the same.  The state of Washington 
has instituted a particulate emissions limit of 4.5 g/hr for non-catalytic and 2.5 
g/hr for catalytic wood stoves.  The proposal in Alternative 2, which would 
mimic these limits, would place Tahoe, along with Washington, in a 
leadership role when it comes to environmental protection. 
 
New emissions standards have resulted in the development of wood stoves 
that are much cleaner-burning that the stoves of the past.  In fact, there are 
331 non-catalyst and 92 catalyst-equipped stoves that attain the emissions 
limits in the staff-proposed alternative33, and most stakeholders supported 
more stringent emissions standards.  Stakeholders were also in favor of the 
proposed deadline for removal or replacement of stoves that do not meet the 
new emissions standards.  The deadline date received widespread support, 
particularly if it is implemented along with a strong enforcement program. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  More stringent emissions standards for wood 
stoves may allow Basin residents and visitors the pleasure and safety of 
burning wood while minimizing its environmental impacts.  Implementing a 
deadline for removal or replacement of non-certified stoves would give 

                                                 
32 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Subsection 91.3.B 
33 The EPA list of certified wood stoves can be found on the Internet at 
http://www.epa.gov/oecaerth/resources/publications/monitoring/caa/woodstoves/certifiedwood.pdf 

http://www.epa.gov/oecaerth/resources/publications/monitoring/caa/woodstoves/certifiedwood.pdf
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property owners ample time to come into compliance with the new standard.  
TRPA intends to create incentive programs that would assist owners in 
removing or replacing stoves prior to the deadline. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Existing non-certified stoves will still operate 
until 2020.  Enforcing the deadline may be costly and unpopular. 

 
 
Sub-Issue 2B) Should TRPA prohibit installation of wood stoves in new 

construction?  Staff proposes to amend Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-
15 as follows: “Wood Stoves in New Construction – Wood stoves in all new 
construction must be certified to emit less than 4.5g/hr of PM for a non-
catalyst and 2.5 g/hr of PM for a catalyst-equipped stove are prohibited in all 
new construction. Wood stoves are prohibited in all project areas requiring a 
TRPA permit.” 

 
Here’s why: 

 
Stakeholders stated that wood stoves are primary heat sources for many 
individuals.  Lower income families rely on wood heat in the wintertime.  A 
wood stove may be the only way to protect one’s life and property during 
extended periods of power outage. 
 
The Implementation Measure in the staff-proposed alternative would have 
prohibited wood stoves in all new construction.  In staff’s judgment, allowing 
wood stoves in new construction, but requiring them to meet strict emissions 
standards, strikes a reasonable middle ground between the above 
stakeholder concerns and concern for the environment. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Houses with clean-burning wood stoves are 
believed to be more attractive to buyers than houses with no stoves.  Stoves 
provide an alternative source of heat in time of emergency.   
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  There are environmental and health 
problems associated with emissions from wood stoves.   These emissions 
represent approximately 20 percent of the particulate matter emitted in the 
region (excluding forest fuels reduction projects).  Despite efforts to address 
this problem (including public education programs, new building 
requirements, and mandatory self certification at time-of-sale), the region has 
regressed into Threshold non-attainment34 for particulate matter.   
 
Because Washoe County has successfully banned wood stoves in new 
construction in some areas of the County, including Incline Village, staff 
abandoning its proposed ban could be seen as “not doing enough.” 

 

                                                 
34 TRPA 2006 Threshold Evaluation, p. 2-8. 
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Sub-Issue 2C)  Should TRPA require certification in escrow documents that 

wood stoves are compliant?  Requiring certification in escrow documents 
would carry more legal weight than the current requirement.  Staff does not 
propose to amend Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-17: “Wood Stove 
Certification – All properties purchased, sold, transferred title shall ensure the 
wood stove is compliant with all current regulations.  Evidence of such will be 
included in escrow documents.” 
 
Here’s why: 

 
TRPA’s existing Wood Heater Retrofit Program35 already requires a 
“statement of wood heater conformance” at time-of-sale.  The effect of the 
proposed Implementation Measure would be to have that statement included 
in the escrow documents. 
 
Escrow documents being legally binding should have a greater effect than a 
TRPA-required statement, and more retrofits should occur as a condition of 
title transfer.  Currently, Washoe County has escrow requirements for wood 
stoves.  Beginning in 2011, Placer County will implement a wood stove 
certification program similar to the existing TRPA program. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  The proposed measure would ensure that 
either the seller or the buyer would be responsible for removal and/or retrofit 
of a non-compliant stove.  It would provide security to homebuyers that a 
compliant stove is in place at time-of-sale.  The wood stove certification at 
time-of-sale has been in place for over thirteen years, and many realtors and 
brokers already include TRPA certification in escrow documents.  Air quality 
would benefit from accelerating installation of cleaner-burning wood stoves.  
TRPA intends to create incentive programs for wood stove retrofits.    
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  Some stakeholders were opposed to this 
measure due to the possible risk in loss of sales and increased requirements 
at time-of-sale. 
 

 
Sub-Issue 2D)  Should TRPA create a Wood Stove Mitigation Program?  

Staff proposes to delete Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-18, which states: 
“Wood Stove Mitigation Program -- All properties containing a wood stove 
shall pay an air quality mitigation fee per unit.” 
 
Here’s why: 

 

                                                 
35 TRPA Code of Ordinances, Subparagraph 91.3.B(3) 
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The “pay-to-pollute” concept in AQ.IMP-18 did not receive stakeholder 
support.  Enforcement of the measure would be difficult at best, and TRPA 
legal staff did not endorse it as originally proposed. 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Deleting this measure would allow TRPA to 
avoid adopting a program that would be unpopular and difficult to manage.  
Staff believes that the other measures being proposed, such as mandating 
cleaner-burning stoves and implementing a retrofit deadline, will result in 
achievement of the desired effect: less particulate emissions. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  None identified. 

 
 
 
AQ Issue #3:  Should TRPA require a reduction in pile burning?  
Staff proposes to amend AQ.IMP-14 to state “Forest Fuels 40% -- Forest fuels 
reduction efforts shall reduce PM emissions by 40% compared to open burning 
emissions levels.  Fire agencies will provide smoke management plans and 
collaborate with TRPA to develop the best methods for reducing forest fuels with 
the least impact to air quality.” 
 
Here’s why: 
 
During stakeholder meetings, no proposed Implementation Measure aroused 
such opposition as the one that mandated a 40 percent reduction in particulate 
matter from pile burning.  Fire officials and representatives of local jurisdictions 
and Federal agencies called it “arbitrary, unnecessary, and inconsistent with the 
recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Fire Commission.” 
 
In addition, most fire officials claimed that they were already pursuing best 
practices that, if quantified, would show significant reduction in particulate matter 
emissions.  Fire officials were not averse to providing TRPA with their smoke 
management plans and working together on best practices to manage smoke.  
Many agencies, in fact, already produce such plans, and some believe that their 
practices are already reducing smoke by more than 40 percent. 
 
Although it is possible to calculate how much pollution is produced by fuels 
management projects36, staff has not yet quantified the percentage reduction 
from pile burning that would be necessary to reach Threshold attainment for 
                                                 
36 For example, the region’s fuel treatment plan estimates that 10,000 acres per year needs to be 
treated.  Forest fuels loads range from about two to 30 tons per acre.  Using an average of 15 
tons of wood per acre and an emissions factor of 28.4 lbs/ton of particulate matter, over 2,100 
tons of particulate matter pollution per year can be expected over the 10-year term of the plan. 
 This calculation assumes that all fuels reduction would occur through pile burning.  Other 
methods of disposal, such as chipping, hauling off-site, biomass supply, and curtain burning are 
readily available and, when used, reduce pollution.  Also, burning on days with favorable weather 
reduces the impact of particulate pollution to negligible amounts within the region. 
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particulate matter.   To do so would require developing an air quality carrying 
capacity analysis; this would be like creating an “air TMDL.”  The TMDL for water 
pollutants took millions of dollars and the work of several agencies over several 
years to complete.  TRPA will work with partner agencies to develop an air 
quality carrying capacity analysis and provide scientifically rigorous justification 
before requiring any specific future reductions.   
 
Currently, fuels reduction is the single largest source of particulate matter 
pollution in the Region.  Fire agencies are making great efforts to reduce fuel 
loads, which have accumulated over years of fire suppression efforts.  Staff 
recognizes that if today’s fuels reduction projects are successful, future burns will 
produce less and less smoke as the priority moves from fuels reduction (pile 
burning) to ecosystem maintenance (broadcast burning of undergrowth). 
 
Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Basin fire agencies are already pursuing 
advanced practices to reduce smoke and are willing to share their smoke 
management plans with TRPA and partner agencies.  They are willing to 
collaborate in developing additional best practices.  TRPA’s commitment only to 
put forth scientifically validated reduction measures should increase partners’ 
confidence that the Air Quality Program is not acting arbitrarily.  Development of 
an “air TMDL” or carrying capacity analysis will allow the Air Quality Program to 
base future measures on good science. 
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  None identified.    
 
 
 
AQ Issue #4:  Should TRPA require Basin-wide air quality 
standards?  In the PD and Matrix, the Alternative 2 proposal is to require a 
single set of Basin-wide air quality standards.  Staff proposes to change the 
Implementation Measures regarding air quality standards as follows in the table 
below: 
 
Alternative 1  Alt. 2  Alt. 3  Alt. 4  
No change. AQ.IMP-27: “Emissions 

Standards & Practices – adopt 
and implement air quality 
standards, whichever are 
strictest, in the respective 
portions of the region for which 
the standards are applicable. 
Region Wide Program – TRPA 
will adopt the most stringent 
AQ standards, control 
strategies, and implementation 
plans Region-wide.” 

No change. 
AQ.IMP-30: 
“Emissions 
Standards & 
Practices – adopt 
and implement 
different air 
quality standards 
and 
implementation 
practices 
between the two 
states.” 

AQ.IMP-2730: 
“Region Wide 
Program – TRPA 
will adopt the 
most stringent 
AQ standards, 
control 
strategies, and 
implementation 
plans Region-
wide.” 
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Here’s why: 
 
Today, Nevada’s air quality standards are the same as the EPA’s.  California has 
its own standards, which are more stringent than the EPA/Nevada standards.  
Therefore, the salient impact of “adopting the most stringent air quality standards 
… region-wide” – as originally proposed in Alternative 2 – would be to impose 
California standards on Nevada.   
 
Stakeholders vociferously stated that requiring Nevada to meet California air 
quality standards was an abrogation of state sovereignty.  Under the Compact, 
TRPA has the authority to impose standards that are different from existing state 
standards – as long as doing so is necessary to achieve the Compact’s aims. 
 
However, the Compact also states that regulation should be left to the jurisdiction 
of the respective states “whenever possible without diminishing the effectiveness 
of the regional plan.”37  This is one of those cases.  It has not been demonstrated 
that adhering to the EPA/Nevada air quality standards would diminish the 
effectiveness of the Regional Plan or negatively affect Threshold attainment.  In 
fact, there have been no incidences of non-attainment in the Nevada portion of 
the Basin in the last ten years. 
 
Anecdotally, the last time Nevada was not in attainment was about 25 years ago, 
when a Stateline air quality monitoring station recorded carbon monoxide levels 
above the EPA standard.  Upon investigation, EPA determined that this resulted 
from the Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR) 
placing the monitoring station between two parking lots in the Casino Core.38   
 
The EPA/Nevada standards are adequate to protect human health.  California 
has developed its own set of standards and applied them statewide.  TRPA 
recognizes California’s right to apply statewide standards in Tahoe. 
 
Allowing Nevada to adhere to one set of standards and California another will not 
detrimentally affect Threshold attainment.  The EPA has indicated that, because 
Tahoe is a contained air basin, CARB’s one monitoring station provides sufficient 
data to determine Threshold status for the entire region.  There may be some 
cases in which, according to TRPA and CARB, the Basin will be out of 
attainment, while Nevada may consider itself to be in attainment.  These 
discrepancies would have no weakening effect on Thresholds. 
 
No matter what standards are used by the two states, many implementation 
strategies to improve air quality would be applied region-wide.  And example of 
such a strategy would be the program to provide incentives for the purchase of 
hybrid and zero emissions vehicles that was mentioned in AQ Issue #1. 
                                                 
37 Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Article VI(a). 
38 Telephone interview with Allen Biaggi, 5/10/10. 
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Pros of TRPA Staff Position:  Allowing the two states to adhere to different air 
quality standards would have no negative effect on Threshold attainment, the 
Regional Plan, or human health.  It would not change TRPA’s efforts to improve 
air quality in the Basin.  For those who believe that a single set of air quality 
standards represents the best application of the Compact’s directive to TRPA, 
this Implementation Measure will still be studied in the EIS under Alternative 4.   
 
Cons of TRPA Staff Position:  The Compact states that TRPA may adopt “air 
or water quality standards or control measures more stringent than the applicable 
State implementation plan or the applicable Federal, State, or local standards for 
the region, if it finds that such additional standards or control measures are 
necessary to achieve the purposes of this Compact.” 39  Some stakeholders may 
argue that a single, more stringent set of air quality standards for the region is 
justified by this portion of the Compact. 

                                                 
39 Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, Article V(d). 
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AQ Issues: YOUR THOUGHTS 
 
 
AQ Issue #1:  Should TRPA change how Air Quality Mitigation 
Funds are disbursed? 
Staff proposes to update the 1992 Air Quality Plan (AQP) to identify and rank 
projects for inclusion in the Environmental Improvement Program (EIP).  The 
projects would be prioritized by cost-effectiveness in providing air quality 
improvements; EIP projects requesting Air Quality Mitigation Funds would be 
disbursed to the highest-ranked projects first. 
-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
AQ Issue #2:  Why is TRPA proposing changes to the existing 
wood stove program?   
 
Sub-Issue 2A)  Should TRPA adopt new emissions standards for wood 

stoves and implement a deadline for removal or replacement of all non-
compliant stoves?  Staff does not propose to amend Implementation 
Measure AQ.IMP-16, which states: “Clean Wood Stoves – All wood stoves 
not certified to emit less than 4.5g/hr of PM for a non-catalyst and 2.5 g/hr of 
PM for a catalyst-equipped stove must be removed by 2020.” 

-
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Sub-Issue 2B) Should TRPA prohibit installation of wood stoves in new 

construction?  Staff proposes to amend Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-
15 as follows: “Wood Stoves in New Construction – Wood stoves in all new 
construction must be certified to emit less than 4.5g/hr of PM for a non-
catalyst and 2.5 g/hr of PM for a catalyst-equipped stove are prohibited in all 
new construction. Wood stoves are prohibited in all project areas requiring a 
TRPA permit.” 

- 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Sub-Issue 2C)  Should TRPA require certification in escrow documents that 

wood stoves are compliant?  Staff does not propose to amend 
Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-17: “Wood Stove Certification – All 
properties purchased, sold, transferred title shall ensure the wood stove is 
compliant with all current regulations.  Evidence of such will be included in 
escrow documents.” 

- 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Sub-Issue 2D)  Should TRPA create a Wood Stove Mitigation Program?  

Staff proposes to delete Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-18, which states: 
“Wood Stove Mitigation Program -- All properties containing a wood stove 
shall pay an air quality mitigation fee per unit.” 

- 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
AQ Issue #3:  Should TRPA require a reduction in pile burning?  
Staff proposes to amend AQ.IMP-14 to state “Forest Fuels 40% -- Forest fuels 
reduction efforts shall reduce PM emissions by 40% compared to open burning 
emissions levels.  Fire agencies will provide smoke management plans and 
collaborate with TRPA to develop the best methods for reducing forest fuels with 
the least impact to air quality.” 
- 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Air Quality 43 



TRPA Regional Plan Update 05/26/2010 
FactSheet #3: Land Use 

Air Quality 44 

AQ Issue #4:  Should TRPA require Basin-wide air quality 
standards? 
Staff proposes to change the Implementation Measures regarding air quality 
standards as follows in the table below: 
 
Alternative 1  Alt. 2  Alt. 3  Alt. 4  
No change. AQ.IMP-27: “Emissions 

Standards & Practices – adopt 
and implement air quality 
standards, whichever are 
strictest, in the respective 
portions of the region for which 
the standards are applicable. 
Region Wide Program – TRPA 
will adopt the most stringent 
AQ standards, control 
strategies, and implementation 
plans Region-wide.” 

No change. 
AQ.IMP-30: 
“Emissions 
Standards & 
Practices – adopt 
and implement 
different air 
quality standards 
and 
implementation 
practices 
between the two 
states.” 

AQ.IMP-2730: 
“Region Wide 
Program – TRPA 
will adopt the 
most stringent 
AQ standards, 
control 
strategies, and 
implementation 
plans Region-
wide.” 

- 
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix A 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses Deferred 

from the Past Milestones to the Land Use Milestone 
 
 
 

Stakeholder Comments Deferred from the Water Quality/SEZ Milestone (#1) 
to the Land Use Milestone 

 
1. Stakeholder Comment:  Mitigation ratios should be the same for restoration credit 

transferred out of an SEZ and for mitigation credit transferred into an SEZ.  It is not 
fair that an applicant proposing to impact a high-functioning SEZ may be required to 
provide mitigation at, say, 4:1, while an applicant proposing to restore an impaired 
high-function SEZ would only be given mitigation credit at 1:1.   

 
TRPA Response:  When an applicant is required to mitigate an impact, the 
mitigation ratio should be determined by the character of the area to be disturbed 
versus the character of the area to be restored.  In other words, all disturbance is not 
created equal, and all restoration is not created equal.  The solution to the 
stakeholder’s concern is that restoration must also be graded on a sliding scale 
according to its characteristics.  Staff proposes to consider the value of the restored 
land as well as the value of the disturbed land in developing the matrix of SEZ 
mitigation ratios. 
 

2. Stakeholder Comment:  Both water quality agencies generally support staff’s 
proposal to provide incentives to local jurisdictions to facilitate meeting TMDL interim 
targets and 5-Year Milestones. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussions in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? and LU Issue #2:  What is 
the relationship between CPs and the RPU? 
 

3. Stakeholder Comment:  All participants supported the proposal to “front-load” the 
new water quality and land use program by releasing allocations upon the Regional 
Plan’s adoption and then follow up annually by auditing and reporting on the 
jurisdictions’ performance for achieving water quality objectives (i.e., TMDL annual 
load reduction targets and 5-Year Milestones). 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance?  Linking allocations to 
pollutant load reductions and rehabilitation of substandard development is a goal of 
the RPU.  The staff-proposed alternative uses allocation of new CFA to encourage 
jurisdictions to meet their TMDL and environmental targets.   

 
4. Stakeholder Comment:  All participants requested a more precise operational 

definition of “irrevocable commitment.”  Does it mean that a project must be both fully 
funded and permitted in order for TRPA to release allocations? 
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TRPA Response:  The answer is yes.  Pursuant to Code Subparagraph 
14.6.C(5)(r), Irrevocable Commitment “shall mean both an irrevocable commitment 
to fund … and receipt of all project approvals.” 

 
5. Stakeholder Comment:  The CSLT requests TRPA to develop a more predictable 

system for allocating additional development. 
 

TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 
 

6. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County encouraged increasing incentives to foster 
environmental improvements. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #2. 
 

7. Stakeholder Comment:  Lew Feldman said that future development and 
redevelopment may not require as much land coverage as in the past.  The future 
focus will be on tourist-oriented allocations and not land coverage. 

 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 

Stakeholder Comments Deferred from the Public Lands Milestone (#2) to 
the Land Use Milestone 

 
8. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should provide incentives to relocate development 

out of hazard areas and should do more to identify these areas.  TRPA could provide 
disclosure statements on its official maps that the maps are not perfectly accurate.   

 
TRPA Response:  Staff is developing ways to encourage the transfer of 
development out of several natural hazard areas, such as floodplains.  Incentives, 
specifically the concept of transfer ratios, are discussed in LU Issue #2:  What is the 
relationship between CPs and the RPU?  Disclosure statements on TRPA maps is 
a good idea; staff proposes to add disclosures to future natural hazard maps. 
 

9. Stakeholder Comment:  Several private sector representatives recommended that 
TRPA adopt a goal to add fire hydrants and improve water storage and delivery 
infrastructure in underserved areas, with recognition that new or improved 
infrastructure may be costly.  

 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted.  The Public Services and Facilities Element 
addresses water infrastructure and delivery.  The staff-proposed alternative reflects 
the input of regional water purveyors and fire chiefs.  

 
10. Stakeholder Comment:  Concern was expressed that the EIS and/or pro forma 

economic analysis might find proposed incentives are not sufficient to generate 
substantial environmental gain.  “If the EIS consultant finds that there is not enough 
of an economic engine to make EIP happen, will TRPA change its proposals?”  
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TRPA Response: If the EIS or pro forma economic analysis determines that the 
proposed incentives are not enough to generate substantial environmental gain, then 
staff will make the necessary changes to the Land Use alternatives.  
 

11. Stakeholder Comment:  The Alternative 2 Implementation Measure that requires 
achievement of TMDL pollutant load reductions within five years as a condition for 
receiving future allocations is too harsh. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 
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NOTE – Meetings were held with the following groups for all topic areas: 
• Local Jurisdictions: City of South Lake Tahoe, Placer County, and local 

jurisdiction representatives on the Advisory Planning Commission 
• California Attorney General’s Office 
• State and Federal Land Management Agencies: U.S. Forest Service, 

California Tahoe Conservancy, and the Washoe Tribe of NV and CA 
• Private Sector Representatives: Lew Feldman, Andrew Strain, John 

Falk, Pat Davison, Michael Bradford, Steve Teshara, Susan Simon, 
George Koster, and Mark Irving 

• Conservation Community: League to Save Lake Tahoe and Tahoe Area 
Sierra Club 

• Fire Officials: Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District, North Lake Tahoe 
Fire Protection District, South Lake Tahoe Fire Department, CALFIRE, 
Lake Valley Fire Protection District, North Tahoe Fire District 

• Public Utilities: Lake Tahoe Wastewater Infrastructure Partnership 
• TRPA Advisory Planning Commission 

 
 

Meetings were held with the following groups to discuss only Air Quality 
• State Agencies: Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Placer 

County Air Pollution Control District, El Dorado County Air Pollution 
Control District, Washoe County Air Pollution Control District 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from the 

Land Use Element Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 
1. Stakeholder Comment:  Local jurisdictions requested more time to work with TRPA 

staff on revisions to the transect designations, boundaries, and permissible use lists. 
 
TRPA Response:  The large amount of zoning information provided the local 
jurisdictions will take time to review.  Staff proposes to work with our partners to 
make any necessary changes to transects during the implementation phase. 

 
2. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County is requesting that no changes be made to 

the 2009 ordinance that allows local jurisdictions to retain any unused allocations.  
Conversely, CTC questioned what the impact would be to the sensitive lot retirement 
program if the ordinance is carried forward into the updated Regional Plan. 

 
TRPA Response:  When allocations are returned unused, TRPA places those 
allocations in a pool.  The pool allocations may be used as incentives to promote the 
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retirement of sensitive lots (and also the development of moderate income housing).  
Unused allocations must also be returned to TRPA so that local jurisdictions cannot 
“stockpile” them.  A jurisdiction with a hefty stockpile has little incentive to implement 
environmental improvement projects.  Implementing these projects is the way to earn 
additional allocations under the Performance Review System.  This is a key to 
ensuring orderly growth within the confines of the Thresholds: allocations are given 
when environmental improvement is demonstrated. 
 
Code Subparagraph 33.2.A(3)(b) states “Beginning January 1, 2009 until adoption of 
the Regional Plan update, local jurisdictions may elect to retain those allocations...”  
The interpretation of this has been consistent: the final allocations that would exhaust 
the 1987 Regional Plan were never to expire and would never be required to be 
returned to TRPA.  As of today, there are 85 allocations remaining, and they will be 
distributed in June of this year.  Staff proposes to allow the allocations disbursed to 
the local jurisdictions under Code Subparagraph 33.2.A(3)(b) to remain with the 
jurisdictions until used.  The Subparagraph will not apply to allocations disbursed 
under the new Regional Plan. 
 

3. Stakeholder Comment:  Alternative 2’s limiting the use of Bonus Units to Tourist 
and Town Centers will create concentration of affordable housing in high-density 
areas. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to change the Implementation Measures 
regarding the distribution of Bonus Units as follows in the table below: 
 

Alternative 1  Alt. 2  Alt. 3  Alt. 4  
No change.  (Bonus 
Units may be used 
anywhere multi-
family is 
permissible.)  

LU.IMP-26 Amend 
Chapter 35, Bonus 
Units.  Assignment 
of tThe 1,000 bonus 
units remaining from 
the 1987 Regional 
Plan would be 
restricted to districts 
designated as Town 
Centers and Tourist 
Centers available 
only in districts 
designated as 
PTOD areas. 
 

No change.  
LU.IMP-29 [part] 4) 
Assignment of the 
1,000 bonus units 
remaining from the 
1987 Regional Plan 
would be restricted 
to districts 
designated as 
PTOD areas. 

LU.IMP-301 [part] 4) 
Amend Chapter 35, 
Bonus Units. 
Assignment of the 
1,000 bonus units 
remaining from the 
1987 Regional Plan 
would be available 
only in districts 
designated as 
PTOD areas 
restricted to districts 
designated as Town 
Centers and Tourist 
Centers. 

 
The rationale for the proposed change to the Alternative 2 is that staff agrees with 
the stakeholders that it is not appropriate to restrict the use of Bonus Units to Town 
and Tourist Centers; there are other higher-density areas that could benefit from their 
use.   Alternative 3 is the “status quo alternative;” the restriction on the use of Bonus 
Units should be removed to reflect that character – no change is necessary.  In 
Alternative 4, CFA is only transferable to Town and Tourist Centers; likewise, only 
allowing Bonus Units to be used in these areas is more compatible with this 
alternative’s character. 
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4. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County is concerned with the policy that ties the 
release of future CFA and access to design incentives to adoption of updated CPs. 
The County has requested additional information on the CP and RPU relationships 
and believes such a policy would create a disincentive to reinvest in the community 
and negatively impact implementation of environmental improvements. 
 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 
 

5. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County believes the Tahoe City Golf Course should 
be included in the Tahoe City CP boundary. 
 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted.  The County will have ample opportunity bring 
this up for consideration during the CP update process. 

 
6. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County commented that “Government Office” and 

“Professional Office” should be treated as the same land use category, because they 
are functionally the same.  However, development of professional offices requires an 
administrative review, while government offices require a Special Use Permit (SUP). 
 
TRPA Response:  This is not true in all cases.  The SUP is only required in certain 
locations.   Government offices are exempt from CFA requirements.  Because of this 
exemption, there are no growth controls on government offices.  The SUP 
requirement and the scrutiny that comes with it provide this control.  Staff is not 
proposing any change to the land use categories. 

 
7. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County commented that many riding and hiking 

trails require SUPs and questioned if this is consistent with the TRPA “Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan.”  The County believes that the SUPs process is onerous 
and may discourage the development of important trail linkages. 
 
TRPA Response:  SUPs for trails are only required in certain land use districts.  
Because the districts in which SUPs are required have known resource constraints 
(e.g., SEZs) or social constraints (e.g., some commercial or residential areas with a 
minimum of public right-of-way), staff is not proposing a change to the requirements. 

 
8. Stakeholder Comment Placer County commented that areas of the West Shore 

(i.e., Sunnyside, Tahoma, Homewood) should continue to be eligible as CP areas.  If 
the development existing in West Shore communities is not recognized, zero to 
minimal environmental improvements will occur. 
 
TRPA Response:  In order to be eligible to become a CP area, TRPA must first 
designate the area as a Preliminary CP.  The proposed transect zoning does not 
remove the existing Preliminary CP designation currently enjoyed by Sunnyside, 
Tahoma, and Homewood.  Moreover, there are existing mechanisms, such as 
transfer of development that may be used for environmental redevelopment both 
inside and outside of CPs. 

 
9. Stakeholder Comment: Placer County commented that the minimum of 8 dwelling 

units an acre is not high enough to incentivize PTOD as envisioned in Alternative 2.  
LEED’s minimum density for successful PTOD is twice as high. 
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TRPA Response:  Many planning professionals consider 8 du/ac as the minimum 
density necessary to implement PTOD.  The plan alternatives are designed to 
promote PTOD that is appropriate in the Tahoe Basin. 
 
In fact, LEED recognizes different land use patterns, and placed the minimum 
density for PTOD at 7 du/ac in less-urbanized areas, such as Tahoe.  In areas with 
shorter “walk distances” than Tahoe, the standard is increased to 12 du/ac. 

 
10. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT expressed concerns with the policy direction to 

restrict the use of in-lieu fees by larger redevelopment projects.  The City believes 
this will become a disincentive for large redevelopment projects.  This issue was also 
raised by the CTC, which is concerned that they are not able to fulfill the mitigation 
requirements resulting from the use of in-lieu fees. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in Land Use Sub-Issue 1A) Should TRPA 
change the way the Excess Land Coverage Mitigation Program (ELCMP) 
operates? 

 
11. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT commented that TRPA should consider adopting 

strategies for the creation of “workforce housing” for families with income levels up to 
180 percent of the median household income. 
 
TRPA Response:  The Resident Occupancy Program in Alternative 2 and existing 
strategies encouraging housing affordability are the staff proposed strategies to 
promote the development of workforce housing. 

 
12. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County is requesting TRPA revise the definition of 

“Domestic Animal Raising” to permit the raising of chicken hens within single family 
residential districts. The County is pursuing amendment at the County level to allow 
this activity in residential districts. The County is pursuing this amendment to 
encourage the rapidly growing movement ot provide locally raised and grown foods. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff is not proposing to adopt the recommended changes.  Anne 
Bryant of the Bear League called staff to say that raising chickens on small parcels 
would undermine bear ordinances.  TRPA Code does allow “Domestic Animal 
Raising” in Residential districts on parcels greater than two acres. 

 
 
 

State and Federal Land Management Agencies 
 
13. Stakeholder Comment:  The CTC commented that TRPA should develop additional 

incentives to retire lots that are not classified as sensitive but are located in “paper 
subdivisions” (e.g., Woodvista Subdivision). 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend Code Subparagraph 33.2.A(4) to allow 
allocations from the allocation pool to be used to incentivize the retirement of parcels 
that are not classified as sensitive but have other important resource values. 
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14. Stakeholder Comment:  Washoe Tribe commented that TRPA should recognize 
Tribal parcels within updated PASs. 
 
TRPA Response:  TRPA staff proposes to update the appropriate Plan Areas and 
transects to recognize Tribal ownership of parcels located on the East Shore of Lake 
Tahoe. 
 

15. Stakeholder Comment:  CTC commented on the potential impact of allowing local 
jurisdictions to retain their allocations on the sensitive lot retirement program. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #2. 

 
16. Stakeholder Comment:  CTC should be exempted from the requirement to gain 

local jurisdiction approval for transfer of development rights across jurisdictional 
boundaries.  
 
TRPA Response:  When allowing development rights to be transferred out of the 
jurisdictional boundary, some local jurisdictions require compensation for lost 
potential tax revenues.  Because jurisdictions value development rights, staff does 
not believe it is appropriate to promote the exemption suggested by CTC. 

 
 
 

Fire Officials 
 

17. Stakeholder Comment:  Fire officials should be notified earlier in the project review 
process so that they can be more involved in vetting and approval of design and 
better able to gauge and comment on demand on fire personnel and equipment. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend the project notification process, if 
necessary, to ensure that fire districts are notified in a timely manner. 
 

18. Stakeholder Comment:  Fire officials expressed concern that the potential increase 
in height and density that would be made available to support PTOD may increase 
demand on fire personnel and require the purchase of more capable fire equipment. 
 
TRPA Response:  Fire districts have the ability to require compensation from project 
applicants for any additional demands on personnel and equipment. 

 
 
 

California Attorney General’s Office 
 
19. Stakeholder Comment:  At the bottom of page 47 of the Project Descriptions 

document (under “Land Coverage”) it is stated that “the Code would be amended to 
require site-specific soil and land capability mapping and discretionary field 
verification of soil and land capability map units.”  The AG’s Staff supports using an 
updated soils map but expressed concern with the use of the word “discretionary” 
regarding site verification by staff. 
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TRPA Response:  There is no Implementation Measure in the Matrix that mirrors 
the above statement from the PD document.  Staff proposes to add an IM to 
Alternative 2 that reads as follows “Amend Chapter 20, Coverage, to require site-
specific land capability mapping through actual field verification for all projects and 
establish criteria for determining when a field verification is not required based on 
staff’s knowledge of the site in question.”  Staff also proposes to amend the PD 
document to reflect the entirety of this new IM. 
 

20. Stakeholder Comment:  The California AG’s staff was not opposed to LU.IMP-18, 
which states, “Amend Chapter 20, Coverage, to allow soft coverage to be transferred 
for commercial, tourist accommodation, and mixed-use facilities located within 
adopted community plans when transferred from sensitive lands (land capability 
districts 1-3).”  However, they were concerned that soft coverage determinations by 
TRPA staff have been inconsistent. 

  
TRPA Response:  TRPA has criteria and procedures in place today for making soft 
coverage determinations.  Nonetheless, staff proposes to review its internal practices 
to ensure that soft coverage verification procedures are consistently applied. Also 
see the discussion in Land Use Issue Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA expand the 
Alternative 2 proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to Community 
Plans? 
 

21. Stakeholder Comment:  New CFA should not be allocated to areas outside of CPs. 
  

TRPA Response:  Staff is not proposing to allocate new CFA in areas outside of 
CPs.  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to link CFA 
allocation to environmental performance? 
 

22. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should work with the AG’s Staff to amend the “two-
step subdivision” rules to ensure that lot-and-block subdivisions cannot be 
developed. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #5: Should TRPA amend the 
“two-step” subdivision provisions? 
 

23. Stakeholder Comment: AG’s Staff is concerned with the rationale and analysis 
used in designating Town Centers. 
 
TRPA Response:  Town Centers were identified during the place-based and 
Pathway planning processes. 

 
 
 

Private Sector Representatives 
 
24. Stakeholder Comment:  Linking allocations to 5-year TMDL Milestones is a 

disincentive. 
 

TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 

Appendix B –Land Use Stakeholder Comments Appendix Page 12 



TRPA Regional Plan Update 05/26/2010 
FactSheet #3: Land Use 

 
25. Stakeholder Comment:  Allocations should be disbursed directly to redevelopment 

projects that provide the greatest environmental improvement. 
 

TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 

 
26. Stakeholder Comment:  Delay in providing incentives and allocations until a CP is 

adopted is unfair and will delay environmental and community improvements. 
 

TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship 
between CPs and the RPU? 
 

27. Stakeholder Comment:  Don’t exclude non-CP areas from incentives. 
 

TRPA Response:  The focus of incentives is primarily on CP areas.  It is these 
areas in which environmental redevelopment will have the greatest positive impacts. 

 
28. Stakeholder Comment:  The Resident Occupancy program and deed restrictions 

will be difficult to enforce.  Some private sector representatives were against the use 
of deed restrictions in general and in favor of incentives instead of restrictions. 

 
TRPA Response:  The RO program is designed to make workforce housing more 
readily available in the Basin.  There are already incentives in Code to promote 
affordable and moderate income housing.  The proposed plan alternatives include 
additional incentives.  The RO program – which is purely voluntary – is just one part 
of a package of incentives and regulations being proposed to promote the further 
development of attainable housing for local residents. 

 
29. Stakeholder Comment:  Workforce housing (available to families who make up to 

160 or 180% of Median Family Income) should be exempted from the allocation 
system. 
 
TRPA Response:  In the staff-proposed alternative, workforce housing is 
incentivized by offering allocations from the Allocation Pool to housing developed 
under the proposed RO program. 

 
30. Stakeholder Comment:  The deed restriction requirement on mother-in-law units 

should be removed. 
 
TRPA Response:  Per Code Subsection 18.2.B, jurisdictions must adopt a TRPA-
certified local government housing program in order to receive Bonus Units for 
existing (illegal) mother-in-law units.  A mother-in-law unit is legalized when it is deed 
restricted as affordable housing; it receives a Bonus Unit from TRPA and does not 
require the procurement of a development right or an allocation. 
 
If mother-in-law units were not required to be deed-restricted, they could be legally 
developed or recognized through the use of a Bonus Unit and then subsequently 
converted to a market-rate unit – without a development right or an allocation.  In 
staff’s judgment, removing the deed restriction requirement is not advisable. 
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31. Stakeholder Comment:  Allow for subdivision that could qualify as infill 
development in non-urban lands (Recreation and Conservation PASs). 

 
TRPA Response:  Existing Goal #2, Policy 7 in the TRPA “Goals and Policies” only 
allows “division of land through condominiums, community apartments, or stock 
cooperatives within an existing urban area…” (emphasis added).  Staff is not 
proposing to change this Policy. 

 
32. Stakeholder Comment:  Heavenly stated that TRPA should amend the plan 

alternatives to allow the California Base Lodge and adjacent areas to be redeveloped 
as a PTOD/mixed-use project.   

 
TRPA Response:  Staff pointed out that the lodge is located on non-urban land – 
subdivision is only allowed on “existing urban area” per Goal #2, Policy 7 in the 
TRPA “Goals and Policies.”  As stated above in TRPA Response to Stakeholder 
Comment #35, staff is not proposing to change this Policy. 
 
Heavenly has provided a rationale for redevelopment of the lodge into a 
PTOD/mixed-use project and destination resort area (see Appendix M -- Written 
stakeholder comment letter from Heavenly Ski Resort).   
 

33. Stakeholder Comment:  Bonus Units shouldn’t be restricted to Town and Tourist 
Centers.  There are other areas that meet PTOD standards or have multi-family as a 
permissible use and should have access to Bonus Units. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #3. 

 
34. Stakeholder Comment:  Coverage overrides and incentives should be granted to all 

affordable/moderate income housing projects regardless of location. 
 

TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 
 
 
 

Conservation Community 
 
35. Stakeholder Comment:  Policy LU-4.1 states “Base allowable land coverage shall 

be determined by applying the allowable land coverage coefficients derived by Bailey 
(1974)…”  The Sierra Club commented that it should not cite Bailey because TRPA’s 
land capability system is not completely based on Bailey and that TRPA’s coverage 
coefficients were not established by the Bailey. 

 
TRPA Response:  The Sierra Club is partially correct.  In fact, TRPA developed its 
coverage coefficients collaboratively with Robert Bailey and adopted them in 1972.  
Bailey subsequently published those same coefficients in his landmark 1974 “Land-
Capability Classification of the Lake Tahoe Basin, California-Nevada, A Guide for 
Planning.”  Therefore, staff proposes to amend Policy LU-4.1 to state “Base 
allowable land coverage shall be determined by applying the allowable land 
coverage coefficients found in derived by Bailey (1974)…” 
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36. Stakeholder Comment: The League commented that the range of alternatives 
proposed is inadequate; there is not an alternative that proposes no new allocations. 
There should be a “real” no-growth alternative considered in the EIS analysis.  All 
alternatives should start with the goal of achieving Thresholds and then identify the 
necessary steps to achieve that goal. 

 
TRPA Response:  The alternatives were developed with input received from public 
and organizational stakeholders, including the League.  In fact, Alternative 1 
proposes no additional allocations and can be considered a no-growth (or at least 
slow growth) alternative.  Although it is the “no project” alternative, it would still result 
in environmental gain and redevelopment because it would allow for the exhaustion 
of existing allocations and the use of transfer of development. 
 
In staff’s judgment, all of the alternatives do start with the goal of achieving 
Thresholds – they just drive towards the achievement of that goal through the use of 
different techniques.  The EIS will analyze all alternatives on a “level playing field,” 
which will help staff, stakeholders, the APC, and the Board to determine the best 
techniques to achieve Thresholds. 
 

37. Stakeholder Comment:  The League questioned the “true capacity” of the region.  
Do the proposed alternatives result in growth that is beyond the region’s 
environmental capacity? 

 
TRPA Response:  Proposed Goal LU-2 states, “The amount and location of land 
use are directed in conformance with the environmental threshold carrying 
capacities…” and proposed Policy LU-2.1 states, “Limit the total population permitted 
in the Region at one time in accordance with the constraints of the Regional Plan 
and the environmental threshold carrying capacities.”  Based on the Goal and Policy 
quoted above, staff is not proposing a plan that would allow the region’s capacities to 
be exceeded. 

 
38. Stakeholder Comment: The League commented that incentives such as additional 

height and density within Town and Tourist Centers should only be earned as part of 
a transfer of development from sensitive lands. 

 
TRPA Response:  TRPA staff agrees and is proposing to develop implementation 
measures that link incentives such as height, density, and CFA to transfer of 
development.  See the discussion in LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship 
between CPs and the RPU? 
 

39. Stakeholder Comment:  If eight dwelling units an acre is the minimum required for 
achievement of PTOD, why not limit densities to eight dwelling units an acre? 

 
TRPA Response:  In fact, TRPA Code currently allows up to 15 du/ac for multi-
family projects and 40 units for motels and hotels.  During the Pathway process, 
stakeholders indicated that they desired their communities to become more vibrant 
and walkable.  Since some of these communities are built at less than eight du/ac, 
new projects must be built at higher densities if the minimum standard is ever to be 
reached and communities are to become more vibrant, walkable places.   
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40. Stakeholder Comment:  The League does not support two-story minimums as a 
design standard and expressed concern with increased height in the Tahoe Valley 
and Al Tahoe CP areas. 

 
TRPA Response:  Both of the cited CPs are proposed PTOD areas in which 
minimum standards for height and density will be required if they are to become 
more vibrant, walkable places.  Currently, these CPs contain two-story structures. 

 
41. Stakeholder Comment:  The League is concerned that the ability to transfer units of 

use across jurisdictional boundaries may result in concentration of development in 
places where additional development is not warranted. 

 
TRPA Response:  TRPA Code currently allows transfers of units of use across 
jurisdictional boundaries provided that the jurisdictions approve of the transfer.  Staff 
is not proposing any change to the Code regarding this issue. 

 
42. Stakeholder Comment:  LU.IMP-18 states “Amend Chapter 20, Coverage, to allow 

soft coverage to be transferred for commercial, tourist accommodation, and mixed-
use facilities located within adopted community plans when transferred from 
sensitive lands (land capability district 1-3).”  The League objects to allowing the 
transfer of soft coverage to CP areas.  The plan update should have a greater 
emphasis on transfers of development from SEZs. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in Land Use Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA 
expand the Alternative 2 proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to 
Community Plans? 

 
43. Stakeholder Comment:  The gain in densification is greater than the environmental 

gain envisioned. 
 

TRPA Response:  Commented noted. 
 
 
 

Advisory Planning Commission 
 

44. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Green asked how the transect boundaries were 
determined and by whom. 

 
TRPA Response:  The boundaries were set by staff with input from Agency 
partners.  They reflect existing conditions such as land use classification, zoning, and 
land use pattern.  Staff will continue to collaborate with local, state, and federal 
partners to refine the transects and boundaries during the implementation phase. 

 
45. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Upton stated that incentives for Alternative 2 are 

stronger than current incentives, but questioned whether the incentives are strong 
enough to have an impact. 
 
TRPA Response:  See discussion in LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship 
between CPs and the RPU? 
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46. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Tolhurst stated concern with the updated plan area 
statements and asked what TRPA’s plan is to get input local jurisdictions to. 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff has been collaborating with local, state, and federal 
partners on the updated PASs.  Staff will continue to collaborate with these partners 
to refine the transects and boundaries during the implementation phase. 

 
47. Stakeholder Comment:  Ms. Merchant stated she would like to see an alternative 

that allows subdivisions that are being incentivized throughout the document but do 
not conflict with the TRPA Compact. 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff does not believe the existing subdivision standards are in 
conflict with the TRPA Compact.  Staff has proposed to amend the existing design 
standards to promote subdivision in mix-used facilities.  In the RPU, “two-step” 
subdivisions are still permissible but would be limited to transects designated as 
PTOD and would require a minimum of 8 dwelling units an acre (also see the 
discussion in LU Issue #5: Should TRPA amend the “two-step” subdivision 
provisions?). 
 

48. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Greene asked, what is “soft coverage?” 
 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in Land Use Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA 
expand the Alternative 2 proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to 
Community Plans? 
 

49. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Angelocci stated the TRPA should give credit to 
transfer soft coverage.  

 
TRPA Response:  See discussion in Land Use Sub-Issue 1B)  Should TRPA 
expand the Alternative 2 proposal to allow soft coverage to be transferred to 
Community Plans?   
 

50. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Upton suggested changing “add GHG reduction criteria 
to annual performance review system to “consider adding” under the Climate 
Change section because it is not known what it will look like in the future.  He stated 
he reviewed reports regarding greenhouse gas emissions from the rotting forest from 
the Angora Fire and strongly suggested removing dead debris out of the forest that 
would have a positive impact on climate change.  Mr. Tolhurst agreed that the rotting 
forest should be removed because it still releases greenhouse gas emissions, only at 
a slower rate. 
 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted. GHG reduction strategies will be covered in the 
Transportation Milestone. 

 
51. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Angelocci stated that, from the local jurisdiction 

perspective, current incentives do not drive the need to use commodities in the 
current plan.  It is hoped the incentive package will increase, which will drive the 
need for the additional commodities. 
 
TRPA Response:  See discussion in LU Issue #2:  What is the relationship 
between CPs and the RPU? 
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Appendix C 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from the 

Housing Subelement Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Private Sector Representative 
 

1. Stakeholder Comment: Proposed housing policies are restrictive, not incentivized. 
 

TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 
 
2. Stakeholder Comment:  Stakeholders expressed reservations with the viability of 

the proposed Residential Occupancy program: how will such a program be 
implemented?  Who will monitor and enforce compliance of the deed restriction? 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #28, Appendix B. 

 
3. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should not require a deed restriction for mother-in-

law units that are assigned Bonus Units. 
 

TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #30, Appendix B. 
 

4. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should provide coverage overrides, density, and 
height incentives for affordable housing projects located outside CPs.  There are not 
enough parcels in Town and Tourist Centers to create affordable housing projects. 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff recognizes the need for incentives to promote affordable 
and moderate income housing.  Coverage overrides would be for CPs only.  On the 
other hand, staff is proposing minimum densities in appropriate non-CP transects, 
such as T-4 Neighborhood General and T-4 Neighborhood Center.  Because the 
primary focus of the incentives is within CPs, however, staff is not proposing to 
change proposed coverage standards to provide overrides outside of CP areas. 

 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 
5. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should implement a program that allows developed 

affordable housing units to be banked as credit and sold at a later date to developers 
to satisfy a housing obligation. 

 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 
 

6. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County does not support the Residential 
Occupancy program as currently proposed.  The County believes that it will not likely 
yield the type of development being envisioned. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #28, Appendix B. 
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Conservation Community 
 

7. Stakeholder Comment:  Proposed Implementation Measure H.IMP7 states “Add an 
affordable housing development criteria to the annual performance review system for 
residential allocations.”  The League opposes the addition of affordable housing 
criteria to the annual performance review for distribution of residential allocations.  
Allocations earned by jurisdictions should be based on implementation of projects to 
achieve environmental Thresholds.  

 
TRPA Response:  After discussion of this proposal and feedback received from a 
wide variety of stakeholders, TRPA staff proposes to delete H.IMP-7. 
 

8. Stakeholder Comment:  The League is concerned that proposed Implementation 
Measure H.IMP-6, which states “Reserve a percentage of returned allocations for 
use in the Resident Occupancy program,” would draw allocations from the sensitive 
lot retirement pool and compromise growth control, as there is no specified limit. 

 
TRPA Response:  In fact, there is a specified limit proposed in the Project 
Descriptions document.  Under the heading “Residential Allocations” on page 50, it is 
stated that “Chapter 33 would be amended to allow up to 200 allocations from the 
Allocation Pool to be used for the development of deed-restricted, owner-occupied 
residential units.” 
 
Staff proposes to amend H.IMP-6 to state “Amend Code Subparagraph 33.2.A(4), 
Allocation Pool, to allow the assignment of up to 200 allocations to parcels 
throughout the region for the development of deed-restricted, owner-occupied 
residential unitsReserve a percentage of returned allocations for use in the Resident 
Occupancy program.” 
 

9. Stakeholder Comment:  The League is concerned with the removal of the allocation 
requirement for moderate income housing and stated that more discussion is needed 
on this policy proposal. 
 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted.  

 
10. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA should change the proposed in-lieu fee collected for 

mitigating the loss of affordable housing.  It should be used for conversion of existing 
units to affordable housing rather than for construction of new units. 

 
TRPA Response:  Proposed Implementation Measure H.IMP-5 states “The code will 
specify that developers may meet mitigation requirements through on-site units, off-
site deed restrictions, or an in lieu fee that will go into a fund set aside for the 
development of units within the same county.”  The proposed measure already 
provides for off-site deed restrictions – it reserves the in-lieu fees for development of 
new affordable housing. 
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Appendix D 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from 

Community Design Subelement Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 

1. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT stated that telecommunication towers being 
designed to mimic trees may not be desirable.  Design integrated with surroundings 
and backdrop is often better than an obvious fake tree. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend Policy CD-3.1.E(6) to state, “When 
appropriate t Telecommunication towers must should be constructed as a monopoles 
and that are designed to blend in with their surroundings.  They may be designed to 
mimic trees, colors, and materials that are found in the surrounding natural 
environment when appropriate.” 

 
2. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT commented that it is not feasible to preserve all 

natural features and suggested Implementation Measure CD.IMP-7 be reworded to 
“preserve unique natural features.” 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend CD.IMP-7 to state, “Amend Chapter 30, 
Design Standards, to preserve, retain, and incorporate into site design all existing 
natural features such as to designate rock outcrops, sand dunes, cliffs, and unique 
land forms as protected scenic resources.”  Staff is also proposing to add the 
following new policy to the Scenic Resources Subelement: “Designate sand dunes, 
cliffs, and unique rock outcrops and land forms as protected scenic resources in the 
Scenic Resource Inventory.” 
 

3. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT asked who would determine the minimum height 
necessary for proper function of telecommunication towers. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff would determine the minimum height necessary for proper 
function based on input received from the project applicant and a review of site 
conditions, design guidelines, and the Scenic and Community Design Thresholds.  
This is today’s practice and is not proposed for change. 

 
 
 

Advisory Planning Commission 
 

4. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Tolhurst noted that scenic resources should be 
addressed for Fallen Leaf Lake and asked staff if consideration was being given in 
the RPU to add Fallen Leaf Lake to the Scenic Resource Inventory. 

 
TRPA Response:  Projects along the shoreline of Fallen Leaf Lake are required to 
meet Scenic Resources and Community Design Thresholds.  However, unlike Lake 
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Tahoe, Fallen Leaf was not included in the Scenic Resource Inventory.  Staff 
proposes to add Fallen Leak Lake to the inventory after adoption of the RPU. 
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Appendix E 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from 

Public Services and Facilities Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 

1. Stakeholder Comment:  Placer County does not support proposed Implementation 
Measure PS.IMP-1 “Amend chapter 18, Permissible Uses, and Chapter 30, Design, 
to prohibit new high-voltage utility lines and telecommunication towers in residential 
neighborhoods and sensitive scenic areas.”  Federal statute prohibits state and local 
jurisdictions from regulating telecommunication towers on the basis of environmental 
effects of radio frequency emissions. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff is not proposing to regulate cellular towers based on the 
environmental effects of radio frequency emissions but rather on land use 
compatibility and potential impacts on TRPA Thresholds for Scenic Resources and 
Community Design. 

 
 
 

Fire Officials 
 

2. Stakeholder Comment:  Fire officials expressed concerns with a proposed 
Implementation Measure that prohibits new high-voltage utility lines in the Tahoe 
Basin that are not required to serve the Basin.  Would this prohibit utility lines that 
serve the Basin? 

 
TRPA Response:  PS.IMP-2 states “Amend chapter 18, Permissible Uses, and 
Chapter 30, Design, to prohibit new high-voltage utility lines and towers that are not 
required to serve the Tahoe Basin (i.e., lines that serves only areas outside the 
basin).”  The intent of PS.IMP-2 is to prohibit outside utility lines from crossing the 
Tahoe Basin when they could be aligned so as to avoid the Basin entirely. 
 

3. Stakeholder Comment:  Was the Basin Fire Chiefs’ recommendation to incorporate 
alternative fire protection designs that meet fire flow standards included in the plan 
alternatives? 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff incorporated the recommendations from the Fire Chiefs in 
Implementation Measure PS.IMP-4, which states, “Amend Chapter 27 to modify the 
waiver for fire water supply on new single-family dwelling permits in those areas 
where the existing water systems have inadequate water supply, pressure, and/or 
hydrants to allow for alternative fire protection designs that adequately comply with 
the intent of the adopted fire code.” 
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Appendix F 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from 

Air Quality Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 
1. Stakeholder comment:  Proposed Policy AQ 2.1.7 requires bike lanes and 

sidewalks for any street project requiring a permit.  If the street project’s funding is for 
drainage improvements and cannot be used for sidewalks, we may miss an 
opportunity to get drainage improvements.   

 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend AQ-2.1.7 to state: “Sidewalks and 
Bicycle Lanes -- For the purpose of improving air quality, incorporate p Public 
sidewalks and Class II bike lanes when improvements triggering a permit are should 
be required, when practicable and appropriate, for projects along major roads and 
highways and or in areas with high pedestrian and bicycle traffic.”  
 

2. Stakeholder Comment:  The cost of business-sponsored AQ incentives (e.g., ZEV 
purchases, carpool incentives, staff time for zero emission commuting) is too much. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to delete AQ.IMP-4: “ZEV Incentive -- Businesses 
with over 70 employees will provide incentives for their employees to use zero 
emission transportation sources. Incentives include: provide paid time for 50% of the 
additional commute time Vs non-zero emission travel and provide monetary 
incentives up to $3,000 for purchase and use of a ZEV” and AQ.IMP-7: “Carpool 
Incentive -- Businesses with over 70 employees will provide dedicated spaces with 
the most convenient access to the entrance to employees that carpool. Employers 
will provide 50% of the cost of bus passes for employees to ride the bus to their 
employment.”  With these two IMs removed, staff is proposing to increase the 
incentive available in AQ.IMP-8: “Mitigation Improvements – Amend Chapter 93 to 
will be totally redrafted.  Major changes include requirement to provide of emissions 
estimates for projects seeking funds, establish funding priority for projects with the 
lowest emission levels, add provision to provide $5,000 $10,000 for the purchase of 
zero emission vehicles and low emission hybrids for local fleets and by full time 
residents ce of the Region who also work in the Region.” 
 

3. Stakeholder Comment:  Alternative 4 Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-42 
“Fugitive Dust -- Street sweeping to recover deicing materials would be required 
immediately after a storm event and be completed within 4 days” may not be 
feasible. 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to delete AQ.IMP-42. 
 

4. Stakeholder comment:  TRPA shouldn’t require a set number of sweeps per month.  
Some months might be snowy and sweeping not possible. 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend AQ.IMP-12 to state “Street Sweeping 1 
– Unless weather or surface conditions render road sweeping impossible, A all major 
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roads shall be swept twice per month. A and all remaining roads shall be swepted 
once per month.” 
 

5. Stakeholder Comment:  Could support the street sweeping Implementation 
Measures if TRPA provided funding.  
 
TRPA Response:  TRPA is considering funding operations and maintenance, which 
would include street sweeping and sidewalk snow removal, through the use of AQ 
Mitigation Funds. 

 
6. Stakeholder Comment:  Good goal to maintain sidewalks year round, but is there a 

funding source (see Alternative 3 – AQ.Imp-19)?   
 

TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #5.    
 

7. Stakeholder Comment:  It is inappropriate to designate Placer County as Non-
Attainment for AQ purposes or require mitigation measures until there is a monitoring 
station in the County. 

 
TRPA Response:  The EPA, Nevada, and California all use the existing monitors to 
collect air quality data and determine attainment status.  Even though there is no 
monitoring station in Placer County, the Basin monitoring network meets all location 
guidelines for regional air quality measurement and is considered by both California 
and the EPA as appropriate for making Basin-wide air quality assessments. 

 
8. Stakeholder Comment:  TRPA did not pursue sound science in the development of 

the proposed Implementation Measures.  The Air Quality Element lacks a developed 
plan for Threshold attainment. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #3:  Should TRPA require a 
reduction in pile burning?   
 

9. Stakeholder Comment:  It is unclear how “prioritization” of Air Quality Mitigation 
Funds will be administered.  Will funds still be allocated by jurisdiction, or is the 
proposal to create a Basin-wide fund?  Placer County does not support converting 
the existing fund structure from jurisdiction specific to Basin-wide. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #1:  Should TRPA change how 
Air Quality Mitigation Funds are disbursed? 
 

10. Stakeholder comment:  Most Implementation Measures are not documented with 
enough detail for implementers to understand the capital and ongoing maintenance 
and operations costs that would be incurred. 

 
TRPA Response:  It is difficult to provide precise cost effectiveness for each 
measure.  TRPA is proposing programs that have proven successful and cost-
effective at reducing pollutants.  Stakeholders’ participation in developing of Code 
language will help staff to better understand the cost impacts of proposed measures. 

 
11. Stakeholder Comment:  Many measures seem to lack understanding of potential 

limitations of operating in a mountain environment. 
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TRPA Response:  Many of the proposed measures, in fact, have proven effective in 
mountain communities.  As an example, street sweeping and wood stove retrofits at 
escrow have proven effective right here in the region. 

 
12. Stakeholder Comment:  Implementation Measure AQ.IMP-5 proposes to reduce 

permit fees for LEED certification.  Would TRPA consider reduction of permit fees for 
green building programs other than LEED, such as a local jurisdiction’s green 
building ordinance? 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff would have to assess any other “green building” certification 
process before including it in a fee reduction incentive strategy.  

 
 
 

State and Federal Land Management Agencies 
 
13. Stakeholder Comment:  USFS would like to see a policy stating AQ Thresholds 

need to be met. 
 

TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend Policy AQ-2.1.6 as follows: “Projects, 
Programs, and Plans -- Projects, plans, and programs, and plans will achieve attain 
and maintain those air quality standards at levels that are considered healthy for 
humans and the ecosystem and attain and maintain Thresholdsat the earliest 
practicable date.” 
 

14. Stakeholder Comment:  When private property owners are required to dedicate 
land for the construction of linear public facilities (e.g., sidewalks, bike lanes, and 
bike trails), will the area that is dedicated be counted against parcels’ base allowable 
coverage? 

 
TRPA Response:  Staff proposes to amend Chapter 20, Land Coverage, to reflect 
the current TRPA policy directive, which is not to count coverage for a linear public 
facility against parcels’ base allowable coverage. 
 

15. Stakeholder Comment:  The proposed Implementation Measures are difficult to 
assess with regard to the impacts on the USFS.  USFS suggested that TRPA 
develop an overall reduction level for particulate matter instead of dictating a specific 
reduction method. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #3:  Should TRPA require a 
reduction in pile burning?   

 
16. Stakeholder Comment:  The use of ground equipment to gather and transport 

biomass in lieu of burning will have impacts on the environment.  
 

TRPA Response:  The use of ground equipment is appropriate in some 
circumstances.  If impacts are anticipated with a proposed project using such 
equipment, the project will be required to mitigate the impacts. 
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17. Stakeholder Comment:  It is more expensive to export or utilize advanced removal 
techniques on this waste than to burn it in place. 

 
TRPA Response:  This may be true for the commenter (USFS).  However, staff has 
also met with fire agency stakeholders who indicated that removal is more cost-
effective than burning in some cases. 

 
18. Stakeholder Comment:  Does TRPA intend to create an Air Quality Management 

District for the Tahoe Basin as a one-stop center for burn permits? 
 

TRPA Response:  There is nothing in the Matrix and PD document to suggest this, 
and TRPA does not intend to take on this responsibility.  Staff is recommending that 
the California Air Resources Board continue to classify “burn” and “no-burn” days.    

 
19. Stakeholder Comment:  The use of “air curtain burners” sounds promising.  Please 

explain how they work. 
 

TRPA Response:  An air curtain burner is basically an insulated dumpster equipped 
with a large fan.  The fan provides excess oxygen to the fire which allows more 
complete burning of forest fuels, resulting in approximately a 95% reduction in 
particulate matter over open burning practices.  Further, the use of an air curtain 
burner would allow fuels reduction practitioners to eliminate waste even during no-
burn days, allowing quicker reduction of forest fuel waste.               

 
 
 

Fire Officials 
 

20. Stakeholder Comment:  The cost to agencies of employee incentives (e.g., ZEV, 
zero emissions commuting) may be too high. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #2. 
 

21. Stakeholder Comment:  Methods of fuels reduction that go beyond pile burning 
might have additional water quality impacts. 

 
TRPA Response:  See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #16. 

 
 
 

Private Sector Representatives  
 
22. Stakeholder Comment:  Class II bike lanes should be a minimum requirement for 

projects along main travel routes. 
 

TRPA Response:  This is TRPA’s current policy.  In addition, Implementation 
Measure AQ.IMP-20, Bike Facilities, states “Class II bike lanes shall be constructed 
and maintained along major highways and areas where bicycle travel is present.” 
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23. Stakeholder Comment:  California Air Resources Board should make Burn or No-
Burn day calls for the entire region.  

 
TRPA Response: See TRPA Response to Stakeholder Comment #18. 

 
24. Stakeholder comment:  AQ.IMP-15 states “Woodstove Construction -- Wood 

stoves are prohibited in all new construction.”  Some private sector representatives 
are opposed to an outright ban on woodstoves in new construction.  However, they 
support implementation and strong enforcement of AQ.IMP-16 which states, “Wood 
Stoves -- All wood stoves not certified to emit less than 4.5g/hr of PM for a non-
catalyst and 2.5 g/hr of PM for a catalyst equipped stove must be removed by 2020.” 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #2:  Why is TRPA proposing 
changes to the existing wood stove program?   

 
 
 

Conservation Community 
 
25. Stakeholder comment:  The League expressed concerns that TRPA’s “historic 

inability to enforce regulations” will persist in implementation of the updated RP.  
 

TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 
 
26. Stakeholder comment:  A monitoring program and associated funding needs to be 

in place prior to the release of new allocations of development.  
 

TRPA Response:  Comment noted.    
 

27. Stakeholder comment:  Expressed concern that Air Quality Mitigation Fees do not 
adequately reflect the cost of the mitigation and that the funds are used for projects 
that do not provide adequate emission reductions.   

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #1:  Should TRPA change how 
Air Quality Mitigation Funds are disbursed? 
 

28. Stakeholder comment:  Policy AQ-2.1.6 states, “Projects, Programs, and Plans -- 
Projects, plans, and programs will attain and maintain air quality standards at levels 
that are considered healthy for humans and the ecosystem at the earliest practicable 
date.”  The League commented that all air quality Goals need to include Compact 
requirements for Threshold achievement and maintenance.  

 
TRPA Response: TRPA proposes to delete Policy AQ 2.1.6. to read as follows:  
“Projects, Programs, and Plans -- Projects, programs, and plans, and programs will 
shall assure attainment and maintain maintenance of air quality standards 
Thresholds at levels that are considered healthy for humans and the ecosystem at 
the earliest practicable date.” 

 
29. Stakeholder comment:  Air curtain burners need to be utilized to dramatically 

improve air quality (especially during seasons other than summer).  The cost is 
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reasonable with respect to the extra funds that the Tahoe Basin receives for fuel 
reduction projects.  

 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted.  

 
30. Stakeholder comment:  If air quality conditions are improved overall by transporting 

piles in close proximity to roadways (and utilizing their biomass outside of the Basin) 
instead of burning them in place, this needs to be incorporated as an air quality 
improvement strategy.  

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #3:  Should TRPA require a 
reduction in pile burning?   
 

31. Stakeholder comment:  Methods to reduce boat and aircraft emissions are virtually 
ignored in the Regional Plan alternatives.  Only one alternative addresses boat 
emissions and none address aircraft emissions.  CARB data suggests that motorized 
boats are the single biggest source of ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) during the 
summer months.  Each alternative needs to look at different options for reduction.  

 
TRPA Response:  Strategies for reducing emissions from aircrafts are better 
handled in the Airport Settlement Agreement and in an updated Airport Master Plan.  
Watercraft emissions are currently being addressed by the Blue Boating Program.  
TRPA has included implementation measure AQ.IMP-57 in Alternative 4, which 
states, “Watercraft -- Reduce emissions from watercraft by limiting the number of 
motorized watercraft, limiting the horsepower, and limiting the number of days of use 
of watercraft,” This implementation measure will be evaluated in the EIS. 

 
32. Stakeholder comment:  A new policy needs to be added that addresses pollutants 

from motorized sources other than just automobiles.  This would fit into the proposed 
policies as AQ 2.2.2.  

 
TRPA Response:  TRPA’s proposed Policy 2.1.11 addresses other motorized 
sources.  It states; “Reduce emissions from combustion engines to the maximum 
extent practicable and at the earliest practicable date.”  This would include all other 
motorized and non-motorized sources.  

 
33. Stakeholder comment: Air Quality Mitigation Funds need to go directly to air quality 

improvement measures, rather than transportation programs.  If possible, these 
funds need to be utilized for measures that directly benefit the local area affected by 
the impact. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in AQ Issue #1:  Should TRPA change how 
Air Quality Mitigation Funds are disbursed? 
 

34. Stakeholder comment:  The Vehicle Miles Traveled indicator needs to be expanded 
to include an emissions per person per mile metric for all vehicles (including aircraft, 
boats, buses, etc…).  For example, a bus carrying 3 people will produce more 
emissions on a per person basis than a car carrying only one person.  Buses are 
often more polluting than cars and without adequate ridership are much more 
polluting than cars on a per person basis. 
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TRPA Response: Comment noted. 
 
 
    

Advisory Planning Commission 
 

35. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Angelocci suggested an expansion of the use of Air 
Quality Mitigation Funds for operations and maintenance purposes. 

 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in Air Quality Issue #1:  Should TRPA 
change how Air Quality Mitigation Funds are disbursed? 
 

36. Stakeholder Comment:  Ms. Merchant stated she was concerned how 
Implementation Measures listed for the Air Quality Program would be accomplished 
without an air quality budget (air capacity analysis). 
 
TRPA Response:  See discussion in Air Quality Issue #3:  Should TRPA require 
a reduction in pile burning? 
 

37. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. LeFevre commented that there may be a conflict with 
reduced pile burning and the goals and objectives of fuel reduction.  He suggested 
this issue be reviewed carefully.  Mr. Upton suggested looking at this issue in a more 
balanced way to determine how wood would be cleared because of the possible 
conflicts. 
 
TRPA Response:  See discussion in Air Quality Issue #3:  Should TRPA require 
a reduction in pile burning? 
 

38. Stakeholder Comment: Mr. Tolhurst asked if the issue of wood stoves is still up for 
discussion.  He suggested having “no burn” days as another alternative. 

 
TRPA Response:  Wood stoves are still a source of air pollution and are discussed 
in detail in AQ Issue #2:  Why is TRPA proposing changes to the existing wood 
stove program?  TRPA does not propose to call “no burn” days for wood stoves. 
 

39. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Tolhurst asked if there was progress being made on 
making buildings LEED-certified.  He expressed concern about reducing the permit 
time as an incentive and suggested considering other incentives.  He suggested 
incentivizing more coverage when infiltrating more water.  Mr. Angelocci commented 
on not limiting to LEED certification because there are other green programs 
available. 
 
TRPA Response:  Staff is proposing to incentivize sustainable development such as 
LEED and other green building programs.  Incentives include reduction in permit 
fees, priority review, and reduction in Air Quality Mitigation Fees.  At this time, staff is 
not proposing to increase coverage standards for green buildings but is proposing to 
allow up to 70 percent coverage for commercial, tourist accommodation, and mixed-
use facilities in CPs. 
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40. Stakeholder Comment:  Mr. Upton commented that the verbiage “where possible” 
under the Hydrocarbon section is unnecessary because traffic lights and green left 
arrows are put in as traffic warrants it. 

 
TRPA Response:  Comment noted. 

 
41. Stakeholder Comment:  Ms. Krause suggested eliminating left-turn on arrow only 

signage.  Ms. Merchant stated putting in smart traffic signals would be more 
appropriate. 

 
TRPA Response:  Intelligent Transportation Systems policy discussion will be 
covered in the Transportation Milestone.  
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Appendix G 
Summary of Stakeholder Comments and TRPA Responses from 

Institutional Partnerships Stakeholder Meetings 
 
 
 

Local Jurisdictions 
 

1. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT: commented that not allowing distribution of CFA 
until local EIP funding is in place will impact their ability to attract redevelopment 
opportunities. 
 
TRPA Response:  See the discussion in LU Issue #6: Should TRPA continue to 
link CFA allocation to environmental performance? 
 

2. Stakeholder Comment:  CSLT commented that delegation of TRPA’s authority to 
local government is good, but enforcement of TRPA’s plans and ordinances must not 
be an unfunded mandate. 
 
TRPA Response:  Delegation of TRPA’s authority to local jurisdictions occurs 
through the signing of voluntary Memoranda of Understanding (MOU).  A 
fundamental principle of the MOU is that local jurisdictions, if they choose to take on 
the responsibility of reviewing and permitting projects, will enforce TRPA ordinances.  
In addition, the memoranda allow jurisdictions to keep a portion of the permitting fees 
to cover administrative and enforcement cost. 
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Appendix H 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter Tahoe Area Sierra Club 
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Appendix I 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter from the California Tahoe Conservancy 
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Appendix J 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letters from the Placer County 
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Appendix K 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter from the City of South Lake Tahoe 
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Appendix L 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter from the League to Save Lake Tahoe 

 
 

 
March 26th, 2010 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
P.O. Box 5310 
Stateline, NV 89448 
 
Dear John and Charles, 
We appreciate the time that you spend with us on March 11th to discuss our concerns and 
clarify our questions regarding the air quality section of the Regional Plan.  We would 
like to take the opportunity to formally comment in writing some of our issues, concerns, 
and suggestions, as well as support for different aspects of the air quality sub-element. 
Air Quality Goals 
All air quality goals need to include Compact requirements for threshold achievement 
and maintenance. 
Fuel Reduction Treatment  
There are many options to conduct fuels treatments using methods that better protect air 
quality. The LTBMU is under constant pressure to treat Tahoe area fuels on a similar 
dollar per acre basis as for other USFS forests.  However, additional dollars are given to 
the LTBMU because of Tahoe’s special status and these extra dollars should be used for 
more environmentally responsible forest thinning techniques even though the price is 
higher than the cost of doing business than in other forests.  Air curtain burners need to 
be utilized within the Basin to dramatically improve air quality (especially during seasons 
other than summer).  The cost is reasonable with respect to the extra funds that the Tahoe 
Basin receives for fuel reduction projects.  Additionally, if air quality conditions are 
improved overall by transporting piles in close proximity to roadways outside the Basin 
(and utilizing them for biomass operations) instead of burning them in place, this needs to 
be incorporated as an air quality improvement strategy. 
Aircraft and Boat emissions  
Methods to reduce boat and aircraft emissions are virtually ignored in the Regional Plan 
Alternatives. Only one alternative addresses boat emissions and none address aircraft 
emissions.  CARB data suggests that motorized boats are the single biggest source of 
ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) during the summer months.  Since the Tahoe Basin 
has been consistently out of compliance with California State ozone standards(in fact, 
now the Tahoe Basin is specifically listed as being non-compliant and stricter Federal 
standards are also being considered), more stringent regulations (such as requiring 
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catalytic converters) on motorized watercraft are needed to protect human and ecosystem 
health.  Each alternative needs to look at different options for reduction.  Aircraft 
emissions need to be addressed in a similar manner.  Additionally, a new policy needs to 
be added that addresses pollutants from motorized sources other than just automobiles. 
This would fit into the proposed policies as AQ 2.2.2. 
Air Quality Mitigation Funds 
Air Quality mitigation funds need to go directly to air quality improvement measures, 
rather than directed to transportation programs.  If possible, these funds need to be 
utilized for air quality measures that directly benefit the local area affected by the impact.  
If a project is built and there will be impacts to both air and traffic than there needs to be 
a fund for air quality mitigation and a separate fund for traffic mitigation.  Concern about 
the timeliness of any implementation measures need to be addressed.  Since air quality 
impacts are often ongoing and cumulative, a one-time fee may not be sufficient and 
annual mitigations are needed. 
Emissions per Person per Mile 
Regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled indicator, this needs to be expanded to include an 
emissions per person per mile metric for all vehicles (including aircraft, boats, buses, 
etc…).  For example, a bus carrying 3 people will produce more emissions on a per 
person basis than a car carrying only one person.  Buses are often more polluting than 
cars and without adequate ridership are much more polluting than cars on a per person 
basis. 
TMDL for Air Quality  
A carrying capacity study needs to be performed for air quality, as some pollutants of 
concern (Particulate matter, ozone, etc…) have deleterious effects on human and 
ecosystem health. 
Wood Stove Certification 
The League supports the proposed requirement to incorporate the Wood Stove 
Certification into the Escrow process.  Incentives for retirement of wood burning stoves 
are needed, along with requirements for prompt phase-out. 
Street Sweepers 
Street sweeping using the Best Available Technology need to used on a frequent basis, 
such as at least once a week or more (as is common with other jurisdictions, such as 
Toronto). 
Level of Service 
At this time, the Level of Service (standard) should not be changed. 
Other Air Quality Comments 
The League hereby incorporates all applicable air quality comments from the following 
League letters: 
Comments regarding the Mobility 2030 – Regional Transportation Plan, July 31, 2008  
 
Additional Comments on the Draft Mobility 2030 – Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation 
Plan, August 8, 2008 
 
Thank you, 
 
League Staff
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Appendix M 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter from the Heavenly Resort 
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Appendix N 
Written Stakeholder Comment Letter from the California Department of 

Transportation 
 
Received 3/15/10 via email 
 
Caltrans Comments –Air Quality 
 
Environmental – Steve Gaytan, P.E. 
 
Pg. 1, para 4, last line - The EIS should also be subject to CEQA and TRPA should state 
how they will comply with CEQA requirements. 
Pg. 8, Air Quality - Carbon Monoxide - Please confirm that the 1983 TRPA Threshold 
Standard is relevant to the Updated Regional Plan.   
Pg. 75, 6th bullet - The proposed measures to stipulate limits on idling times may effect 
CT construction activities. 
Pg. 77, 14th bullet - What effect will this have on CT construction activities? 
Pg 78, 4th bullet - Class II bike lanes on all CT highways may conflict with Department 
H&S policies (e.g., cross slope, speed limit, etc.) 
Pg 78, 12th bullet - How will CT implement air quality mitigation fees for our projects?  
What will this be based on? 
Pg 79, 2nd bullet - Need to assure that giving priority to zero emission projects will not 
affect the permitting process for our EIP projects. 
Pg 80, 1st bullet - May not have appropriate resources to sweep twice a month. 
Pg 80, 9th bullet - See comment #5. 
Pg 80, 13th bullet -  See comment #5. 
Pg 82, 4th bullet - See comment #3. 
Pg 82, 9th bullet - Suggest these LOS be compared to current CT standards. 
Pg 83, 5th and 6th bullets - See comment #8. 
Pg 84, 9th bullet - Reduction of these POCs assuring a 3.0 to 1.0 for all pollutants 
requires a monitoring program.  Who will be responsible for monitoring? 
Pg 85, 2nd bullet - See comment #14. 
 
 
Maintenance Operations – Darrell Uppendahl, East Area Superintendent 
 
Page 80 and 83 
Due to constraints on funding and staffing resources, Caltrans does not agree with the 
proposed highway street sweeping requirements in Alternatives 2 and 4. Specifically, we 
will not be able to require that highways are swept twice a month (Alt 2) or once a week 
(Alt 4).  
 
The requirement that all sweepers will be Air Regenerative will have to be approved at 
the HQ Equipment level. This may be very difficult to approve at this time. 
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Project Management – Mike Cook, Project Manager 
 
Alternative 2, pg 80 
We try to include Class II bike lanes where we can, but it isn't always feasible, e.g., Rte. 
89 towards Emerald Bay or Rte. 50 near Stateline. We are considering Class II bike lanes 
on 3C380 (Y to Trout Creek), but a decision on bike lane designation has not been 
reached even though shoulders will be widened to 6 feet. 
A bike lane designation will depend on the extent of the cross slope correction, the status 
of diagonal parking, and an additional traffic safety analysis. Shoulders classified as bike 
lanes can not have cross slopes greater than 5%. Existing shoulder cross slopes vary from 
4% to 14%. 
 
Alternative 2, pg 78, 80 
Projects in design now, e.g., 1A733/43601, include synchronization of signals. We also 
have an adaptive traffic signal project in the PID phase that plans to coordinate the 
operation of traffic in real time from the Y to Stateline through the City of South Lake 
Tahoe. Seems like we are on board with this. 
 
 
Highway Operations – Jim Brake, Associate Transportation Engineer 
 
Alternative 2, pg 80 (Addition to Project Management comment above) 
Bike lanes are not feasible along all "major" highways in the Tahoe Basin. The policy 
should be revised to say, "Pavement width to allow for marking bike lanes should be 
provided along major roadways, where it is feasible." Bike lanes are normally not marked 
unless there is consistent shoulder width on both sides of the highway from a generator to 
an attractor, and there is no better route for bicyclists. 
 
Alternative 2, pg 78, 80 (Addition to Project Management comment above) 
The statement that "All traffic signals must be synchronized where practicable" is 
acceptable, without the "or timed" portion. We usually just say "coordinated" instead of 
"synchronized". Most of the signals in SLT are coordinated already. The adaptive signal 
project would improve the coordination. 
 
Page 78, third bullet: integrate and synchronize traffic signals and provide increased 
priority to bicycles and pedestrians... With the word in bold added, this statement is 
acceptable. Peds and bicycles may be a high priority for driveway design, but they are not 
typically the highest priority at major intersections. They should be considered, but not to 
the detriment of overall traffic flow and truck turn requirements. 
 
Page 78, fourth bullet: install Class ll bike lanes on all major roadways. Bike lanes are not 
feasible on all highway segments within the Tahoe Basin. The statement should be 
revised to say, "Pavement width to allow for marking bike lanes should be provided 
along major roadways, where it is feasible." Bike lanes are normally not marked unless 
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there is consistent shoulder width on both sides of the highway, from a generator to an 
attractor, and there is no better route for bicyclists. 
 
Page 78, fifth bullet: Maintaining pedestrian facilities along State Highways within the 
urban areas will be a local responsibility. Caltrans is proposing to relinquish the R/W 
behind the curb along with proposed projects in South Lake Tahoe, similar to what was 
done in Tahoe City. 
 
Page 80, Hydrocarbon, third bullet: Removing the words "or timed" from this statement 
makes it acceptable. 
 
Page 80, Hydrocarbon, fourth bullet: Eliminating traffic signals to promote smoother 
traffic flow may be possible at some locations, but signals that are spaced too far apart 
can not be coordinated efficiently. 
Eliminating left turn arrows from traffic signals may not be practical, since the arrows are 
normally added to reduce the number of collisions. Safety is a higher priority than 
emissions. 
 
Page 80, Hydrocarbon, sixth bullet: Pedestrian facilities are not normally constructed in 
rural areas, even along major routes. Providing paved shoulder width that would allow 
for bike lanes to be striped would provide a shoulder area that may be used by 
pedestrians, as well as bicyclists. 
 
Page 80, Hydrocarbon, seventh bullet: It is difficult to eliminate most existing driveways. 
It is desireable to eliminate some driveways, and may be possible along with any major 
projects, if local agency support is provided, but a deadline of 2020 is not realistic for all 
highways in the basin. 
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Appendix O 
List of Land Use and Air Quality Stakeholder Meetings, Meeting Dates, and 

Participants 
Environmental Groups Invitees Attended Meeting Date 

 Laurel Ames, TASC Yes 3/11/2010 
3/19/2010 

 Carl Young, LTSLT Yes 3/11/2010 
3/19/2010 

 Nicole Gergans, LTSLT Yes 3/11/2010 
3/19/2010 

 Jennifer Quashnick, TASC Yes 3/11/2010 

 Amanda Royal, LTSLT Yes 3/11/2010 
3/19/2010 

 Melissa Thaw, LTSLT Yes 3/11/2010 
3/19/2010 

 Roger Rosenburger, TASC No 3/11/2010 
State Agencies Invitees Attended Meeting Date 
 Dan Siegel, CA Supervising Deputy Attorney General Yes 3/15/2010 
 Bob Twiss, Consultant Yes 3/15/2010 
State and Federal Land 
Management Agencies Invitees Attended Meeting Date 

 Bruce Eisner, California Tahoe Conservancy Yes 2/18/2010 
 Charlie Donahoe, Nevada State Lands No 2/18/2010 
 Bruce Eisner, California Tahoe Conservancy Yes 3/29/2010 
 Lisa O’Daly Yes 3/29/2010 
 Mystia Zuckerman, Washoe Tribe of CA and NV Yes 3/16/2010 
 Eli Ilano, USFS-LTBMU Deputy Forest Supervisor Yes 3/26/2010 
 Mike Lefevre, USFS-LTBMU Yes 3/26/2010 
 John Washington, USFS-LTBMU Yes 3/26/2010 
 Kyle Jacobson, USFS-LTBMU Yes 3/26/2010 
Private Sector Invitees Attended Meeting Date 
 Steve Teshara, North Lake Tahoe Resort Association Yes 2/19/2010 
 Andrew Strain, Heavenly Resort Yes 2/19/2010 
 Susan Simon, Simon Consulting Yes 2/26/2010 
 George Koster, Century 21 Yes 2/26/2010 
 Mark Irving, Urban Communities Yes 2/26/2010 
 John R. Falk, TSBOR Yes 3/9/2010 
 Mike Bradford, LTGA/LTSSCC Yes 3/9/2010 
 Lew Feldman Yes 3/9/2010 
 Pat Davison, CATT Yes 3/9/2010 
 B Gormon No 3/9/2010 
Local Jurisdiction Invitees  Attended Meeting Date 

 Rae James, Placer County Redevelopment Yes 2/22/2010 
3/16/2010 

 Jennifer Merchant, Placer County Executive Office Yes 2/22/2010 
3/16/2010 

 Paul Thompson , Placer County Deputy Planning Director Yes 2/22/2010 
3/16/2010 

 Nick Trifiro, Placer County Facility Services Yes 2/22/2010 
3/16/2010 

 Jim LoBue, Placer County Redevelopment Yes 2/22/2010 
3/16/2010 

 Steve Buelna, Placer County Planning Yes 3/16/2010 
 John Greenhut, CSLT Department of Public Works Yes 3/22/2010 
 Stan Hill, CSLT Department of Public Works Yes 3/22/2010 
 Rick Angelocci, CSLT Assistant City Manager Yes 3/22/2010 
 Hillary Hodges, CSLT Planning Manager Yes 3/22/2010 
 Lake Tahoe Wastewater Infrastructure Partnership Yes 3/5/2010 
Fire Basin Officials Invitees  Attended Meeting Date 
 Mark Novak, TDFPD Yes 3/8/2010 
 Peter Mulvihill,NLTFPD Yes 3/8/2010 
 Ray Zachau, SLTFD Yes 3/8/2010 
 Christy Daugherty, CALFIRE Yes 3/8/2010 
 Mary Huggins, CALFIRE Yes 3/8/2010 
 Gareth Harris, LVFPD Yes 3/8/2010 
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Advisory Planning 
Commission Invitees  Attended Meeting Date 

 Rick Angelocci, City of South Lake Tahoe Yes 3/10/2010 
 Chuck Greene, Washoe County Nevada Lay Member Yes 3/10/2010 

 Waldo Walker, Washoe Tribe Chairman 
Suzanne Garcia, Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada 

No 
Yes 3/10/2010 

 Lee Plemel, Carson City Yes 3/10/2010 
 Mike Riley, Douglas County Yes 3/10/2010 

 Jason Kuchnicki, Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection Yes 3/10/2010 

 Ron McIntyre, Tahoe Transportation District 
Representative Yes 3/10/2010 

 John Upton, City of South Lake Tahoe Appointee Yes 3/10/2010 
 Eva Krause, Washoe County Community Development Yes 3/10/2010 

 Paul Thompson, Placer County Planning Director 
Representative Yes 3/10/2010 

 Alan Tolhurst, Chairman, El Dorado County Supervisory 
Appointee Yes 3/10/2010 

 Mike LeFevre, USFD Forest Service Yes 3/10/2010 
 Jennifer Merchant, California Lay Member Yes 3/10/2010 
 Robert Jepsen, Carson City Appointee Yes 3/10/2010 

 Brandy McMahon, Douglas County Planning Director 
Appointee Yes 3/10/2010 

 

Laurie Kemper, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
Dough Smith, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

No 
Yes 3/10/2010 

 Charlie Donohue, Vice-Chairman, Nevada Division of 
State Lands Yes 3/10/2010 

 Martin Goldberg, Lake Valley Fire Protection District No 3/10/2010 
  No 3/10/2010 
 William Loftis, Natural Resources Conservation Service No 3/10/2010 
 Peter Maurer, El Dorado County Principal Planner No 3/10/2010 
  No 3/10/2010 

 


