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Focus Area 5: Shepherds Drive at Larch Drive 
Focus Area 5 is in a residential neighborhood 
located just south of Heavenly Village. Much 
of this area is environmentally sensitive; 
however, the 50 parcels outlined in orange 
may have development potential as single-
family workforce housing. 

Number of Parcels: 50 high potential 

Acres: 8.8 

PAS: Lakeview Heights #85 

Density: Single-family, 1 unit/parcel 

 

   

 
 

 

 

 

Conclusions 
The City of South Lake Tahoe’s housing production has already exceeded the RHNA fair share number 
of housing units for all income categories. As previously stated, City staff recognizes that the actual 
housing needs of very low-, low-, and moderate-income households in South Lake Tahoe exceed the 
RHNP assigned housing numbers. Therefore, a primary objective for the city over the Housing Element 
planning period will be to provide adequate policies and programs to accommodate the housing needs of 
these households. The land inventory identifies additional sites, both vacant and re-use, where a range of 
affordable housing types could be built in the city, including modular housing. 

Land Available for Other Types of Housing and Shelter 

State law (Government Code Section 65583(c)(a)) requires that local land use regulations accommodate a 
range of housing types, as well as facilities for people in need of emergency shelter and transitional 
housing.  The following is a brief analysis of the availability of land for other types of housing that could 
potentially provide affordable housing opportunities. 
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Manufactured Housing  
Sections 65852.3, 65852.4, and 69852.7 of the California Government Code specify that a jurisdiction 
shall allow the installation of manufactured homes on a foundation on all “lots zoned for conventional 
single-family residential dwellings”, and that mobile home parks shall be a permitted use on “all land 
planned and zoned for residential land use.”  Except for architectural requirements, the jurisdiction is only 
allowed to “subject the manufactured home and the lot on which it is placed to the same development 
standards to which a conventional single-family residential dwelling on the same lot would be subject.” 
The architectural requirements are limited to roof overhang, roofing material, and siding material.  

The only two exceptions that local jurisdiction are allowed to make to the manufactured home siting 
provisions are if: 1) there is more than 10 years difference between the date of manufacture of the 
manufactured home and the date of the application for the issuance of an installation permit; or 2) if the 
site is listed on the National Register of Historic Places and regulated by a legislative body pursuant to 
Government Code Section 37361. 

In accordance with State law, South Lake Tahoe allows manufactured housing that complies with local 
design standards to be placed on a permanent foundation outside of mobile home parks and serve as a 
permanent residential unit.  However, City Code allows mobile homes and travel trailers only within 
designated mobile home or RV parks. 

While manufactured homes are allowed in any of the areas allowing single-family homes in South Lake 
Tahoe, historically, manufactured homes have not been built on single-family residential lots.  However, 
manufactured or “modular” homes are becoming more popular as the design standards and quality of 
construction have increased.  New manufactured homes are able to meet the snow load requirements for 
the Tahoe Basin, and are using Tahoe-sensitive materials that meet the City’s design standards.  In the 
past few years, 6 or 7 of these manufactured homes have been built throughout the city. These new 
manufactured homes may be an option for creating for-purchase affordable housing in the city, as they 
can be built quickly, cheaply, and to a higher quality than what was previously available.  

Emergency Shelters 
South Lake Tahoe does not have a homeless shelter, as described previously in the Special Needs 
Housing Section.  Should a homeless shelter ever be constructed, it would fall under the use category of a 
“multi-person dwelling.”  The South Lake Tahoe/TRPA system of Plan Area Statements and Community 
Plans regulates the use and not the users and therefore does not specifically break out “homeless shelters” 
into its own use category. 

Table 4-48 shows the Plan Area Statements that allow multi-person dwellings by right or with a use 
permit.  A total of 819 acres within South Lake Tahoe’s boundaries in 20 different PAS or CP districts 
have multi-person dwelling as a permissible use.  These areas are all in proximity to varying public 
services and facilities and are readily accessible from the transportation corridors.  Of these 819 acres, 
233.8 acres have the “multi-person dwelling” as an “allowable” use, and therefore no Special Use Permit 
from the City or TRPA is required based upon the use category. However, for the City, a conditional use 
permit is always required when a motel property is converted to another use and if a parking ratio 
reduction is requested.   
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TABLE 4-48 
PAS AND CPS THAT PERMIT MULTI-PERSON DWELLINGS 

South Lake Tahoe 
December 2007 

PAS 
# PAS/CP Area Land Use 

Total 
Acres1

Allowable (A) or 
Special (S) Use 

#92 Pioneer/Ski Run Residential 179.9 S 
#93 Bijou  Residential 112.7 S 
#99 Al Tahoe, Special Area 

#1 
Residential 148.4 A 

CP Bijou/Al Tahoe CP, 
Sub-unit #1 

Commercial/Public 
Service 

56.8 S 

CP Stateline/Ski Run, Sub-
districts 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 
1e, 1f, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 5a, 
5b,  

Tourist 235.8 S 

CP Stateline/Ski Run, Sub-
districts 6a, 6b, 6c 

Tourist 16.4 A 

#110 South Y Commercial,  
Special Area #2 

Commercial/Public 
Service 

69.0 A 

TOTAL ACRES  819.0 — 
 Notes: 1Acres were derived from GIS based calculation of acres for PAS boundaries 
 Source: City of South Lake Tahoe/TRPA Plan Area Statements and Community Plans 

Transitional Housing 
To date, the transitional housing offered in South Lake Tahoe occurs at undisclosed single-family 
residential sites.  Therefore, service providers do not need permits from the City to operate their facilities.  
Should the manner in which transitional housing is offered change to a larger-scale operation in the 
future, the use would be regulated in one of the previously-described residential use categories.  The 
category in which it would fit would depend upon how the use proposes to operate. 

Single-Room Occupancy Housing 

Single-room occupancy (SRO) housing is considered a multi-person dwelling, and is allowed in all PASs 
that allow multi-person dwellings, as shown in Table 4-48.  In 2005 the City approved a proposal by the 
Sierra Recovery Center to convert an existing motel into a treatment center for chemical dependency.  
The Sierra Recovery Center’s facility is considered a multi-person dwelling and contains seven multi-
person units that accommodate an average 2.5 persons per unit.  In most jurisdictions, the facility would 
likely be considered an SRO by the zoning code.      

Other Group Living 
Section 5116 (“Zoning Preemption”) of the California Welfare and Institutions Code (Zoning of Homes 
or Facilities for Mentally Disordered, Handicapped Persons, or Dependent and Neglected Children) 
states: 

“Pursuant to the policy stated in Section 5115, a state-authorized, certified, or licensed 
family care home, foster home, or group home serving six or fewer mentally disordered 
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or otherwise handicapped persons or dependent and neglected children, shall be 
considered a residential use of property for the purposes of zoning if such homes provide 
care on a 24-hour-a-day basis. Such homes shall be a permitted use in all residential 
zones, including, but not limited to, residential zones for single-family dwelling.” 

Based on this State zoning preemption, such facilities should be permitted use in all residential zones. 

Other residential use categories permitted in certain PAS/CP areas that relate to group living are 
“residential-care” and “nursing and personal care.” The PAS/CP areas that allow these facilities are more 
or less the same and are summarized in Table 4-49.  

TABLE 4-49 
PAS AND CPS THAT PERMIT “RESIDENTIAL-CARE” AND “NURSING AND 

PERSONAL CARE” FACILITIES 
South Lake Tahoe 

December 2007 

PAS # PAS/CP Area Land Use 
Total 

Acres1 
Allowable (A) or 
Special (S) Use 

#85 Lakeview Heights, 
Special Area #1(1) 

Residential 41.3 S 

#103 Sierra Tract Commercial Commercial/Public Service 65.0 S 
#110 South Y Commercial,  

Special Area #2 
Commercial/Public Service 69.0 A 

#111 Tahoe Island, Special 
Area #2 

Residential 77.9 S 

#112 Gardner Mountain, 
Special Area #1 

Residential 9.6 S 

#114 Bonanza, Special Area 
#1 

Residential 62.0 A 

CP Bijou/Al Tahoe CP, 4(1) Residential 279.1 A 
CP Stateline/Ski Run, 5b(1) Tourist 16.4 S 
Total Acres allowing “Residential-Care” facilities 620.3 — 
Total Acres allowing “Nursing and Personal Care” facilities 283.5 — 

 Notes: (1) Allows “Residential-Care” only 
 Source: City of South Lake Tahoe/TRPA Plan Area Statements and Community Plans  
 
Currently (2007), there are 620.3 acres that have “residential-care” as a permissible use, and 283.5 acres 
that have “nursing and personal care” as a permissible use. In most cases, these group facilities are 
considered a “special use,” requiring a special use permit from the City and TRPA. 

Farmworker Housing 
The provisions of Section 17020 (et. seq.) of the California Health and Safety Code relating to employee 
housing and labor camps supersede any ordinance or regulations enacted by local governments. Such 
housing is allowed in all jurisdictions in California pursuant to the regulations set forth in Section 17020. 
Section 17021.5(b) states, for example: 
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“Any employee housing providing accommodations for six or fewer employees shall be 
deemed a single-family structure with a residential land use designation for the purposes of 
this section. For the purpose of all local ordinances, employee housing shall not be included 
within the definition of a boarding house, rooming house, hotel, dormitory, or other similar 
term that implies that the employee housing is a business run for profit or differs in any other 
way from a family dwelling. No conditional use permit, zoning variance, or other zoning 
clearance shall be required of employee housing that serves six or fewer employees that is not 
required of a family dwelling of the same type in the same zone.” 

As described in the Special Housing Needs section, “farmworkers” in South Lake Tahoe are typically 
people who own or work fishing charters, have tree removal businesses or are employed by the Forest 
Service, California Division of Forestry, or California Conservation Corps.  Consequently, they typically 
own their own or rent their homes or live in government-provided employee housing.  None of the 
mentioned government agencies have employee housing within the city limits at this time, although CCC 
and the Forest Service both provide designated employee housing in adjacent unincorporated El Dorado 
County.   

Table 4-50 summarizes the PAS and CP areas that permit employee housing, either as an allowable use or 
a special use. 

TABLE 4-50 
PAS AND CPS THAT PERMIT EMPLOYEE HOUSING 

South Lake Tahoe 
December 2007 

PAS # PAS/CP Area Land Use 
Total 
Acres 

Allowable (A) or 
Special (S) Use 

#92 Pioneer/Ski Run Residential 179.9 S 
#93 Bijou Residential 112.7 S 
#95 Trout/Cold Creek Conservation 198.9 S 
#103 Sierra Tract Commercial Commercial/Public Service 67.6 S 
#110 South Y Commercial,  

Special Area #2 
Commercial/Public Service 69.0 A 

#110 South Y Commercial Commercial/Public Service 198.1 S 
#116 Airport Commercial/Public Service 275.7 S 
TOTAL ACRES  1,101.9 — 

           Source: City of South Lake Tahoe/TRPA Plan Area Statements and Community Plans  
 
Currently (December 2007), 1,101.9 acres in South Lake Tahoe have “employee housing” as a 
permissible use.  Employee housing is an allowable use only in Special Area #2 of the South Y 
Commercial Community Plan Area.  All of the other PAS or CP areas require a special use permit from 
the City and TRPA. 

Second Units 
A second-dwelling unit is an additional self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from the 
primary residential unit on a single lot. It has cooking, eating, sleeping, and full sanitation facilities. 
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Second-dwelling units can be an important source of affordable housing since they can be constructed 
relatively cheaply and have no associated land costs. Second-dwelling units can also provide 
supplemental income to the homeowner, allowing the elderly to remain in their homes or moderate-
income families to afford houses. 

To encourage establishment of second dwelling units on existing developed lots, State law requires cities 
and counties to either adopt an ordinance based on standards set out in the law authorizing creation of 
second-dwelling units in residentially-zoned areas, or where no ordinance has been adopted, to allow 
second-dwelling units subject to ministerial approval if they meet standards set out by law. Local 
governments are precluded from totally prohibiting second dwelling units in residentially-zoned areas 
unless they make specific findings (Government Code, Section 65852.2). 

TRPA limits the production of second units in the Tahoe Basin. TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 18 
allows the development of market-rate second-dwelling units on lots greater than one acre in size in all 
areas that allow residential development.  A second unit is considered a residential unit, and is therefore 
subject to the same residential allocation limitations and transfer provisions.  In other words, the 
developer of the second unit must still acquire a development allocation from TRPA in order to build the 
unit.  However, if the proposed second unit is to be developed as a deed restricted affordable unit, TRPA 
waives both the one-acre minimum lot size and the development allocation requirements as long as the 
jurisdiction has an adequate housing program. The vacant land inventory demonstrated that there are 51 
vacant parcels greater than one acre in size with the development capacity for market-rate second units. 

Adequacy of Public Facilities, Services, and Infrastructure 

This section addresses the adequacy of public facilities, services, and infrastructure to accommodate 
planned residential growth through the end of the Housing Element planning period (June 30, 2013).  

Water 
The South Tahoe Public Utility District (the District) provides water service to the majority of the city of 
South Lake Tahoe.  The water supply originates from 14 active wells and is stored in 22 holding tanks.  
Since 1997, MTBE contamination has been responsible for the closure of 13 STPUD drinking wells. 
However, the District was the first in California to employ progressive advanced oxidation MTBE 
treatment technology approved by the Department of Health Services. This treatment has significantly 
reduced the MTBE contamination in the water supply. The District is working to update and expand its 
storage capacity. In 2007, the District installed the Bayview Well, which produces 3,600 gallons of water 
per minute; making it the District’s highest producing well.  

Average daily water production was 7.1 million gallons during the 2006-2007 fiscal year, up from an 
average 6.5 million gallons per day during the previous fiscal year. Some of this increase was due to the 
June 24, 2007 Angora Fire. The District’s water system served as a key resource to the Angora 
firefighters. The peak demand reaches approximately 12 million gallons per day in August. Occasionally 
in the summer, the District institutes Stage Two drought restrictions to accommodate the influx of 
summer tourists.   
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South Lake Tahoe is located in a water-rich region of the state that is only minimally affected by drought.  
The District currently (2007) owns a total maximum water allocation of 9,528 acre feet per year, which is 
anticipated to be available though at least 2030.  Based on projected demands, groundwater extractions 
will be approximately 7,600 acre feet per year in 2010 and 8,000 acre feet per year in 2015.  At this time, 
the District has adequate capacity to service its current users as well as provide for future development. 

Three smaller water providers (and several individual private wells) also serve South Lake Tahoe.  Tahoe 
Keys meets all standards.  Lakeside Park has the ability to filter lake water and to bypass the filter if 
necessary to meet fire flows.  The Lukins Brothers’ Water System, a privately-owned water-supply 
system, does not meet City Fire Code requirements for minimum fire flows for the primarily residential 
(and several commercial) properties that it serves (Tamarack, part of Tahoe Island, a small portion of 
Gardner Mountain, and Lukins Tract subdivisions).  Multi-family developments in these areas have been 
required to install fire sprinkler systems.  In addition, property owners must pay about 45 percent more in 
insurance due to the risk of fire. The Lukins Brothers Water Company recognizes the need to upgrade its 
system.  The necessary upgrades would cost an estimated $18 million, and the private water company 
does not currently (2007) have the financial capacity to upgrade its service. 

Sewer 
The South Tahoe Public Utility District also provides wastewater collection, treatment, and export for 
Tahoe's South Shore within El Dorado County.  After advanced secondary treatment, the District pumps 
the effluent to outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin to a reservoir in Alpine County.   The facilities have a 
permitted capacity of 7.7 million gallons per day (although actual treatment capacity is anticipated to be 
8.5 million gallons per day) and received an average daily flow of 4.2 million gallons per day during the 
2006-2007 fiscal year.  During peak summer months, the average flow is closer to 5 million gallons per 
day.   Thus, the permitted capacity at the District’s sewage treatment plant is millions of gallons per day 
beyond average use.  

The District uses actual sewage inflow figures to determine the plant's ability to accommodate additional 
sewer connections.  (“Sewer units” are used as the basis for fee calculation.)  The District’s Future 
Connections Facilities Plan (1995) provides for the following additional development within the District’s 
service area: 116 residential units per year; 133,333 square feet of commercial space, 32 new hotel rooms, 
and 933 new campsites.  The District is currently (2007) in the process of updating its Future Connections 
Facilities Plan as part of the TRPA Regional Plan Update.  While the additional residential development 
capacity figures may change, other sources of information support the finding that the District has sewer 
capacity to serve anticipated development.  

Infrastructure Financing 
Due to the already high cost of TRPA fees associated with development in South Lake Tahoe, the City 
does not currently (2007) collect impact fees from developers to finance infrastructure improvements. 
Instead, infrastructure is financed on a case-by-case basis during individual project review. On large 
projects, specific mitigation required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) may 
include off-site infrastructure improvement. 



SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GENERAL PLAN 

 
 

 
 4-118 BACKGROUND REPORT–DECEMBER 9, 2008 

 

Summary 
The City of South Lake Tahoe has adequate public facilities, services, and infrastructure to accommodate 
planned residential growth within the existing city limits during the timeframe of this Housing Element. 
The South Tahoe Public Utility District has water and sewer capacity to accommodate projected 
residential demand. 

Improvements are needed in the Lukins Brothers’ Water System to meet the City’s Fire Code 
requirements. The building division and fire department carefully review development that occurs within 
the area of the city connected to the Lukins Brothers’ Water system, and propose appropriate mitigation 
measures. However, in general, the facilities in South Lake Tahoe are adequate to meet population growth 
associated with the development of South Lake Tahoe’s share of the regional housing sites identified in 
this Housing Element. 

Inventory of Local, State, and Federal Housing and Financing 
Programs 

Current City Programs 

The South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with 
the City of South Lake Tahoe City to develop and implement its affordable housing programs. All of the 
programs discussed in this section are implemented by both the Redevelopment Agency and the City of 
South Lake Tahoe. 

The City has very limited financial resources of its own to allocate for housing. Instead, funds for 
affordable housing and rehabilitation come primarily from the State and Federal governments. The City 
applied for HOME funding through the State to allocate toward two programs: the First-Time Homebuyer 
Assistance Program and the Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation Program.  

Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Fund (Redevelopment Set-Aside Funds) 
A portion of the increased property tax revenue (tax increment) resulting from new private investment in 
the redevelopment project areas is directed to the Redevelopment Agency. The Redevelopment Agency 
must apply tax-increment funds to public improvements and affordable-housing development both within 
and outside of the project area. Tax-increment financing in the redevelopment areas generates money for 
the Low and Moderate Income Housing (LMIH) Fund. The total amount of LMIH Funds anticipated to be 
available for affordable housing activities is $5,650,693 for the 2005 to 2009 Redevelopment 
Implementation Plan period.  

The Agency uses LMIH funds to directly finance affordable housing, and also as leverage and match for 
State grant applications under the CDBG and HOME programs. The funds acquired through State grant 
programs are then used to fund the City’s other affordable housing programs. 

Table 4-51 lists the expenditures of LMIH funds from FY 2003/2004 through FY 2006/2007. Between 
2003 and 2007, the Agency spent nearly $2 million on housing for lower-income households and families 
with children. The majority of this money funded housing for very low-income households and families 
with children.  
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TABLE 4-51 
LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING EXPENDITURES 

South Lake Tahoe 
2003 to 2007 

Fiscal 
Year 

Type of Expenditure 

 
Administrative 

 Very Low-
Income 

 Low-
Income   

 Moderate-
Income 

 Families  
 with Children 

 Total   
 Expenditures 

2003/04  $474,397  -  $100,000  $140,000  $240,000   $714,397 
2004/05  $514,013   $23,077  $76,923 -  $100,000   $614,013 
2005/06  $1,387,405   $80,769  $269,231 -  $350,000   $1,737,405 
2006/07  $937,905   $586,143 -  - -   $1,524,048 
Totals  $3,313,720   $689,989  $446,154  $140,000  $690,000   $4,589,863 
Source: South Tahoe Redevelopment Agency, March 2007  

 

First-Time Homebuyer Program 
Since 1995, the City of South Lake Tahoe has administered the First-Time Homebuyer Program for 
qualified first-time low-income homebuyers wishing to purchase a home in the city.  The goal of the 
program is to promote homeownership for the city’s year-round residents.  The program provides 
assistance to eligible homebuyers in purchasing homes in the form of deferred second mortgages.  
Participants must be first-time homebuyers and have incomes below 80 percent of the city median, and 
must qualify for a first loan to purchase the house.  After obtaining the first mortgage, the City will 
provide up to $150,000 to help bridge the gap between the 1st loan and the purchase price of the home so 
that monthly loan payments do not exceed 37 percent of the applicant’s income.  Loans are at a two 
percent fixed interest rate and repayment of the loan is deferred for 45 years or until the property is sold to 
an ineligible household. Eligible properties are limited to single-family homes or condominiums located 
in the city with a purchase price of $375,000 or less.  Since the inception of the program, the City has 
provided 44 loans to low-income residents.  The City anticipates providing two to three loans each year 
during the next few years.     

Housing Rehabilitation Program 
The City of South Lake Tahoe’s Housing Division offers low interest rate (0 to 3 percent), amortized or 
deferred payment loans for the rehabilitation of homes located within the city limits.  These loans are 
available to homeowners whose household income level is at 80 percent of the HUD-defined area median 
income level or below. Rehabilitation loans are also available to owners of single- or multi-unit rental 
properties located within the city that benefit individuals and families from the same targeted income 
group. To date, the City has provided 53 loans ranging from $955 to $160,833. Through the Housing 
Rehabilitation Program, the City has aided in the rehabilitation of 52 owner-occupied housing units and 
nine renter-occupied properties. Rehabilitation costs an average $45,000 per unit. In May 2006, the State 
awarded the City $900,000 of CDBG grant funds to continue operating this program.  

Moderate-Income Homebuyer Program 
In recognition of the difficulty of homeownership for moderate-income households in South Lake Tahoe, 
the City implemented the Moderate-Income Homebuyer Program in June 2006.  To date (November 
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2007), the City has received ten applications, and has made two loans to moderate-income homebuyers to 
purchase single-family residences.  The program provides second loans of up to $100,000 at an interest 
rate of two percent.  

Community Land Trust Housing 
Community Land Trust (CLT) Housing is a new program being tested by the City and Redevelopment 
Agency. It is expected to be a significant factor in providing ownership opportunities for very low-, low-, 
and moderate-income households. CLTs allow lower-income families to purchase single-family homes 
without having to pay for the value of the land. The CLT maintains ownership of the land and only sells 
the structure to the purchaser. This model of homeownership reduces the purchase price by 40 to 60 
percent.  

The City recently (November 2007) completed a demonstration project for moderate-income housing in 
conjunction with St. Joseph Community Land Trust.  The City paid $140,000 of Low- and Moderate-
Income Housing Funds for acquisition of the land, which was donated to the Community Land Trust.  
The Land Trust then constructed a 3-bedroom, 2-bathroom, 2-car garage home, which is deed restricted 
for a moderate-income family.  The Land Trust will maintain ownership of the land, but the homeowner 
will own the home and retain rights to the use of the land through a 99-year lease.  The homeowner has 
three options for resale of the home.  The homeowner can either sell the home to the Land Trust, which 
has first option to purchase; sell to an income-qualified buyer; or transfer the home to an heir. The 
demonstration project proved that the community land trust model is an effective means for creating 
affordable moderate-income housing in South Lake Tahoe, and the City plans to work with the Land 
Trust on future affordable projects.    

Rental Housing New Construction Program 
Of all of the City and Redevelopment Agency housing programs, the Rental Housing New Construction 
Program has been the most effective program for creating deed-restricted affordable housing for very 
low-, and low-income households in South Lake Tahoe. The City works with developers to create quality 
affordable housing and allocates funds to support such projects.  The three most recent development 
projects in the City are the Evergreen Apartments, Sky Forest Acres, and Tahoe Senior Plaza II. The 
Evergreen Apartments−a 26-unit apartment complex for very low- and low-income households−was 
completed in 2006. Sky Forest Acres is an 18-unit affordable housing project for very low-income 
persons with disabilities. It is currently (December 2007) under construction and is expected to be 
completed in May 2008. Tahoe Senior Plaza II is expected to break ground in Spring 2008. The project 
will create 33 affordable units for very low- and low-income seniors.  All of the units will be deed 
restricted for a minimum of 55 years. Additionally, since all of the units will be built using TRPA bonus 
units, a perpetual deed restriction will require the units to remain permanently affordable.    

Illegal Unit Conversion Program 
Since adoption of TRPA regulations, a number of illegal second units have been built in South Lake 
Tahoe.  In April 1993, the City adopted an ordinance authorizing certain illegally-constructed second 
units to become legalized if they meet specific criteria.  The program was created specifically to help 
meet the city’s affordable housing needs. The criteria for legalization include: 
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 Cannot have been illegally constructed since the ordinance was adopted in April 1993; 

 May contain one unit beyond permissible density (detached, attached or within the legal 
dwelling); 

 Must conform to height, setbacks, and design standards; 

 Must meet health and safety standards; 

 Parcel must contain 1.5 parking spaces per unit; 

 Must pay South Tahoe Public Utility District all costs for the illegal sewer hook-ups; and 

 Must be deed restricted as lower income housing. 

Through the Illegal Unit Conversion Program, the City has authorized the conversion of 25 illegally 
constructed units (as of September 2007) to be brought into compliance with health and safety standards 
and other applicable codes.  Since 2003, the City has authorized the conversion of nine illegal units.  The 
units were then deed restricted as affordable housing for the life of the unit.  The cost of bringing the 
illegal unit up to code is paid by the property owner.  

Current El Dorado County Programs 

El Dorado County implements the following programs: 

The Housing Choice Voucher Program 
The Housing Choice Voucher Program (formerly Section 8) provides assistance to help low-income 
residents of El Dorado County afford safe, decent, and sanitary housing. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) provides funds to the El Dorado County Public Housing Authority (PHA) to 
administer the program.  Currently (November 2007), the El Dorado County PHA has 72 families under 
lease in South Lake Tahoe.  There are 106 families on the waitlist, 16 of which are from South Lake 
Tahoe.  Of the families on the waitlist, 33 are at approximately 50 percent of the area median income, and 
77 families are at approximately 30 percent of the area median income.  The waitlist is currently 
(November 2007) closed. When it was last opened in November 2002, more than 1,000 families applied.  
The waitlist is anticipated to reopen in November 2008.   

Mortgage Credit Certificate Program 
El Dorado County’s Mortgage Credit Certificate Program is available to provide home purchase 
assistance to low-income residents (earning 80 percent or less of the area median income) in South Lake 
Tahoe and the unincorporated areas of El Dorado County.  The Mortgage Credit Certificate Program 
reduces the amount of federal income taxes a homebuyer pays, allowing the homebuyer to qualify for a 
larger mortgage loan by increasing the household income.  The Mortgage Credit Certificate is a 15 
percent tax credit that is in effect for the life of the loan as long as the property remains owner-occupied. 
Currently (2007), the maximum qualifying purchase price for a home is $180,000. Due to the rapid 
increase in housing prices in El Dorado County, the Tahoe Basin, and across California, it is nearly 
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impossible to find a home that qualifies for the program. The County is hoping to revisit this program in 
the near future to increase the qualifying purchase price; however, at the moment, the program is 
infeasible for most homebuyers.       

CDBG First-Time Homebuyer Loan Program 
The First-Time Homebuyer Loan Program provides low interest rate loans to eligible low-income 
homebuyers to assist in the purchase of a home in the unincorporated areas of the county.  Funding for the 
program is provided through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program and the 
County's revolving loan fund.  Similar to the City’s First-Time homebuyer Program, the County’s 
program requires that applicants be eligible for a first mortgage through a traditional lender.  The County 
provides 30-year deferred second mortgage of up to $100,000 with an interest rate as low as 3 percent.  
This program is only available to residents of unincorporated areas of the county, and therefore is not 
available to residents of South Lake Tahoe.     

Assisted-Housing Projects in South Lake Tahoe 

There are seven multi-family rental housing complexes in South Lake Tahoe that receive government 
assistance from specific programs.  These housing complexes are described under the “Preserving At-
Risk Units” section. 

State and Federal Funding Programs 

In addition to the funding programs available through the City and County, there are several State and 
Federal funding programs that assist first-time homebuyers, build affordable housing, and help special 
needs groups, such as seniors and large households.  In most cases other entities, including for-profit and 
non-profit developers, apply for funds or other program benefits. For example, developers apply directly 
to USDA for Section 515 loans, to HUD for Section 202 and Section 811 loans, or to the California Tax 
Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) for low-income housing tax credits. In general, the City relies upon 
the private sector to develop new affordable units. Affordable housing developers in South Lake Tahoe 
have relied heavily upon Section 202 and Section 811 loans, and low-income housing tax credits. 

Section 515 Program 
This program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Rural Development arm provides direct 
loans to developers building affordable multi-family rental homes in rural areas. Funding for the program 
has been decreasing since the mid-1990s, and financial and physical preservation of existing units is a 
major need as increasing numbers of owners are prepaying mortgages, and many properties have 
significantly deteriorated.  

Section 811 Program 
The Section 811 program, sponsored by HUD, provides interest-free capital advances and rental 
assistance funds to private, nonprofit sponsors to help finance the development of housing for persons 
with disabilities. Public sponsors are not eligible to apply for Section 811 funds. The capital advance can 
cover the construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition of supportive housing. The sponsor does not have to 
repay the capital advance as long as the project serves the target population for 40 years. Additionally, 
rental assistance funds are provided for three years to cover the difference between the HUD-approved 
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operating cost for the development and the rent paid by tenants—usually 30 percent of adjusted income. 
These three-year contracts are renewable based on the availability of funds.   

Section 202 Program 
The Section 202 program, also sponsored by HUD, is similar to the Section 811 Program; however, the 
target population for the Section 202 program is the very low-income elderly. The same capital advance 
and rental assistance is available to private, nonprofit sponsors of affordable elderly housing. As with the 
Section 811 program, public sponsors are not eligible for the Section 202 program. 

Low-Income Tax Credits 
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program was created in 1986 by the Federal Government 
as a method for funding affordable housing. Depending on the project, the program gives either a nine 
percent or four percent income tax credit over a 10-year period to the housing developer to help leverage 
the private costs of construction and rehabilitation of affordable housing units. Since the amount of credit 
available to the owner often exceeds the amount that the owner can use, private investors frequently 
participate in the LIHTC project through a syndication process and receive federal tax credits in return for 
an upfront investment. 

Applying for the LIHTC program is a competitive process. Projects are ranked relative to each other 
based on criteria in the State’s Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP). The QAP considers factors such as cost, 
amenities, and project location when comparing proposed projects. To qualify for the LIHTC program, 
projects must also meet specific minimum requirements. These requirements are as follows: 

 At least 20 percent of the residential units must be affordable to individuals whose income is 50 
percent or less of the area median household income; or 

 At least 40 percent of the residential units must be affordable to individuals whose income is 60 
percent or less of the area median household income; and 

 The housing units must remain affordable for a 30-year period. 

FirstHouse Loan Program 
The FirstHouse Loan Program, operated by the National Homebuyer’s Fund, is available to low- and 
moderate-income first-time homebuyers.  The program is financed through tax-exempt bonds, and offers 
fixed-rate, below-market interest rate loans, down payment and closing cost assistance, and other benefits.  

Private Funding 
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) directs the Department of the Treasury, the Federal Reserve 
System, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and the Federal Home Loan Bank Board to encourage 
and assist the institutions they regulate to meet the credit needs of their communities. These agencies 
must assess the records of their member institutions when evaluating applications for a charter or other 
regulated transactions. As a result of the CRA, many major financial institutions have elected to actively 
participate in funding low and moderate-income housing developments developed by nonprofit 
corporations.  
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The Federal Home Loan Bank provides direct project financing through its member institutions as part of 
its Affordable Housing Program. The Savings Associations Mortgage Company (SAMCO), which is an 
organization of savings institutions, also provides financing for affordable housing developments. The 
California Community Reinvestment Corporation (CCRC) was formed to pool the resources of the state's 
banks to assist in financing affordable housing. Finally, the Federal National Mortgage Association 
(Fannie Mae) provides permanent financing for affordable housing development by purchasing or 
securitizing the lender-originated first mortgages on mutually agreeable terms.  

Preserving At-Risk Units 

State law requires that housing elements include an inventory of all publicly-assisted multi-family rental 
housing projects within the local jurisdiction that are at risk of conversion to uses other than low-income 
residential during the current planning period (January 1, 2006, through June 30, 2013) and the 
subsequent five years (July 1, 2013, through June 30, 2018). 

There are seven multi-family rental housing complexes in South Lake Tahoe that receive government 
assistance from specific programs.  (An eighth−Tahoe Senior Plaza II−has been approved by the Planning 
Division, but has not yet begun construction.  It is not included in the table.)  Units are considered “at-
risk” if they will be eligible, within the next ten years, to change to market-rate housing due to 
termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g., Section 8), mortgage prepayment, or expiring use 
restrictions. 

As demonstrated in Table 4-52, no units are at risk of conversion in the next ten years.  The earliest 
subsidy expiration date is 2024 for the Tahoe Pines Apartments.  Even so, the project was developed 
using TRPA-assigned “bonus units” in lieu of a development right matched with a market-rate allocation.  
Consequently, the complex is essentially deed restricted by TRPA as affordable housing in perpetuity (see 
Housing Constraints section for more information). 

Although there are no affordable housing projects currently (December 2007) at risk of converting to 
market-rate units in South Lake Tahoe, the following section describes the variety of Federal, State, and 
Local programs available for the preservation of at-risk affordable units.  
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TABLE 4-52 
PROJECTS RECEIVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

South Lake Tahoe  
2007  

Name and Address of 
Development Sponsor(s) 

Funding 
Sources 

Year Built/ 
Rehabilitated 

Expiration 
Date 

# of Affordable 
Units 

Target Income 
Groups Waiting List Info 

Evergreen Apartments 
1340 Melba Drive 

PAM Development HOME funds, 
RDA funds, 
private loan 

2006 2061 26 Low- and very low-
income 

Wait list contains 6 
applicants; wait time is 
unknown 

Sky Forest Acres2 
750 Emerald Bay Road 

Accessible Space and 
the Tahoe Area 
Coordinating Council 
for the Disabled 

HOME funds, 
RDA funds, 
Section 811 

2008 2063 18 
(all for persons 
w/ disabilities) 

Very low-income 
persons with 
disabilities 

Currently (November 
2007), there are 170 
people on the interest 
list 

Tahoe Senior Plaza 
1101 Third Street 

American Baptist 
Homes of the West 

HUD 202 with 
rental subsidies, 
HOME funds 

1999 2039 with 
option to extend 
to 20591 

45 
(all elderly 

units) 

50% of AMI and 
below.  Tenants pay 
30% of income 

About 5 years 

Tahoe Pines Apartments 
3431 Spruce Avenue 

Professional Apartment 
Managers (PAM) 

Tax Credits and 
HOME funds 

1994 20241 28 50% and 60% AMI About one year 

Tahoe Valley Townhomes 
1055 Tata Lane 

Mercy Housing Tax Credits, 
CHFA, HOME 
and CDBG funds 

1999 2053 70 50% and 60% AMI Generally 3 vacancies 
each month, first come, 
first served 

Bijou Woods 
3421 Spruce Avenue 

FPI Management; 
Chateau Bijou 
Company, LP 

Tax Credits and 
Project-Based 
Section 8 

2001 2055 69 50% and 60% AMI. 
Some units with 
Section 8 subsidy 
(tenants pay 30% of 
income) 

Information not 
available 

Sierra Garden Apartments 
1801 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 

PAM; Sierra Garden II 
Apartments, LP 

HOME and 
CDBG funds 

2007 (rehab) In perpetuity 76 Tenants pay 30% of 
income 

About four years 

Notes: 1 Because TRPA assigned bonus units for these projects during the permitting process, Tahoe Senior Plaza and Tahoe Pines must remain permanently affordable to low- and very low-income 
people regardless of expiration of the funding source. 
2 Sky Forest Acres is planned to open for occupancy in May 2008 
Source: City of South Lake Tahoe, December 2007 
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Federal Programs to Preserve At-Risk Units 
For below-market properties, Section 8 preservation tools include the Mark-Up-to-Market program, 
which provides incentives for for-profit property owners to remain in the Section 8 program after their 
contracts expire.  The Mark-Up-to-Market program authorizes eligible Section 8 properties to increase 
rents, the difference of which is paid to the property owner by HUD, in exchange for a guaranteed 5-year 
affordability term. The Mark-Up-to-Budget program allows nonprofit owners to increase below-market 
rents to acquire new property or make capital repairs while preserving existing Section 8 units.  For 
above-market properties, Mark-to-Market provides owners with debt restructuring in exchange for 
renewal of Section 8 contracts for 30 years.  

For Section 236 properties, Interest Reduction Payment (IRP) Retention/ Decoupling enables properties 
to retain IRP subsidy when new or additional financing is secured.  

Section 515 enables USDA to provide deeply subsidized loans directly to developers of rural rental 
housing. Loans have thirty-year terms and are amortized over fifty years. The program gives first priority 
to individuals living in substandard housing.  

A range of resources are available for preservation of Section 515 resources. Nonprofits can acquire 
Section 515 properties and assume the current mortgage or receive a new mortgage to finance acquisition 
and rehabilitation of the structures. Section 538 Rental Housing Loan Guarantees are available for the   
Section 514 and 516 loans and grants are also available for purchase and rehabilitation of Section 515 
properties that are occupied by farmworkers. Section 533 provides a Housing Preservation Grant 
Program, which funds rehabilitation, but not acquisition.    

Due to the termination of two major federal preservation programs (LIHPRHA and ELIHPA), and the 
limitations of existing federal tools such as Mark-to-Market, state and local actors must assume a greater 
role in preserving HUD-assisted properties.   

State Programs to Preserve At-Risk Units 
At the state level, the California Housing Finance Agency offers low interest loans to preserve long-term 
affordability for multi-family rental properties through its Preservation Acquisition Finance Program.   

The Division of Financial Assistance within Housing and Community Development offers the 
Preservation Interim Repositioning Program (PIRP) to provide short-term acquisition loans for assisted 
rental units at-risk of conversion to market-rate.  As of September 2007, HCD had committed all available 
funds and was not accepting new applications.  

The Division of Financial Assistance also offers Multi-family Housing Program (MHP), which provides 
deferred payment loans for preservation of permanent and transitional rental housing, as well as new 
construction and rehabilitation.  

The HOME Investment Partnerships Program provides grants to cities and counties and low-interest loans 
to state-certified community housing development organizations to create and preserve affordable 
housing for single- and multi-family projects benefitting lower-income renters or owners.  
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Local Programs to Preserve At-Risk Units 
Local redevelopment agencies must set aside 20 percent of their tax increment revenues from 
redevelopment areas for housing needs for very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.  Some of 
these funds can be directed towards preservation purposes, through gap financing to assist non-profits in 
securing an ownership share in complexes that contain at-risk units. The City can also pursue direct 
negotiations with at-risk project owners to extend affordability restriction terms. 

In addition, the Redevelopment Agency applies for and receives HOME and CDBG funds that it can 
direct through grants and loans to extend affordability covenants on expiring properties. 

Community Housing Development Organizations (CHODOs) can apply directly to the state for HOME 
funds for preservation. The only local group in this category is the Saint Joseph Community Land Trust, 
but it has not pursued HOME funds for preservation purposes. 

Qualified entities are nonprofit or for-profit organizations with the legal and managerial capacity to 
acquire and manage at-risk properties that agree to maintain the long-term affordability of projects. 
Following is a list of qualified entities for El Dorado County:  

 Christian Church Homes of Northern California, Inc. (Oakland); 

 El Dorado County Housing Authority (Placerville); 

 Eskaton Properties, Inc. (Carmichael); 

 Project Go, Inc. (Rocklin); and 

 Rural California Housing Corporation (West Sacramento). 

Energy Conservation Opportunities 

State housing element law requires an analysis of the opportunities for energy conservation in residential 
development.  Energy efficiency has direct application to affordable housing because the more money 
spent on energy, the less available for rent or mortgage payments.  High energy costs have particularly 
detrimental effects on low-income households that do not have enough income or cash reserves to absorb 
cost increases and must choose between basic needs such as shelter, food, and energy.  In addition, energy 
price increases since 2001 combined with rolling electricity blackouts have led to a renewed interest in 
energy conservation. 

All new buildings in California must meet the standards contained in Title 24, Part 6, of the California 
Code of Regulations (Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings).  These regulations respond to California's energy crisis and need to reduce energy bills, 
increase energy delivery system reliability, and contribute to an improved economic condition for the 
state.  They were established in 1978 and most recently updated in 2005 (effective date of October 1, 
2005).  Through the building permit process, local governments enforce energy efficiency requirements. 
All new construction must comply with the standards in effect on the date a building-permit application is 
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made.  The standards found in Title 24 create energy savings of approximately 50 percent over residential 
construction practices used prior to the standards.  South Lake Tahoe is enforcing the provisions of Title 
24. 

El Dorado County oversees the Home Weatherization Program.  The federally-funded program is 
available to low-income owners and renters in El Dorado County.  The program offers free services 
including home repairs and installation of energy saving measures or devices.     

The Southwest Gas Corporation offers the California Low-Income Energy Efficiency Weatherization 
Program.  For 2007, the qualifying annual household income limits used to determine eligibility for the 
program were as follows: 

 1 to 2-person household: $29,300; 

 3-person household: $34,400; 

 4-person household: $41,500; 

 5-person household: $48,600; and 

 6-person household: $55,700. 

The California Low-Income Energy Efficiency Weatherization Program provides qualified customers 
with no-cost, energy-saving improvements such as caulking, door weather-stripping, low-flow 
showerheads, and water heater blankets.   

“Attachment R,” TRPA’s standard conditions of approval for residential projects, includes requirements 
for water conservation devices on all fixtures and sets strict emissions requirements for gas water and 
space heaters, as well as wood stoves and inserts, which ensure that equipment installed is some of the 
most energy efficient on the market.    

However, because the majority of housing stock in South Lake Tahoe is older, additional consideration 
has to be given to the rehabilitation of the older dwelling units.  Many of these homes were originally 
built for summer-only occupancy and are now being resided in year-round.  Consequently, energy 
conservation retrofits are an important component of City rehabilitation loan programs.  Such retrofits 
also benefit residents through reduced monthly utility costs. 

There are also various programs available in South Lake Tahoe to assist low-income households with 
utility costs.  El Dorado County administers the Home Energy Assistance Program, which is a federally 
funded program that assists income-eligible households in offsetting the cost of heating and/or cooling 
their homes.  Program recipients may either have specific payment amounts credited to their utility 
accounts, or receive assistance in obtaining firewood or heating fuel. Priority is given to the elderly and 
disabled applicants. The Southwest Gas Corporation offers the California Alternate rates for Energy 
(CARE) Program, which provides a 20 percent discount on energy bills to households with qualifying 
incomes.  The South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD)—the main supplier of water and sewage 
treatment in South Lake Tahoe—started the Helping Hands Program to assist customers who need help 
paying utility bills, but are ineligible for, or have exhausted, all other financial assistance.    
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4.4 POTENTIAL HOUSING CONSTRAINTS 

This section analyzes the potential constraints to the production of housing in South Lake Tahoe. 
California Government Code defines two categories of constraints: governmental constraints and non-
governmental constraints. In South Lake Tahoe, governmental constraints include ordinances, policies, 
and procedures of both TRPA and the City. Non-governmental constraints include factors outside of 
governmental control such as land and construction costs, availability of financing, and local public 
opinions regarding development. When constraints within the City’s realm of control are identified, the 
City is required to take action to remove or mitigate the constraints.     

Potential Governmental Constraints 

In South Lake Tahoe, development is subject to two levels of regulations: TRPA regulations and City of 
South Lake Tahoe regulations. For that reason, the Constraints Section of this housing element addresses 
both potential TRPA constraints on housing and the potential constraints related directly to the City. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Potential and Actual Governmental 
Constraints 

Background and Regional Authority − The Bi-State Compact 
The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (California Government Code Section 66801 or Public Law 96-
551, 93 Stat. 3233, revised December 19, 1980), or “Bi-State Compact,” authorized TRPA to have both 
planning functions (Article V) and enforcement functions (Article VI).  Of these functions, the planning 
powers are broader than the enforcement powers. Regulations that do not further the realization of the 
Regional Plan can neither be adopted nor enforced by the agency.  However, regulations furthering the 
realization of the Regional Plan can preempt State law.   

Both the states of California and Nevada delegated police powers to TRPA to enforce their ordinances 
and regulations in order to effectuate the Regional Plan.  The current Regional Plan is for the time period 
1987-2007, but TRPA is coordinating with the U.S. Forest Service, the Lahontan Regional Quality 
Control Board, and the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection to adopt an updated Regional Plan.  
The police power given to TRPA by the States of California and Nevada allows TRPA to regulate or 
prohibit the use of property where necessary for the public welfare.   

The findings and declarations of the Bi-State Compact are weighted with a concern for the protection of 
the natural resources of the Lake Tahoe Basin.  TRPA’s Regional Plan is “the long-term general plan for 
the development of the (Lake Tahoe) region."  The Bi-State Compact dictates the required elements of the 
Regional Plan: a land use plan, a transportation plan, a conservation plan, a recreation plan, and a public 
services and facilities plan.  The Land Use Plan, in particular, was intended by Congress 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, an 
indication or allocation of maximum population densities.”  TRPA was given the power to enforce its 
land use plan.  In fact, only the Federal government is legally exempt from TRPA’s “zoning regulations.” 
The Bi-State Compact also required TRPA to adopt all necessary rules, regulations, ordinances and 
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policies to effectuate the regional plan.  These include regional standards for subdivision, zoning, tree 
removal, grading, and the like, without limitation on the subject matter.  

The Bi-State Compact directs TRPA to “take account of” and “seek to harmonize” regional needs, and the 
plans and planning activities of local jurisdictions within the Basin, such as the City of South Lake Tahoe.  
TRPA is to “seek the cooperation and consider the recommendations of…cities” and other governmental 
entities and other individuals and organizations (Article V[6]).  TRPA is specifically granted the power to 
“initiate, negotiate, and participate in contracts and agreements among the local governmental authorities 
of the region.”  

In the matters where it has jurisdiction, TRPA establishes the minimum standards for the Basin; political 
subdivisions like the City of South Lake Tahoe can enact equal or higher standards.  The Bi-State 
Compact gives TRPA the explicit authority to sue local jurisdictions–not the States nor Federal 
government–to ensure compliance with the Regional Plan and ordinances (Article VI[e]). 

Under the requirements of the Bi-State Compact, TRPA is to address general, regional matters; local 
governments retain their power over purely local matters (Article V[b]).  Almost immediately after TRPA 
became operational, both the Nevada and California Supreme Courts had occasion to clarify the 
local/regional relationship when they acted on constitutional attacks regarding TRPA.  This case law 
stresses the necessity for a regional approach.  Both courts recognized that a regional plan or regulation 
may have had a local impact and still are within TRPA’s power if it is not local in nature and purpose. 
[People of the State of CA, ex rel Younger v. County of El Dorado, 5 Cal. 3d 480, 487 P. 2d 193 (1971); 
and NV, ex rel List v. County of Douglas, et al, 524 P. 2d 1271 (1974).] The former case recognizes 
TRPA’s purpose and responsibility to protect the delicate environment of the Lake Tahoe Basin and to 
provide for orderly development and provides this purpose as the basis for TRPA’s exercise of police 
power.  

Housing Goals and Policies of the Existing Regional Plan 
TRPA is in the process of updating their 20-year Regional Plan. The Regional Plan update process is 
expected to reach completion in 2008. It is impossible at this time to predict exactly how the new 
Regional Plan will intensify or reduce current constraints on the production of housing in South Lake 
Tahoe. This constraints analysis is based on the existing TRPA Regional Plan and current TRPA 
regulations. Upon adoption of the new Regional Plan, it is possible that the regulatory environment will 
change.  

The Land Use Element of the Regional Plan includes a Housing Sub-element with a purpose of assessing 
the housing needs of the Basin and to make provisions for adequate housing.  The goals and policies 
recognize that the Bi-State Compact does not specifically mandate this sub-element and that it is not 
addressed by the Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities.  However, because both California and 
Nevada require housing to be addressed as part of a general plan, it was included to address housing 
issues on a regional basis, with local plans handling the specifics of implementation. 

The one housing goal of the Regional Plan is: “To the extent possible, affordable housing will be 
provided in suitable locations for the residents of the region.”   TRPA adopted four policies to implement 
this goal: 



4. HOUSING

 
 

 
BACKGROUND REPORT– DECEMBER 9, 2008 4-131 

 

1. Special incentives, such as bonus development units, will be given to promote affordable or 
government-assisted housing for lower income households (80 percent of respective county’s 
median income) and for very low-income households (50 percent of respective county’s median 
income).  Each county’s median income will be determined according to the income limits 
published annually by the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

2. Local governments will be encouraged to assume their “fair share” of the responsibility to 
provide lower and very low-income housing. (Note:  1997 “fair share” report found as an 
appendix to this document and referenced in the Housing Needs Assessment chapter.)  

3. Facilities shall be designed and occupied in accordance with local, regional, State, and Federal 
standards for the assistance of households with low- and very-low incomes.  Such housing units 
shall be made available for rental or sale at a cost to such persons that would not exceed the 
recommended State and Federal standards. 

4. Affordable or government assisted housing for lower income households should be located in 
close proximity to employment centers, government services, and transit facilities.  Such housing 
must be compatible with the scale and density of the surrounding neighborhood. 

The goals and policies related to affordable housing development have generated mixed public response 
for TRPA.  Some applaud the agency for having policies “on the books” that further diverse housing 
options in the Basin; others attack them for not doing enough to implement the policies; and still others 
find fault with the fact that there are housing policies at all since they don’t directly relate to TRPA’s 
environmental mandate. 

In 1991, the Tahoe Basin Association of Governments (no longer in existence; replaced by Local 
Government Committee) commissioned a study by Connerly and Associates, Inc. to assess whether these 
affordable housing goals could be implemented under the ordinances found in TRPA’s Regional Plan.  
Many of the constraints assessed in that report have since been remedied; where they haven’t, they were 
reevaluated and when found appropriate, addressed in the following section.  

Many people in the community perceive TRPA’s regulations as a constraint to the development of 
housing for all income levels.  This section will assess various components of the regional regulations 
people sometimes perceive as “potential constraints,” explain the regulation, and come to a determination 
regarding whether it represents an “actual constraint.”   

There is a perception in the community that the complexity of building in the Lake Tahoe environment, 
where terms like “Bailey Land Capability Classification,”  “IPES,” “coverage,” and “BMPs“ confound 
out-of-area developers, often lead people to go to other communities where they think that can build more 
easily.  Conversely, proponents who are successful in the Tahoe environment often build a reputation and 
come back to work again in the Basin. 
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Constraints Analysis 

Zoning 
Overview  
The “zoning” mechanism of the TRPA and City of South Lake Tahoe is through Plan Area Statements 
and Community Plans.  Each parcel of land within the City is geographically assigned to a Plan Area 
Statement (PAS) or Community Plan (CP) district.  Each of these documents defines the “permissible 
uses” for any given area.  With its 1999 General Plan, the City of South Lake Tahoe adopted this zoning 
scheme in lieu of its previous, traditional zoning in order to eliminate inconsistencies and provide clarity 
for project applicants.  Amendment to the PAS or Community Plans requires approval by both the City 
Council and TRPA Governing Board.  The details of this system as related to permissible residential uses 
are described in the Resource Inventory section of this document. 

In a particular PAS, a use is considered either an “allowed use” or a “special use.” A proposed project that 
is an allowed use may still require several approvals.  If it is new construction or an addition to an 
existing building it requires a City Design Review and TRPA approval.  For the City Design Review the 
application may be considered minor or major depending on the extent of the project and whether new 
coverage is proposed.  If it is a smaller project (residential 4 units or less, commercial 2500 square feet or 
less, or other project listed in the Memorandums of Understanding [MOU] with TRPA) and not located 
on a scenic corridor, the City can review the project on behalf of TRPA.  This means that City staff 
applies the requirements of the TRPA Code of Ordinances in the project review as well as the City Code.  
If the project does not fall under the MOU then the applicant must submit separate applications to the City 
and TRPA.  City Planning Division staff conducts the Design Review and, if necessary, the TRPA 
review.  If a variance or Code Amendment is necessary for the project that must be completed prior to 
applying for a building permit.  Variances to City Code requirements must be approved by the City and 
Code Amendments must be approved by the City and TRPA.  Once these are complete the project may be 
submitted to the City Building Division for a Building Permit application. 

 If the project is just an interior remodel it does not require Design Review and can be submitted directly 
to the Building Division for a Building Permit.  The project is routed to other City departments (Planning, 
Engineering, Fire, etc.) for review during the plan check process.  The application is also sent to a 
consultant that completes the TRPA plan check.   

 Projects may also require transfers of coverage, commercial floor area, tourist accommodation units, 
residential units of use, residential development rights, etc.  This process involves the City Planning and 
Building Divisions and TRPA.  It is typically done during the Building Permit plan check process. 

Where a use is a “special use” a permit is required, and standard review procedures are followed.  If the 
building already exists, the procedures relate primarily to the transportation-related impacts of a change of 
use.  For example, is there adequate parking for the use?  (The parking standard for a multi-person 
dwelling is one space for every two beds and one guest parking space for every ten beds.  The applicant 
can submit a technically adequate parking analysis if they elect to request a parking ratio reduction.)  In 
addition, there is a neighbor-notification requirement for a 300-foot radius and use permit findings must 
be made.  The City’s use permit findings are found in Chapter 32 (Section 32-60) of the City Code. All of 
these findings must be made in order to approve a special use: 
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 The use is necessary or desirable on a specific parcel; 

 The use is not injurious to the neighborhood; 

 The use is consistent with the intent of Chapter 32 of the City Code; and 

 The use is consistent with the permitted uses in the plan area. 

If a new building is proposed, design review requirements also apply.  In either case, California 
Environmental Quality Act-related environmental analysis is required.  The level of analysis varies 
depending upon the circumstances related to the application. 

The applicant can elect whether to have the use permit reviewed by the Zoning Administrator or the City 
Planning Commission.  In either case, the staff person preparing the review documents will offer the 
decision maker his or her recommendation related to the proposal.  The applicant, or others, can appeal 
the decision or specific conditions of approval to the City Council pursuant to Section 32-57 of the City 
Code within five business days from the date of this decision.  

The Plan Area Statement method of zoning tailors uses to what is appropriate for the area;” various 
residential uses are often permissible without requiring rezoning.  In some cases, large parcels eligible for 
multi-family development are also eligible for one single-family home or a single-family home with a 
secondary residence.  There is a risk that such parcels could be underutilized through development as 
single-family “estate” housing.  This risk is lessened, however, by the limited land availability of multi-
family parcels and the high prices that these parcels currently command.  This issue relates more to risk 
potential and is not reflective of any development trend evident in South Lake Tahoe. 

Conclusions 
There is no actual constraint related to housing associated with the zoning mechanism of the TRPA and 
the City.  The flexible zoning mechanism provides for a wide range of permissible uses.  Amending the 
document to encourage affordable and other housing has proven achievable based upon the several 
amendments undertaken in the past to promote such development.   

Enhancements to the Plan Area Statements are feasible.  Adopting minimum density policies for multi-
family-eligible parcels of a certain size would be one way to eliminate the risk of such parcels being 
utilized for single-family housing.  While not all of the areas where multi-family housing is permissible 
allow the use “by right,” historically the use permit process has been handled efficiently and public 
hearings have been required due to the special use permit requirements. 

Growth Controls 
Overview   
The TRPA Code defines “additional residential units” as dwelling units created after January 1, 1986, 
with living, cooking, sleeping and eating facilities in one or more rooms designed to be permanently 
occupied by a family or household.  New residential units either require an allocation (to be matched with 
a development right for each unit) or a specific TRPA Code exemption from the need for an allocation 
pursuant to Chapter 33 of the TRPA Code. Each market-rate residential unit requires an allocation; 
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therefore, development of a 25-unit multi-family housing project would require 25 allocations and 24 
additional development rights.   

Allocation of residential units within the Tahoe Basin is the responsibility of TRPA (Chapter 33 of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances).  The number of market-rate allocations that TRPA makes available to the 
local jurisdictions is restricted, and the different jurisdictions have different methods for their distribution 
to property owners desiring to build.  The TRPA does not require allocations for the construction of deed-
restricted housing units that meet the criteria of affordable housing (low- and very low-income categories 
and a limited number of moderate income units).  See Affordable Housing Incentives subsection of this 
TRPA governmental constraints analysis. 

In 2007, the City received 29 residential allocations for distribution within its jurisdiction for moderate- 
and above-moderate-income housing.  Previously, the City had received anywhere between 28 and 38 
allocations annually.  The number of allocations distributed each year fluctuates, as they are allocated 
pursuant to a performance-based system directly tied to accomplishments of environmental 
improvements.  

The City distributes the allocations it receives to separate waiting lists for single-family and multi-family 
developments.  This split was created to ensure that multi-family units would be consistently added to the 
supply of housing.  Since 1990, 30 percent of all allocations received are assigned only to the creation of 
multi-family housing.  These allocations can only “roll over” to other multi-family housing projects (not 
single-family).  South Lake Tahoe is the only local jurisdiction in the Lake Tahoe Basin that sets aside 
allocations solely for multi-family housing development. The waiting lists for both types of allocations 
are approximately 6-8 years, presuming the City receives a relatively stable number of allocations 
annually.  It should be noted that approved new condominium projects receive their allocations from the 
multi-family list. 

There are four other mechanisms of obtaining allocations for market-rate residential development:   

 Environmentally-Sensitive Parcel Retirement.  Environmentally-sensitive parcels may be 
permanently retired in exchange for a transferable residential allocation. There has been a 
newfound interest in this option due to the length of the allocation waiting list in South Lake 
Tahoe.  The price of both transferable allocations and lots that qualify for retirement is 
approximately $80,000 based on recent advertisements.7  In 2003, retirement of lots due to this 
program and State and Federal sensitive lot acquisition programs led to the first movement of the 
El Dorado County “IPES line,” described in the Resource Inventory section.  Consequently, the 
“shortage” of allocations due to pent up demand and longer waiting lists for allocations have 
increased the use of this alternative program for obtaining allocations.      

 Replace Existing Housing Unit.  Each residential unit has an associated “residential unit of use” 
(RUU), which is essentially both a development right and an allocation. When a residential unit is 
torn down and removed, the original RUU can be used to rebuild on site or can be transferred off-
site.  Transferring RUUs allows the buyer of the RUU to bypass the allocation process and 

                                             
7  From Google Housing Search: two transferable allocations were for sale (one for $70,000 plus a $10,000 handling fee, and 

one for $77,000), November 27, 2007. 
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proceed directly to the permitting process. To make this option of obtaining an allocation 
financially feasible for local developers, typically the least expensive housing, which is often the 
smallest, most substandard units are torn down.  While residential units are ultimately rebuilt in 
South Lake Tahoe with the “banked” RUU (e.g., there is no net loss of housing unit numbers), 
there are no local or regional restrictions, beyond the basic land coverage, height, and design 
standards, as to size or type of housing that can be reconstructed. In addition, TRPA and the City 
do not have a quantified mitigation requirement related to the replacement of units that are torn 
down. In 2005, RUUs were selling for as much as $90,000. While the selling price has decreased 
to approximately $55,000 as of May 2007, the cost of an RUU is still too expensive for 
developers of multi-family housing. RUUs can be purchased and transferred from outside the 
City, such as from Douglas County. There is an additional fee associated with a transfer from 
another jurisdiction.  In the majority of cases, RUUs are used to build single-family luxury 
homes; however, if the price continues to decrease, multi-family housing developers may become 
more interested in buying the RUUs. Note that mobile home existing units of use are subject to a 
special requirement that narrows their ability to be banked and transferred off-site to multi-family 
housing projects of five units or more and prohibits them from being condominiumized.  

 Multi-Residential Bonus Units.  As described in Chapter 35 of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, 
TRPA allows “bonus units” to be substituted for the market-rate residential units of use 
associated with existing multi-family housing if the property meets, or is upgraded to meet, local 
government habitability and design requirements.  This option is only available for properties that 
are located in Plan Areas or Community Plan districts that have the appropriate designations 
needed to obtain bonus units (see Affordable Housing Incentives subsection).  For example, an 
existing market-rate apartment of 40 units, which is substandard and consequently collecting 
rents at or below affordable rates, could upgrade to meet local requirements, deed restrict the 
units as affordable housing, substitute in bonus units, and ultimately have 40 market-rate units of 
use available for an off-site development. The off-site development would not require an 
allocation to build. The subsequent development project(s) are restricted to the construction of 
market-rate, multi-family housing of two units or more, which can never be subdivided into 
condominiums. TRPA can approve a maximum of 1,400 multi-residential bonus units Basin-
wide. Starting in 2005, TRPA reserved 200 of the bonus.  

 Conversion of Motel and Tourist Accommodation Units.  TRPA allows the “conversion” of 
units of use from or to a residential use in very specific circumstances.  In the case of obtaining 
allocations for market-rate residential development, there are two options:  

 Existing motel units can go through a permitting process that results in their conversion 
to deed-restricted, affordable housing. The Tourist Accommodation Unit (TAU) of use 
associated with each motel room converts to a residential unit of use. The converted units 
must be certified by the local government that they meet public health and safety 
standards for residences. In addition, the converted units must be located in an area that 
meets TRPA standards applicable for modifications on a developed project area. The City 
has limited this option to certain areas that do not adjoin Lake Tahoe Blvd or Emerald 
Bay Road. In locations identified as preferred affordable housing areas eligible for the 
multi residential incentive program, certain motels converted to affordable housing can 
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qualify to “substitute bonus units” for their units of use. This would enable them to 
transfer market-rate residential units of use that could be used to construct only market-
rate, multi-family or multi-person housing of two units or more that are never subdivided. 
(Note: TAUs can also be converted to CFA.) 

 The second option is available to tourist accommodation properties that meet TRPA’s 
conversion ordinance by removing a motel from a stream environment zone, removing a 
nonconforming use,  retrofitting/reconstructing a use on the site that meets development 
standards for new projects developed on a vacant parcel, or as part of a project linked to 
an Environmental Improvement Project (EIP). In these cases, the existing motel is 
typically torn down and the units of use are converted and banked or transferred to 
another project site.  

TRPA will allow a maximum of 200 TAUs to be converted within one year.   

Conclusions 

There is an “actual constraint” related to housing associated with the growth-control mechanism of the 
TRPA.  However, these growth-control mechanisms are the foundation of the Regional Plan. It is 
unknown at this point how the updated Regional Plan may alter these growth control mechanisms.  In the 
meantime, the City’s performance related to implementation of environmental improvements can earn the 
City more allocations than it has received in the past.  In addition, the longer waiting list for allocations is 
resulting in additional people inquiring about opportunities to avoid the list through construction of deed 
restricted affordable housing and the above-described alternative means of obtaining allocations.  These 
alternatives have the benefit of additional retired sensitive parcels, removal of substandard development, 
and the creation of additional deed-restricted affordable housing.  In 2004, the City codified its local 
motel conversion and bonus-unit substitution policies (See City of South Lake Tahoe Constraints: Motel 
Conversion Regulations).  

Land Coverage Limitations 
Overview   
Two systems regulate land coverage in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  The Bailey Land Capability Classification 
System, in place since 1971, regulates land coverage for all uses except single-family housing 
development.  Single-family housing falls under the Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES), which 
was adopted by TRPA under its current Regional Plan in 1987. 

Both systems generally limit the amount of land coverage for the most developable parcels to a maximum 
30 percent impervious land coverage.  These limits were deemed necessary to protect the clarity and 
water quality of Lake Tahoe, and are based upon site factors such as soils, slope, proximity to surface 
water, and other environmental factors.   

The Bailey classification system scores land between 1 and 7. Low-capability scores (i.e., less suitable for 
development) range between 1-3, and high-capability scores (i.e., more suitable for development) range 
between 4-7. The IPES system, used only for vacant residential parcels, scores land between 0 and 1,200, 
with scores under 726 considered low-capability and above 726 considered high-capability. Landowners 
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are permitted to cover between one percent and 30 percent of a parcel’s surface with “base coverage” 
depending on the Bailey classification or IPES score.  

Chapter 20 of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances describes the land coverage requirements for the Basin.  There 
are two elements of that chapter related to housing that are important to clarify.  First, there is recognition 
that a certain minimum amount of land coverage is required in order to build a home.  As a result, if a lot 
has a buildable IPES score, but only has a small permissible amount of “base land coverage,” property 
owners can transfer in additional land coverage up to a specific maximum based upon the parcel size. 
This transferred land coverage is not free, but it can be purchased either privately or from the land bank in 
accordance with hydrologic transfer area restrictions.  These rules enable coverage to be moved around 
within a subwatershed, but remain within the cap that was created to protect Lake Tahoe.  

There are different types of coverage that can be transferred. “Potential” coverage refers to the unused 
allowable base coverage on residential land that can be transferred to other residential property. Any land 
that is undeveloped or developed to a lesser extent than allowed by the Bailey or IPES system has 
“potential” coverage that it can use or sell. “Existing” coverage refers to the impacted surface of a parcel 
that can be restored to its near-natural state and then transferred to another parcel.   There are two types of 
“existing” coverage—“hard” and “soft.” “Hard” coverage refers to existing impervious surface, and can 
be transferred in all cases. “Soft” coverage refers to soil that is compacted but not covered with 
impervious surface.  “Soft” coverage can be transferred in all cases, except for transfers relating to 
commercial or tourist accommodation use; however, exceptions can be made in some areas of the South 
Y Industrial Tract Community Plan area.       

For multi-family parcels located within adopted Community Plan areas, there is an additional land-
coverage transfer opportunity.  For multi-family housing projects of five units or more and tourist 
accommodation facilities located in Community Plan areas, properties can transfer in up to 50 percent of 
land coverage based upon the parcel size, to high land capability districts only. This incentive is available 
for both market-rate and affordable multi-family housing of at least five units.  Again, the transferred land 
coverage is not free and it must be purchased either privately or from the land bank in accordance with 
hydrologic transfer area restrictions.  In addition, there are limited numbers of undeveloped, large parcels 
in the community plan areas. 

There is an advantage of developing on existing property where there is excess coverage.  Some parcels, 
which were developed prior to TRPA land coverage regulations, have excess coverage beyond that which 
would currently be allowed by TRPA.  This excess coverage is “grandfathered.”  If a developer chooses 
to demolish and rebuild on a previously developed parcel with “grandfathered” excess coverage, the 
developer has the option to build to the previously existing coverage, as long as the developer implements 
certain mitigation measures, such as payment of a mitigation fee.  In many cases, the option to use 
“grandfathered” excess land coverage with certain mitigation measures can be beneficial to developers.  

Land coverage limitations often pose a constraint to the achievement of maximum residential density for 
multi-family uses.  When land coverage limitations are combined with setbacks, parking requirements 
and height limitations, the ability to build to maximum density is more limited, especially for projects 
proposing larger units. A recent affordable housing project was built at a density of 10 units per acre in a 
PAS with a maximum permissible density of 15 units per acre. If built to maximum density, the project 
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could have provided roughly 39 units, rather than the 26 units that were actually built. Plans for the 
project indicated that there was only 257 square feet of potential coverage remaining on the parcel, 
signifying that coverage limitations limited the project to a density much lower than what is otherwise 
allowed. 

For single-family housing, land coverage limitations tend to result in multi-story structures to minimize 
the “footprint” of the building and maximize building square footage in relation to the amount of 
impervious land coverage.  As a consequence, most homes do not implement “universal design” concepts. 

The key advantage to the land coverage limitations is that they ensure that there is considerable open 
space available in the project area.  This tends to make new development projects more attractive and 
gives children residing in family housing projects open space on site where they can play.  (Note that true 
play structures may create land coverage.)   New deed-restricted affordable housing projects in South 
Lake Tahoe tend to be models for attractive development, and break down the myth of affordable housing 
as substandard development that destroys neighborhoods and reduces property values.  

Note that Chapter 14 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances specifically provides for the amendment of 
Community Plan boundaries to facilitate deed restricted affordable housing projects.  In 2000, the City of 
South Lake Tahoe expanded the Stateline/Ski Run Community Plan boundary by 4.5 acres to encourage 
affordable housing development that could take advantage of community plan land coverage incentives.  

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to housing associated with TRPA’s land coverage limitations.  Past 
reports have called land coverage restrictions the “biggest single impediment” to the development of 
affordable housing.  However, land coverage is a concept intrinsic to the Regional Plan. TRPA believes 
that limiting the amount of impervious surfaces is essential to improving water quality and maintaining 
the clarity of Lake Tahoe.  A global amendment to the Regional Plan’s land coverage principles is 
unlikely at this time.  The City works with applicants to direct them to Community Plan areas where 
incentives are already in place to allow for the additional coverage that could help them achieve the 
densities necessary to make a project pencil out. 

Water Quality Requirements 
Overview   
In addition to the land coverage requirement, the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) is 
also a requirement intended to protect water quality in the Basin.  TRPA requires property owners to 
install infiltration facilities designed to protect water quality by ensuring that runoff from up to the 20-
year, one-hour storm is contained on-site for all development in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  BMPs have long 
been required for new construction projects.  Existing development in South Lake Tahoe, entirely located 
within Priority 2 watersheds, were required to be BMP compliant by October 15, 2006. Development in 
Priority 3 watershed areas must be BMP compliant by October 15, 2008.  To help address water quality 
issues, the City’s rehabilitation loan program also funds implementation of BMPs. 

The City of South Lake Tahoe adopted a Drainage Master Plan (DMP) in February 2008 that identifies 
the public storm drain improvements necessary to serve a major portion of the city at build-out.  The City 
is currently (2008) exploring funding mechanisms to pursue the area-wide application of storm water 
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BMPs.  These area-wide BMPS would significantly reduce nutrient loads from surface runoff, and 
remove much of the burden from individual homeowners.  

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to housing associated with TRPA’s BMP requirements.  BMPs for 
some existing properties are costly to implement and maintain, especially for developments such as 
mobile home parks.  However, the treatment of runoff is essential for the implementation of the Regional 
Plan.  While the City cannot change TRPA’s requirement to implement BMPs, the City can continue to 
use the rehabilitation loan program help homeowners with the costs of installing the required on-site 
improvements.  Additionally, the installation of area-wide BMPs would remove much of the financial 
burden from individual homeowners. 

Density  
Overview   
Table 4-53 summarizes the maximum allowable densities in the Tahoe Basin. 

TABLE 4-53 
TRPA DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES 

Tahoe Basin 
2007 

Residential Use Maximum Density 
Single-family Dwelling (parcels smaller than 1 acre) 1 unit per parcel 
Single-family Dwelling (parcels larger than 1 acre) 2 units per parcel (provided one unit is 

an authorized secondary residence) 
Summer Home 1 unit per parcel or lease site 
Multiple-Family Dwelling 15 units per acre 
Mobile Home Dwelling 8 units per acre 
Multi-Person Dwelling, nursing and personal care, and residential-care 25 persons per acre 

  Source: TRPA Code of Ordinances, Chapter 21 

Basin-wide, the maximum permissible density for multi-family housing is 15 units per acres.  In some 
specific Plan Area Statements, that density is as low as eight (and sometimes 12) units per acre in order to 
maintain consistency with neighborhood character. Where mobile home parks are permissible, maximum 
density is eight units per acre.  (Most, if not all, of the City’s twenty mobile home and RV parks are 
nonconforming and overly dense.)  Multi-person density, and density for other residential uses measured 
by persons per acre, is 25 persons per acre, which equates to roughly 10 dwelling units per acre based on 
typical household size.  Affordable housing is allowed a 25 percent density bonus (i.e., 18 units per acre) 
when the following two specific findings can be made: 1) the project, at the increased density, satisfies a 
demonstrated need for additional affordable housing; and 2) the additional density is consistent with the 
surrounding area.  

However, as described in the Land Coverage subsection, codified densities and density bonuses are 
typically not achievable due to other site conditions which limit land coverage availability. Developers 
new to the Tahoe Basin sometimes assert that permissible densities are too low to support new affordable 
housing projects.  They suggest that 20 to 30 units per acre are required for financially-viable projects.  
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The City’s success with affordable multi-family developments has been rooted in deep subsidies that have 
made projects financially feasible.  These past “success stories” have made project developers interested 
in participating in additional projects in South Lake Tahoe. 

When multi-family housing is developed as part of a mixed-use project, the number of units that can be 
developed is reduced according to the ratio of project area devoted to the multi-family use in relation to 
the entire project area.  This reduces multi-family development potential on mixed-use sites.    

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to housing associated with density limitations.  The requirement to 
reduce residential density for a mixed-use project is being reconsidered. The City would like for 
affordable multi-family housing to be developed at the maximum allowable density as if a stand-alone 
project when the mixed-use project is otherwise consistent with height, coverage, and other development 
standards. 

The other density issues do not pose an actual constraint.  In recently constructed affordable housing 
projects approved for South Lake Tahoe, no one has proposed a project to maximum density, let alone 
proposed the use of permissible density bonuses.  The ability to build high-density developments tends to 
be constrained more by regional land coverage limitations than by density limitations.  Permissible 
density and potential for density bonuses can actually mislead developers into thinking that they will be 
able to construct more units than is physically possible.  The possibility of building to density is increased 
for projects proposed to reuse existing “over-covered” project areas or in Community Plan areas where 
there are land coverage transfer incentives.  Rather than be available only for very low- and low-income 
affordable housing projects, the density bonus program is being evaluated for mixed use projects that 
provide a percentage of its units to lower- and moderate-income residents, or seniors.  In addition, one of 
the EIS alternatives for the TRPA Regional Plan Update suggests that additional bonus units and densities 
be made available for projects that provide significant community benefits, such as inclusionary housing.    

Height Standards  
Overview  
Chapter 22 of TRPA’s Code assigns maximum building heights based upon the slope of the parcels in 
combination with the pitch of the roof.  For example, a building with a 5:12 roof pitch located on a parcel 
consisting of a 10 percent slope is assigned a maximum building height of 32’-6”.  “Additional height” 
findings must be made for residential buildings more than twenty-six feet tall.  

Buildings containing a residential use, including mixed-use developments, are limited to two stories. This 
height limitation, combined with land coverage and setback restrictions, limits the feasibility of affordable 
housing and mixed-use projects.   
 
Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to housing associated with regional height standards.  Mixed-use 
projects that contain residential and commercial uses are limited to two stories.  These strict height 
restrictions limit the feasibility of mixed-use projects, which are a potential source of affordable housing. 
TRPA could amend the code to increase allowable heights for mixed-use projects to heights consistent 
with tourist, recreation, and public service uses.  
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Design Standards 
Overview  
Excellent project design enhances the appearance and reputation of local affordable housing development 
projects, as well as the neighborhoods in which they are located.  Chapter 30 of TRPA’s Code provides 
design standards to ensure consistency with the Land Use Element of its Regional Plan. City Standards 
and Guidelines for Design, Signage, Parking Driveway and Loading substitute for TRPA’s design 
standards in South Lake Tahoe except for projects in the shoreland.   

Flexible local design standards enable the use of a variety of materials, although recent affordable housing 
projects have elected high-quality details such as cedar siding and real rock accents.  Most design 
standards, such as retention of natural vegetation outside of the project’s construction area, do not add to 
developer costs.  Design standards are quantified and are available at the City’s Planning Department 
counter so that developers can elect to avoid purchasing the sites in scenic roadway corridors or shoreline 
units where standards are higher in order to protect or improve the scenic qualities of these areas 
important to tourism and community well-being.  Standards for affordable and market-rate housing are 
the same.  

The design standards specifically allow for single-family manufactured housing to be constructed on a 
permanent foundation, outside of mobile home parks, when design and building standards are met.  There 
are separate plan review requirements in order to ensure that they can survive Tahoe’s special climactic 
and seismic challenges.  As their quality and durability have increased, there has been an increased 
prevalence of manufactured homes in South Lake Tahoe.    

TRPA has designated Highway 50, Highway 89, and Pioneer Trail scenic highway corridors. The main 
purpose for this designation is to improve and maintain the scenic quality of the view from these roads. 
All projects located along the scenic corridors must meet certain design standards above and beyond the 
standards imposed by the City’s general design standards. These standards include placing all electrical 
and communication lines underground, additional massing requirements and architectural design review, 
and additional landscaping requirements. According to an affordable housing developer with experience 
building in the city’s scenic corridor, the massing requirements and architectural review process were the 
two most significant cost impediments to affordable housing associated with the scenic corridor design 
requirements. Landscaping requirements were less of a concern since landscaping materials are relatively 
inexpensive. 

Interestingly, the developer identified that the most significant increase in costs for the project were 
associated with the escalating construction costs across the nation during a period of delay caused by 
HUD’s rejection of the project. HUD rejected the project’s initial design and associated project costs, 
which were developed to meet TRPA’s minimum design standards for scenic corridors. The HUD Section 
811 program dictates design standards for federally-funded housing projects. These design standards 
directly conflict with many of TRPA’s design requirements, especially in scenic corridors.        

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to affordable housing associated with local design standards. 
Design standards in South Lake Tahoe require architectural design review and often require more 
expensive materials, which increase project costs. Furthermore, many of TRPA’s design standards 
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directly conflict with HUD’s standards for federally-funded affordable housing projects. However, the 
high-quality designs of the most recent affordable housing projects in South Lake Tahoe have helped to 
decrease the stigma previously associated with affordable housing and gain community support.    

Building Season Limitations/Grading Requirements 
Overview  
The building season in South Lake Tahoe is affected by winter conditions that reduce the number of days 
construction can occur.  The building season is further limited by the regulatory context in which land 
development can proceed.  To protect water quality, the building season in Lake Tahoe is May 1 to 
October 15.  It should be noted that TRPA has the authority to grant limited exceptions to the grading 
season.  Construction sites must be “winterized,” or have best management practices in place that prevent 
soil and runoff from leaving the project area during storm events. Outside of the building season, no 
grading that disturbs cumulatively more than three cubic yards of soil may occur without TRPA and 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board-issued grading ordinance exceptions.  Many 
construction projects get their grading and framing done during the building season and work inside all 
winter.  However, there is an additional burden for developers to carefully plan their construction 
schedule, as unforeseen events or poor planning can delay a development project an entire season. 

Conclusions 
There is no “actual constraint” related to housing associated with the building season limitations and 
grading requirements. Grading limitations are inherent to the water quality protections required by the 
Regional Plan.   

Impediments to Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
Overview  
Most of the housing in South Lake Tahoe is not accessible to persons with disabilities.  For example, 
areas with the mountainous terrain make for changes in grade that require steps or stairs, and land 
coverage restrictions encourage builders to reduce the building “footprint” by constructing multiple story-
homes. “Universal design” is generally not being used in new residential construction except when 
required by Code for multi-family housing. 

Chapter 20, Land Coverage, of TRPA’s Code includes an opportunity for reasonable accommodation for 
persons with disabilities for pre-1987 development.  Specifically, it allows the transfer of the minimum 
amount of land coverage required to provide access to handicapped persons occupying a residence or as 
required by local, state or federal law (such as for retrofit of commercial buildings).  While additional 
land coverage is not available for post-1987 structures, including new development, this accommodation 
enables the retrofit of parts of the existing housing stock when needed to provide for accessibility of 
public/commercial facilities and private residences. 

Sky Forest Acres, an 18-unit affordable housing project currently (November 2007) under construction in 
South Lake Tahoe, will be available exclusively to persons with disabilities.  Since the project contained 
more than five units, the developers were required to get permits from both the City and TRPA.  For this 
project, TRPA signed a contract review agreement with the City to enable the City’s planners to conduct 
the review on behalf of TRPA.  Consequently, TRPA has been open to innovative opportunities to 
expedite project review and reduce duplication of efforts. 
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Group homes for persons with disabilities, and all other group homes, fall under the use category of 
“residential-care facilities.”  These are defined as establishments primarily engaged in the provision of 
residential, social and personal care for children, the elderly, and special categories of persons with 
limited ability for self care, but where medical care is not a major element. (The latter would be “nursing 
and personal care facilities.”)  While the definition does not clarify the required number of occupants 
necessary to qualify a residence as a “residential-care facility”, the City and TRPA have a track record of 
treating group homes of six or fewer clients as a “family,” not as a residential-care facility.  In these cases, 
the residential-care facilities with six or fewer clients are authorized wherever single-family homes are 
authorized.  There are no regional or local restrictions regulating a minimum distance required between 
group homes. 

TRPA has no specific process in place for requesting a reasonable accommodation; however, as the 
contract review agreement for Sky Forest Acres demonstrates, TRPA has proven that they are willing to 
make accommodations when requested. 

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to housing for persons with disabilities.  While it is reasonable to 
expect that newly constructed housing meet standards for a person with disabilities, most new homes are 
being built at two-stories to maximize land coverage, and therefore are not employing standards of 
“universal design.”  Consequently, as a buyer, someone with mobility impairments requiring retrofits that 
would affect land coverage would have to purchase a pre-1987 home in order to qualify for the ability to 
transfer in additional land coverage since homes built post-1987 do not qualify for coverage transfers.  
Buyers with these special circumstances should have the option to purchase a newer home and make the 
needed retrofits. 

Subdivision and Condominium Requirements 
Overview   
Chapters 40-49 of the TRPA Code contain TRPA’s subdivision ordinances.  Subdivisions that would 
create new development potential are prohibited in the Tahoe Region.  Under TRPA’s Code, both pre- 
and post-1987 multi-family structures may be condominiumized, under specific circumstances, if they do 
not exceed the density standards by more than 10 percent.  While there is a general prohibition or 
mitigation requirement for subdivision of existing low-income residential units, housing units in the City 
of South Lake Tahoe are exempt from these requirements since the City has a housing program that 
addresses low-income housing needs. The City allows the conversion of multi-family rental units to 
condominiums with a stipulation that a portion of the units be deed restricted for low- and moderate-
income households. The remaining units must be deed restricted for owner-occupancy and price-capped 
at the maximum price of the First-Time Homebuyer Program with the intent of serving middle-income 
residents.   

Condominium density must be consistent with the multi-family housing density described in the 
applicable Plan Area Statement or Community Plan district.  Where multi-family housing is prohibited, 
new condominiums are also prohibited.  New condominiums in areas designated preferred affordable 
housing areas are prohibited unless the local jurisdiction is meeting its portion of the regional “fair share” 
of low- and very low-income housing.   



SOUTH LAKE TAHOE GENERAL PLAN 

 
 

 
 4-144 BACKGROUND REPORT–DECEMBER 9, 2008 

 

Conclusions 
The City Council adopted condominium ordinances and policies stricter than TRPA’s to preserve rental 
housing. (These are described in the section related to City of South Lake Tahoe constraints.) 
Consequently, TRPA’s ordinances are less restrictive than the City’s and are not an “actual constraint. 
The City’s condominium ordinance is also not a constraint for affordable housing. The City’s ordinance 
allows more opportunities for homeownership for residents of all income levels by promoting deed-
restricted affordable housing. 

Fees and Other Exactions 
Overview  
TRPA’s filing fee schedule categorizes residential projects into two groups: single-family and multi-
family new construction.  Table 4-54 shows the base fees for the two groups of residential developments. 

TABLE 4-54 
TRPA BASE FEES FOR NEW RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 

Tahoe Basin 
Effective August 25, 2007 

Residential Use Category Base Fee 
Single-family Dwelling, Summer Home, Secondary 
Residence, one Mobile Home Dwelling, and one 
Employee Housing unit 

$1 per sq. ft. of floor area 
$5,000 cap.  
$500 min. 

Multiple Family Dwelling, Multiple Person 
Dwelling, Nursing and Personal Care, Residential-
care, more than one Employee Housing unit, more 
than one Mobile Home Dwelling 

$2,200 + $40/unit  
(extra unit cost does not apply to affordable housing)  
$5,000 cap. 

   Source: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Application Filing Fee Schedule, July 2007 (Effective August 25, 2007) 
 
Depending on the required level of review (i.e., staff, hearing officer, or governing board review) and the 
location of the project, the total fee may be greater than the base fee.  The majority of projects are 
reviewed at the staff level.  The TRPA Hearings Officer or Governing Board generally only review 
residential projects identified as a “Special Use” in the applicable Plan Area Statement.  Fees for revisions 
to the original plan are also determined by applying a multiplier to the original project fee. Table 4-55 
summarizes TRPA’s fee multipliers.     
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TABLE 4-55 

TRPA FEE MULTIPLIERS 
Tahoe Basin 

Effective August 25, 2007 
Level of Review Multipliers 

Staff Level Review 1.00 

Hearing Officer Review 1.40 

Governing Board Review 1.80 

Plan Revisions 

Minor—A non-substantive change to a permitted project. A project that will not 
cause changes to any TRPA permit conditions, does not require new field review by 
TRPA staff, does not require a public hearing, and does not involve any modifications 
to building size, shape, land coverage, location, or scenic rating score. 

0.40 

Major— A substantial change that does not significantly exceed the original scope of 
the project. Revisions that significantly exceed the original scope of a project, or 
which require a public hearing, shall be treated as new or modified projects, as the 
case may be. 

0.70 

Special Planning Area 

For projects located in an adopted community plan area, or subject to an adopted 
redevelopment, specific, or master plan. 

1.25 

             Source: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Application Filing Fee Schedule, July 2007 (Effective August 25, 2007) 
 
Projects are subject to other TRPA filing fees such as the $88 I.T. surcharge applied to each application 
for maintenance of the TRPA database, and the $310 Shoreland scenic review fee applied to projects 
located in the Shoreland area of Lake Tahoe.  Table 4-56 lists these and other fees charged by TRPA in 
the land development process. 

TABLE 4-56 
OTHER TRPA FEES 

Tahoe Basin 
Effective August 25, 2007 
Category Fee 

Shoreland Scenic Review Fee—For new construction projects, 
and additions and other construction modifications to existing 
structures located in the “shoreland” area of Lake Tahoe. 

$310 

Information Technology (I.T.) Surcharge—applied to all applications $88 

Bonus Unit Allocation Transfer $512 

Land Coverage Transfer $515 

Lot Line Adjustment $575 (2 lots) + 
$100 per add. lot 

           Source: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Application Filing Fee Schedule, July 2007 
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In addition to the project application fees, mitigation fees are required by TRPA for all projects in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin.  No exemptions for affordable housing are provided.  These fees are the same for 
single-family or multiple family housing: 

 Water quality mitigation fee: $1.54 per square foot of land coverage; 

 Off-site land coverage mitigation fee: $6.50 per square foot of coverage created in the public 
right of way; 

 Excess land coverage mitigation fee: $200 minimum (dependent upon square footage of excess 
land coverage and project location);   

 Air Quality mitigation fee: $2,700 for single-family dwellings only; and 

 Construction inspection fee: approximately $1,500.  

Together, TRPA mitigation fees for a 2,000 square foot single-family home would cost an estimated 
$6,700.  

Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to the development of affordable housing associated with the 
TRPA’s fees and mitigation costs.  Past reports have suggested reduction or elimination of such fees for 
affordable housing projects.  Such suggestions were not implemented by TRPA.  The City works with 
project proponents to redevelop existing developed sites, such as RV parks, for affordable housing, as 
existing developed sites have “grandfathered” land coverage and a certain number of recognized daily 
vehicle trip ends that reduce mitigation fees.  In recognition of TRPA’s high development fees, the City 
of South Lake Tahoe maintains fees lower than those of most jurisdictions. The lower City fee schedule 
reduces the amount of money available in the City’s budget, and limits the ability of the City to provide 
essential services.  

Project Processing and Permit Procedures 
Overview 
Permissible uses that are “allowable” in the Plan Area Statement or Community Plan district are approved 
at staff level.  “Special uses” require neighbor notification, public hearings, and issuance of a use permit.  
Design review is conducted in either case for multi-family projects. 

To expedite project review and remove duplication, the City and TRPA have executed several 
Memorandums of Understanding.  The City reviews and approves all single-family and multi-family 
residential projects four units or less (MOU signed in 1995).  It also reviews all other multi-family 
dwellings (new, additions, or modifications that are Categorically Exempt under the requirements of 
CEQA), but the project is still approved by either the TRPA’s Hearings Officer or Governing Board 
(MOU signed in 1999).  In some cases, TRPA “contracts” with the City to conduct the TRPA review for 
housing projects that do not fall under the MOU.  These MOUs/contract review have expedited permit 
processing.  Typical projects are reviewed and approved within three to four months.   
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Conclusions 
There is an “actual constraint” related to the permitting process.  Multi-family housing projects that are 
not categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA do not fall under either the 1995 or 1999 MOU.   

TRPA Preemption of State Housing Law 
TRPA regulations that further the realization of the Regional Plan can preempt state law. In the past, 
TRPA has made efforts to eliminate conflicts with State law where a modification that enabled 
compliance would not compromise the Regional Plan.  For example, TRPA staff has interpreted its Code 
consistent with California law that licensed group homes with six or fewer residents are treated no 
differently than other family housing and can move into any single or multiple family dwelling unit. The 
following state laws conflict with Regional Plan ordinances: 

Second Units 
Overview 
AB 1866 revised California’s second unit statutes (Government Code 65852.2).  It mandates that after 
July 1, 2003, any second-unit application filed on the basis of a local ordinance is to be considered 
through a ministerial process, without discretionary review or hearing. (Government Code 65915)   AB 
1866 intended to simplify the process for obtaining second units in order to increase California’s supply 
of affordable housing.  Cities must either establish specific development and design standards for second 
units or apply the State’s enumerated standards.  In either case, the standards must be applied 
ministerially and no public hearing can be held.  This may or may not be the case under TRPA’s 
regulations, depending upon whether the use is “allowed” or “special” within the PAS or CP District. 

Conclusions 
Second units either require an allocation or must qualify for an allocation exemption pursuant to Chapter 
33 of the TRPA Code unless they are deed restricted as affordable housing.  Second units can be 
developed in PAS and CP districts where multi-family is a permissible use where it meets density 
requirements, or on lots larger than one acre in size located in PAS or CP districts where single-family is 
a permissible use (and multi-family is prohibited) (Chapter 18).  (There are 51 vacant single-family lots 
greater than one acre in size in South Lake Tahoe.)  These regulations are consistent with Government 
Code Section 65852.2, which allows the designation of locations where second units may be permitted.  
There are no special second unit standards related to parking, height, setbacks, coverage, or architectural 
review; they must be consistent with other residential design review standards.  In many cases, the TRPA 
Code restricts second units and “granny flats” to a greater extent than what state law allows.  This poses 
an “actual constraint” for the City of South Lake Tahoe in its ability to meet the requirements of state law 
without creating confusion for the public (e.g., if the City amended its Code to meet the requirements of 
State law, but the TRPA Code remains more restrictive).   
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Density Bonus 
Overview 
Following adoption of SB 1818 in 2004, SB 435 was passed in 2005 as a “clean up” of the previous 
density bonus bill.  Effective January 1, 2005, SB 1818 revised California’s density bonus statutes by 
reducing the number of affordable units that a developer must provide in order to receive a density bonus 
and increasing the maximum density bonus to 35 percent.  The new minimum affordability requirements 
are as follows: 

 The project is eligible for a 20 percent density bonus if at least 5 percent of the units are 
affordable to very low-income households, or 10 percent of the units are affordable to low-
income households; and 

 The project is eligible to receive a 5 percent density bonus If 10 percent of for purchase units are 
affordable to moderate-income households.   

The law also establishes a sliding scale, which determines the additional density that a project can 
receive:  

 An additional 2.5 percent density bonus for each additional increase of 1 percent very low-
income units above the initial 5 percent threshold; 

 A density increase of 1.5 percent for each additional 1 percent increase in low-income units above 
the initial 10 percent threshold; and 

 A 1 percent density increase for each 1 percent increase in moderate-income units above the 
initial 10 percent threshold. 

A developer can receive the maximum density bonus of 35 percent when the project provides either 11 
percent very low-income units, 20 percent low-income units, or 40 percent moderate-income units.  SB 
435 clarifies that a project can only receive one density bonus. 

Prior to SB 1818 and SB 435, jurisdictions were required to grant one incentive, such as financial 
assistance or development standard reductions, to developers of affordable housing. The new laws require 
that cities and counties grant more incentives depending on the percentage of affordable units developed.  
Incentives include reductions in zoning standards, reductions in development standards, reductions in 
design requirements, and other reductions in costs for developers.  Projects that satisfy the minimum 
affordable criteria for a density bonus are entitled to one incentive from the local government.  Depending 
on the amount of affordable housing provided, the number of incentives can increase to a maximum of 
three incentives from the local government.  If a project utilizes less than 50 percent of the permitted 
density bonus, the local government must provide an additional incentive.  

Additionally, the new laws provide density bonuses to projects that donate land for residential use.  The 
donated land must satisfy all of the following requirements: 
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 The land must have general plan and zoning designations which allow the construction of very 
low-income affordable units as a minimum of 10 percent of the units in the residential 
development; 

 The land must be a minimum of 1 acre in size or large enough to allow development of at least 40 
units; and 

 The land must be served by public facilities and infrastructure. 

SB 1818 also imposes statewide parking standards that a jurisdiction must grant upon request from a 
developer of an affordable housing project that qualifies for a density bonus.  The developer may request 
these parking standards even if they do not request the density bonus.  The new parking standards are 
summarized in Table 4-57.  These numbers are the total number of parking spaces including guest 
parking and handicapped parking. 

TABLE 4-57 
STATEWIDE PARKING STANDARDS 

FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
California 

2007  
Number of 
Bedrooms 

Number of On-Site 
Parking Spaces 

0 to 1 bedroom 1 
2 to 3 bedrooms 2 
4 or more bedrooms 2 ½ 

              Source: Goldfarb & Lipman, LLC., SB 1818 Q & A 
 
Conclusions 
TRPA allows a 25 percent density bonus to affordable housing developments provided that the project 
satisfies specific TRPA requirements. First, the project, at the higher density, must satisfy a demonstrated 
need for additional affordable housing. Second, the additional density must be consistent with the 
surrounding area. These requirements are subjective, and open to interpretation by TRPA. While TRPA 
does, in some cases, allow affordable housing developers to take advantage of a density bonus, TRPA’s 
treatment of the density bonus is not consistent with state law. This poses an “actual constraint” for the 
City of South Lake Tahoe in its ability to meet the requirements of state law without creating confusion 
for the public (e.g., if the City amended its Code to meet the requirements of state law, but the TRPA 
Code remains more restrictive).   

General Plan 
Overview 
In 2002, AB 2292 amended the law to prohibit local governments from reducing the residential density of 
any parcel to a density that is below the density used by HCD to determine that the jurisdiction’s housing 
element is compliant.  Residential densities can be reduced in one area if the jurisdiction identifies 
additional available sites that would avoid a net loss of residential unit capacity (Government Code 
65853). 
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Conclusions 
This is not an “actual constraint,” as any amendment proposal could be required to be submitted in hand 
with another amendment request to re-zone another area.   

City of South Lake Tahoe Potential and Actual Governmental 
Constraints 

The City of South Lake Tahoe’s 1999 General Plan, and Community Plans, along with the Plan Area 
Statements establish the amount and distribution of land allocated for the different types of residential 
uses.  These documents also provide the City’s framework for creating and fostering a viable local 
economy. While housing production is primarily constrained by the TRPA Regional Plan, the City’s own 
land use controls, development processing procedures, fees, off-site improvement requirements, and 
building codes also affect development.    

Land Use Controls 
The discussion found in the TRPA section related to zoning, densities and design applies to the City of 
South Lake Tahoe also, as the City has adopted the TRPA PAS and Community Plans as its zoning.  This 
was done to ensure consistency and reduce confusion for applicants.  Regional growth controls, grading 
standards and land coverage standards have not been codified by the City but nevertheless apply region-
wide due to TRPA’s special regional government status.  

Citywide and community plan design standards have been mutually adopted by both the City and TRPA, 
superseding the requirement of Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code.  These design standards incorporate by 
reference the TRPA Code Chapter 22 height requirements.  Conversely, TRPA’s Code incorporates the 
City’s parking standards, described previously in “Parking Standards.”  This discussion, and the 
discussions related to “Impediments to Persons with Disabilities” and “Local Processing and Permit 
Procedures,” apply to the City and will not be duplicated here.  Land Use Controls either not imposed 
within the City due to the regional regulations or different from the regional regulations are discussed 
below. 

Airport Safety Areas    
Overview   
The South Lake Tahoe Airport has three airport safety zones that affect land uses within the City.  These 
regulations were required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to ensure no net increase of such 
uses exposed to safety risks associated with the aircraft take-off and landing. 

No residential areas are located in Airport Safety Zone #1, which is incompatible with all types of 
residential development.  Safety Zone #2 indicates that residential development is generally inconsistent 
unless the building density is two or less dwelling units per acre.  Safety Zone #3 is compatible with 
residential development, with a limitation that custodial care facilities are restricted to no more than six 
persons.  In both zones 2 and 3, infill of vacant parcels, changes of use, and reconstruction within areas of 
existing development not ordinarily permitted by the airport land use plan can be permitted if the 
following specific findings are made: 
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 The use is consistent with the Plan Area Statement, Community Plan, and related City land use 
provisions; and there are similar uses within the area of existing development; or 

 The project would not extend the perimeter of the area of existing development with incompatible 
uses, and there is no increase in the “concentration of people.” 

New construction or expansion of incompatible uses is limited to uses that relocate development rights 
associated with other incompatible uses from within the safety zone and where the sending parcel is 
restricted to open space. (Note: Incompatible uses and their rights can be relocated from Zone 2 to Zone 
3, but not from Zone 3 to Zone 2.)   

The City of South Lake Tahoe can overrule the guidelines where there is a finding made that the 
hardships outweigh the public health, safety and welfare objectives of the airport plan. 

Safety area #2 within the City includes over 100 single- and multi-family parcels with IPES scores or land 
capability classifications that would otherwise make them eligible for development. Note that residential 
parcels, particularly in the Sierra Tract portions of the zone, are typically smaller than one-half acre.  
Since the airport safety zones were established, City planning has permitted residential development of 
duplexes and single-family units as “infill” consistent with the Plan Area Statements (103, 104, and 105) 
and adjacent development within over flight zone #2.  Duplexes (two dwellings per parcel) and single-
family dwellings at one unit per residential parcel have been approved.  These projects have not extended 
the area of existing development with incompatible uses.  The residential construction that has occurred 
has been constructed using “new” residential allocations, not relocating exiting units of use, and therefore 
has moderately increased the intensity of uses in the area. 

Planning staff responded to FAA safety concerns by limiting infill to two units or less.   The FAA was 
concerned with safety factors related to concentrating large numbers of people in one building. The two-
unit infill limitation was a compromise that addressed the FAA’s safety concerns while still providing 
some land use options for the city.     

Conclusions 
There is no “actual constraint” associated with the airport safety zone requirements, as interpreted as 
“infill” development.  If they were interpreted as “new construction,” undeveloped lots in the affected 
portions of Sierra Tract and Highland Woods would not be eligible for development from allocations 
received from the allocation list because they do not relocate incompatible uses from within the zone; 
however, this is not the case. Lots in Sierra Tract and Highland Woods are allowed to use allocations for 
either a single-family dwelling or a duplex, if permitted in the PAS.   
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Annexation Restrictions  
Overview   
Possibilities for annexation are limited by the geographic and physical boundaries surrounding South 
Lake Tahoe to the North and to the East.  However, there are no annexation restrictions limiting 
annexation of unincorporated El Dorado County.   

Conclusions   
There is no “actual constraint” associated with the lack of annexation restrictions. 

Mobile homes/Mobile home Parks 
Overview   
Chapter 32 of the City Code includes standards for new or enlarged mobile home parks.  In reality, all 
parks are very dense and have no room for expansion.  All existing mobile home parks in the City have 
some nonconforming elements, whether they are a nonconforming use, or have nonconforming land 
coverage, density, setbacks, etc.  Only the Tahoe Verde Mobile home Park was constructed since City 
incorporation in 1965.  No one has inquired about construction of a new park, but if a new park were 
constructed the Plan Area Statements/Community Plans permissible uses matrices would apply.  Three 
Plan Area Statements include areas that allow construction of new mobile home parks. Where 
permissible, TRPA limits new mobile home park densities to eight units per acre. 

While manufactured homes that comply with local design standards can be placed on a permanent 
foundation outside of mobile home parks to serve as permanent residences, mobile homes and travel 
trailers cannot, as prohibited by City Code.  Mobile homes and travel trailers are limited to designated 
mobile home or RV parks. Minimum lot size for new mobile home parks is ten acres and five acres for 
RV parks. 

Any discussion related to housing conditions in South Lake Tahoe typically finds its way to the condition 
of many of the area’s mobile home parks.  HCD's Division of Codes and Standards is the enforcement 
agency for the mobile home parks located within the City of South Lake Tahoe.  The City has the option, 
but has not assumed enforcement responsibilities, for parks within its jurisdiction.  Most South Lake 
Tahoe mobile home parks are overly dense and predate city incorporation; therefore, they tend not to 
meet city standards in at least some aspects.  All parks are required to comply with the Mobile home 
Parks Act and the regulations contained in the California Code of Regulations, Title 25, Division I, 
Chapter 2, commencing with section 1000.  HCD is required to assure compliance with the Act. 

Even so, under state law, the City becomes involved prior to the conversion of a mobile home park to 
another use or prior to either the closure of a mobile home park or cessation of use of the property as a 
mobile home park.  Some California local jurisdictions have codified the local requirements created to 
implement the conversion of a mobile home park to another use.  Since the City has not done so, the 
requirements of the State Government Code apply.  This law applies only to mobile home parks. The 
City’s two RV parks, considered under TRPA’s use definitions to be a recreation use similar to camping 
and not residential units of use, have conversion standards pursuant to State RV park law, but they do not 
include a relocation requirement.   
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Specifically, Section 65863.7 of the California Government Code requires the person or entity proposing 
to close a mobile home park or otherwise change the use to file a report with the City, prior to initiating 
the change.  The report must document the impact of the change on the residents of the park.  (The term 
“residents” includes both owners and tenants of park coaches.)  The report must specifically address the 
availability of adequate replacement housing and the costs of relocation in order to mitigate the adverse 
effects of the conversion/closure/cessation of use. This report must be provided to each park resident. In 
writing this report, the feasibility of moving the coaches should be assessed.  Many older coaches are not 
moveable (either because of condition or due to lack of replacement mobile home parks that will accept 
older coaches) and as a result may need to be appraised and acquired by the person or entity proposing the 
change. 

The City Council would review the report before any change of use is approved. Payment of relocation 
assistance/moving expenses to park residents may be required. The costs of relocating residents−whether 
owners or occupants−would be borne by the person or entity proposing the change. In addition, an 
administrative fee for processing the change/closure/cessation of use can be charged.  However, the City 
has not yet established such a fee.  

After the change of use is approved, park management must give homeowners six months or more written 
notice of the termination of tenancy.  If no local government permit is required to change the use, then 
notice must be given twelve months or more before the change of use occurs.  This notice triggers 
response requirements on the part of the mobile home owners pursuant to the Section 798.56a of the Civil 
Code.  

The ability to do acquisition/rehab or conversion/rebuild projects is impeded by the high cost of 
relocation of residents.  Often the existing developed sites are overly dense and cannot–and should not–be 
reconstructed to that density.  Pursuant to the City’s nonconforming use requirements (and those of 
TRPA), if a subsequent multi-family housing project or other use is proposed on a converted mobile 
home park site, nonconforming densities and setbacks will not be “grandfathered” as part of the new 
project.  Legally existing excess land coverage may remain, but it must be mitigated pursuant to the 
requirements of Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.   

Many members of the community concerned about substandard mobile home park conditions in South 
Lake Tahoe suggest that these should be priority sites for park conversion and replacement with quality 
affordable housing projects.  As stated previously, subsequent projects built to appropriate densities 
typically reduce the amount of housing, creating a replacement housing need.    

Conclusions   
There is an “actual constraint” associated with the ten-acre minimum mobile home park lot size.  This 
minimum lot size is a disincentive to the creation of new parks and makes other mobile home regulations 
for new or enlarged parks have only limited applicability.  The ten-acre lot size should be reevaluated.  
That reevaluation could assess other mobile home issues, including the following:    

 City regulations do not address the conversion of mobile home parks. A planning handout has 
been drafted regarding the State requirements; however, the City Council could consider 
codifying the specifics regarding what constitutes a change of use (quantifying the definition of 
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“cessation,” such as all or part of a park, immediately or gradually, etc.), when relocation 
payment is required, etc.  The City could also evaluate the appropriateness of TRPA’s restriction 
for the reuse of any units of use that originate from a mobile home park.  These may be 
appropriate for single-family workforce housing. 

 City regulations for new and enlarged parks should include an appropriate minimum size, design 
and required amenities, any fencing requirements, and an assessment of affordability.  Further, it 
could consider identifying those mobile home parks that are most desirable or feasible to preserve 
as long-term, permanent housing.  These mobile home parks could be targeted for park-wide 
improvement with the necessary infrastructure and residents could be part of a special program 
for rehabilitation or replacement of older coaches.   

Motel Conversion Regulations 
Overview   
The motel conversion and bonus unit substitution program is a new option to assist the City of South 
Lake Tahoe in meeting its affordable housing obligations and ensuring a long-term supply of affordable 
housing for city residents. The City Code of Ordinances Section 32-33 establishes the criteria for the 
conversion of motels to affordable multi-family rental housing and the substitution of bonus units allowed 
by Chapters 33 and 35 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances (See TRPA Constraints: Growth Controls). 
When a motel is converted to a residential use, the units of use associated with the motel rooms (TAU) 
“morph” into residential units of use that are deed restricted as affordable housing. The TAUs that 
become residential units of use are not excess rights eligible for sale or transfer; however, if the number 
of on-site units is reduced, there may be additional TAUs available for transfer. In 2007, the fee for 
transferring units of use within city limits is $150 per unit. To transfer the units to unincorporated El 
Dorado County, the fee is $11,735 per unit.  

Opportunities for motel conversions are limited by the building and locational criteria provided in the 
City Code. The motel buildings must meet certain building criteria such as ceiling height, roof covering 
standards, electric system standards, and heating and cooling system standards. Motel properties abutting 
Lake Tahoe Boulevard or Emerald Bay Road located within certain PAS or community plans (CP), all of 
which have either a “commercial” or “tourist” land use designation are not eligible for conversion. 
Approximately one-third of the city’s motels are ineligible due to their location.   The excluded PAS/CP 
areas are as follows: 

 PAS 103 (Sierra Tract commercial); 

 PAS 110 (South Y, the preliminary Tahoe Valley community plan area) 

 PAS 116 (airport); 

 The Bijou/Al Tahoe community plan; 

 The Stateline/Ski Run community plan        
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Properties that are located in the excluded PAS/CP areas but do not directly abut Lake Tahoe Boulevard 
or Emerald Bay Road are still eligible to apply for conversions to affordable housing. Also, motel 
conversions may occur in the excluded areas when the conversion project is a mixed-use project that 
combines affordable housing with a commercial or public service component. 

Conclusions 
There is not an “actual constraint,” but rather the motel conversion ordinance serves as an affordable 
housing incentive.  However, the conversion of motels to affordable housing has proven to be difficult to 
accomplish.  TRPA regulations combined with health and safety standards limit the feasibility of many 
motel conversion projects. 

Vacation Rental Regulations 
Overview   
In 2003 the City Council adopted an ordinance (City Code Chapter 28A) to regulate vacation rentals in 
South Lake Tahoe.  Many area homeowners reside out of town and use their Tahoe residences as their 
vacation property, renting it to other vacationers when not used by them.  As property values have risen, 
this use has generally provided owners with an income stream that helps them pay for and maintain their 
properties.  Large homes in prime areas can “vacation” rent for more than the price that owners could 
receive from a permanent rental while preserving for the owners their ability to also use the property.  
Only approximately 9 percent of the City’s housing stock is used in this manner (according to the South 
Lake Tahoe Finance Department); therefore vacation rentals may not have as large an impact on housing 
supply issues as is perceived by many in the community. Conversely, older motel rooms, many with 
limited living space and without kitchens, are being used as transitional and permanent housing for the 
local workforce. 

The City’s ordinance was created in recognition that vacation rentals expand the number and type of 
lodging facilities available and generate revenue, but that they also make enforcement of violations more 
difficult due to the transience of the occupants.  The ordinance requires a vacation home rental permit and 
payment of transient occupancy tax by all vacation rentals.  Owners must sign their properties and 
identify a local contact person who can take remedial measures in case of a violation.  It articulates 
specific penalties for violations, up to permit revocation, enabling the City to better control “nuisance” 
situations.   

Adoption of this ordinance was controversial.  Residents expressed concern that the ordinance blurred the 
definition of “residential uses” and “tourist accommodation uses.”  Some were concerned about changing 
the residential character of their neighborhoods; others felt that it undercut the ability to profitably operate 
motels.  They blamed out of area owners for the drop in school enrollments. Conversely, vacation 
property owners and managers expressed that vacation rentals are a property right, and an important 
lodging tradition in resort areas.  They believe that their rentals are sometimes the best kept properties in 
the neighborhood and that neighbor concerns can be mitigated through excellent property management. In 
the meantime, the City has benefitted financially from the revenue generated by vacation rentals, which 
was nearly $10 million in 2007.  
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Conclusions 
Vacation rentals are not an “actual constraint” to providing housing for all income levels in South Lake 
Tahoe at the current level of use.  While the use of housing  for short-term rentals reduces the number of 
housing units that, in some cases, would be available as long-term rental units, the current level of use is 
not considered by the City Council to be a constraint to providing, maintaining and improving housing for 
people of all income levels in South Lake Tahoe.  

The monitoring and tracking systems now in place as part of the adopted ordinance better enable the City 
to “keep its fingers on the pulse” of the trends related to vacation rentals in South Lake Tahoe.  Should 
circumstances change, such as numbers of units available for rent dramatically increase, the City would 
be aware of such changes and could assess the situation as appropriate.  

“Illegal Unit” Program 
Overview   
Chapter 14 of the City Code provides an opportunity for certain unauthorized second units to become 
legalized if they meet specific criteria.  This complaint-based program, created specifically to help meet 
the City’s affordable housing needs with decent, safe and sanitary housing units, only applies if units are 
deed restricted as affordable housing and are rented only to a lower income person(s). 

The criteria for legalization include: 

 Cannot have been illegally constructed since the ordinance was adopted in April 1993; 

 May contain one unit beyond permissible density (detached, attached or within the legal 
dwelling); 

 Must conform to height, setbacks, and design; 

 Must meet health and safety standards; 

 Parcel must contain 1.5 parking spaces per unit; 

 Must pay South Tahoe Public Utility District all costs for the illegal sewer hook-ups; 

 Must be deed restricted as lower income housing. 

Since its adoption in April 1993, 137 potential illegal units were evaluated, 23 were “legalized” and deed 
restricted as lower-income housing, 28 substandard units were removed, and the balance were determined 
not to contain an illegal unit after investigating the property’s history. 

Conclusions 
There is not an “actual constraint,” but rather the ordinance serves as an affordable housing incentive.  
Some other communities have concluded that requiring second units to be affordable through a rent 
limitation deed restriction acts as a disincentive for the creation and maintenance of such units as housing.  
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Circumstances in South Lake Tahoe are different, however, and the rent limitation requirement does not 
appear to act as a barrier to legalization and preservation of illegal units as housing. 

The research associated with the legalization process is cumbersome, especially the determination of 
when a unit was established.  The City could work with TRPA and other local jurisdictions in revising 
Regional regulations relating to second units, taking the focus off identifying when illegal units were 
originally constructed. 

Setback and Minimum Lot Size Requirements  
Overview   
Residential and other setbacks have been codified in Chapter 32 of the City Code, as have minimum lot 
sizes.  Standard setback requirements are as follows: 

 Front setback: 20 ft 

 Side, interior (lots greater than 10,000 sq. ft. and greater than 80 ft. wide): 10 ft 

 Side, interior (lots 10,000 sq. ft. or less and 80 ft. wide or less): 5 ft 

 Side, street: 15 ft 

 Rear: 15 ft (or 5ft for corner lots) 

The minimum residential lot size in South Lake Tahoe is 6,000 (60 x 100).  However, the City recognizes 
all legal residential lots.  In older subdivisions such as Sierra Tract, the typical lot size is 5,000 square 
feet.  Consequently, the primary purpose of the minimum lot size relates to lot line adjustments.  An 
adjustment that reduces an existing lot to below the minimum lot size would not be permissible. 

Conclusions 
City setbacks and minimum lots size are not an “actual constraint.” They are comparable to other 
jurisdictions and, since they have been in place since City incorporation, they preserve community 
character.   

Condominium Regulations  
Overview 
Existing Development:  Chapter 32 of the City Code describes lot and setback requirements for 
condominiums.  In addition, the City created regulations for condominiums that are more restrictive than 
TRPA’s regional regulations.  While TRPA’s Code allows conversion of existing multi-family residential 
development to condominiums, the City Code in Chapter 32 establishes stricter criteria for such 
conversions.  Previously, City Code prohibited the condominiumization of multi-family rental properties; 
however, in 2004 the City amended the Code to allow the conversion of multi-family rental units to 
condominiums with a stipulation that a portion of the units be deed restricted for low- and moderate-
income households.  The remaining units must be deed restricted for owner-occupancy and price-capped 
at the maximum price of the City’s First-Time Homebuyer Program with the intent of serving middle-
income residents.  This change was made with the intent of increasing local home ownership for local 
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area residents, specifically the local workforce, who are being priced out of the local market.  However, to 
protect the city’s supply of rental housing, eligible properties were limited to multi-family rental 
properties with 10 or fewer units.  

In 2008, the City further amended the Code after discovering financing issues which have arisen in the 
tightened housing market.  Previously, the Code restricted the converted units to owner-occupied 
condominiums.  This restriction made obtaining financing difficult since lenders who may have to 
foreclose upon a unit want the ability to rent the condominium pending a resale after foreclosure.  The 
City amended the Code to confirm that a foreclosing lender has the ability to rent a condominium pending 
their resale to income-qualified buyers.   

In Spring 2007, Fernwood Village was successfully converted from an 8-unit multi-family rental property 
to 8 single-family condominiums.  Of the 8 condominium units, 6 units are limited to middle-income 
households, and 2 units are limited to moderate-income households.   

New Development: In 1998, the City Council modified the way allocations were distributed to 
condominium projects.  Previously, people had to obtain such allocations from the single-family list.  
Since no one can receive more than one single-family allocation each year, it would have taken two or 
more years to obtain enough allocations from the list to construct a project.  Consequently, the City 
Council amended the allocation policy to enable such allocations to come from the multi-family list. The 
developer must identify his or her intent to construct condominiums at the outset. 

At the same time, the Council adopted a policy that such condominiums must be constructed in, at 
minimum, clusters of two attached units.  This policy was adopted to prevent the appearance of single-
family homes, such as the gated, luxury home developments that occur elsewhere in the Basin.  They 
wanted South Lake Tahoe condominiums to serve as median price range ownership opportunities.  If the 
new condominiums are deed-restricted as affordable housing, no residential allocation is needed. 

Conclusion 
Existing Development:  City restrictions on condominiumization of existing development to preserve 
rental housing do not pose an “actual constraint” to providing housing in South Lake Tahoe. The City 
Code allows more opportunities for homeownership for residents of all income levels by promoting deed-
restricted affordable housing; however, regardless of the incentives, many developers in South Lake 
Tahoe are still reluctant to build affordable housing. 

New Development:  City regulations of new condominiums are sometimes an “actual constraint” in that 
the policy is not codified.  A developer would not find the requirement to attach the dwelling units in the 
City’s code.  The City Council might also consider code changes to allow condominiums that aren’t 
attached to be developed in cases where a proposal can meet the intent of providing low or moderate-
income ownership housing opportunities.  Deed restricted ownership opportunities could require owner 
occupancy and mandate that any ownership transfer has to be to−and affordable to−moderate income or 
less homeowners.  This could provide ownership opportunities to help to meet community housing needs.     
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Timeshare Conversion Regulations  
Overview   
Chapter 33 of the City Code prohibits conversion of existing residential dwellings to timeshares.  There is 
also a moratorium on converting existing visitor lodging uses to timeshares.  This section of the Code has 
been interpreted as prohibiting the tear down and reconstruction of either existing residential (through 
conversion) or motels as timeshares.  

Conclusion 
City prohibitions on conversion of residential units to timeshares are not an “actual constraint” to 
providing housing for all income levels in South Lake Tahoe.  The legislative intent of the timeshare 
ordinance was to protect the City’s housing stock.  There is a clear nexus between the loss of residential 
units and preservation of housing stock, but that is not true for the loss of motel units.  While there may 
be other compelling reasons to prohibit conversion of motels to timeshares, they are unrelated to housing 
needs.  

Building Codes and their Enforcement 
Overview 
Through building codes and other land use requirements, local governments influence the style, quality, 
size, and costs of residential development. Building codes and their enforcement can increase the cost of 
housing and impact the feasibility of rehabilitating older properties that must be upgraded to current code 
standards. In this manner, buildings codes and their enforcement act as a constraint on the amount of 
housing and its affordability. 

State law prohibits modifications to building codes except where local variations are necessary for 
reasons of climate, geology, or topography (Health and Safety Code Section 17958.5).  The City has 
adopted the 2007 California Building Code, which determines the minimum residential construction 
requirements throughout California.  Because of Tahoe’s high elevation, susceptibility to fire, and snowy 
climate, special requirements have been adopted for snow loads, wind shear, fire protection (sprinklers 
and smoke detectors) and frost line/freeze protection. 

The State’s Uniform Housing Code regulates the condition of habitable structures (health and safety 
standards) and provides for the conservation and rehabilitation of housing.  The City responds to code 
enforcement problems on a complaint basis.  Based on community dialogue from previous housing 
element updates, the City learned that there is a community perception that code enforcement has, in the 
past, been lax.  The City initiated the Housing Issues Hotline as a forum for code enforcement complaints. 
Because much of the least expensive, market-rate housing stock is older, often not well maintained, 
substandard, or owned by absentee landlords who are not responsive to tenants’ complaints, the hotline 
has proven valuable to tenants. In 2006 and 2007, the City received 477 complaints—119 of which were 
for substandard housing. The usual process is for a building inspector to conduct a field investigation after 
a complaint has been submitted.  If the complaint is determined to be valid, the immediacy and severity of 
the problem is evaluated.  Landlords are also given information about the City’s rehabilitation loan 
program.  There is no indication that code enforcement practices have unduly penalized older structures. 
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Conclusion 
City building code modifications and code enforcement are not an “actual constraint” to providing 
housing for all income levels in South Lake Tahoe.  There is no indication that code enforcement 
practices have unduly penalized older structures.  Should the City take over mobile home park 
enforcement, there needs to be enough code enforcement staff to adequately address the concerns.  If a 
building must be vacated for violation of housing and building codes, tenants may be left without 
housing.  The City Council could consider establishing a program by ordinance that requires owners of 
such rental units to pay the costs of relocating displaced residents.  Such an ordinance could encourage 
owners of blighted properties to repair and maintain them.  Any ordinance must not penalize property 
owners for blighted conditions created by the occupants of their rental properties. 

On/Off-Site Improvements 
South Lake Tahoe requires the installation of certain on- and off-site improvements to ensure the safety 
and livability of its neighborhoods. Requirements include parking, streets, curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
improvements.    

Parking Standards 
Overview   
Since off-street parking often requires large amounts of land, parking requirements are one of the 
development standards that can most negatively impact the development of affordable housing. Off-street 
parking requirements increase the cost of development, limiting the funds available for providing 
housing. Many municipalities have adopted parking standards that exceed the actual parking needs of the 
population. Table 4-58 summarizes the City’s parking requirements associated with residential uses. 

TABLE 4-58 
PARKING STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL USES 

South Lake Tahoe 
2007 

Residential Use Parking Requirements 
Single-family 2 spaces per unit 
Multi-family 2 spaces per unit 
Employee housing 2 spaces per unit 
Multi-person dwelling 1 space per 2 beds; and 1 space per 10 beds (guest parking) 
Nursing and personal 
care facility 

1 space per 3 beds; and 1 space per employee 

Residential-care 1 space per 4 beds; and 1 space per live-in employee; and  
1 space per 5 beds (guest parking) 

Condominium 1 space per unit; and ½ space per bedroom 
Vacation rentals or 
guest houses 

1 space per unit; and ½ space per bedroom 

Secondary residence 1 space per unit; and ½ space per bedroom 
       Note: Fractions of one-half or greater require the additional parking space, while fractions of less  
                 than one-half are disregarded.  
       Source: City of South Lake Tahoe, Parking Checklist, November 2007 
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The City and TRPA Codes provide for the submittal of a justification for the case-by-case reduction of 
parking requirements. This performance-based standard has resulted in 50 percent parking reductions 
being granted to recent deed-restricted affordable housing projects in South Lake Tahoe. All parking 
reductions granted must consider snow removal conditions, during which vehicles parked on the street are 
towed, as they interfere with snow-removal activities. Therefore, creating too little parking adversely 
affects residents, which is why case-by-case analysis of the use is important as to whether reductions 
should be granted. Design standards do not include garage requirements. 

Conclusions  
There is no “actual constraint” related to housing associated with South Lake Tahoe’s parking standards.  
The City’s parking standards are similar to those in other jurisdictions, and therefore do not represent a 
development constraint above-and-beyond that of other local jurisdictions.  However, parking standards 
in most jurisdictions have been arbitrarily established and do not necessarily represent the needs of the 
people living in the developments.  This is especially true for senior and affordable housing developments 
where occupants are less likely to require more than one parking space.    

The cost of land associated with parking, in addition to the costs of construction, paving, and 
maintenance, drive up the overall cost of development, reducing funds available for the development of 
affordable housing.  While the City and TRPA allow flexibility in parking standards on a case-by-case 
basis, reducing parking requirements could increase the viability of affordable housing 

Streets  
Overview   
The City’s current street standards are contained in the City of South Lake Tahoe public Improvement 
and Engineering Standards, which are currently under development.  The City requires that all public 
streets within the city shall have a minimum width of 24 feet (12 feet per lane).  The City ensures that the 
design, construction, and maintenance of roads are performed in accordance with the 2006 State of 
California Department of Transportation Standard Specifications.  

Conclusions 
The city’s street standards are comparable to other jurisdictions, and are not an “actual constraint” on the 
production of housing. 

Other Improvements 
Overview   
All projects approved through special use permits require off-site improvements if requested by the City 
Engineer.  Required improvements include curb, gutter and sidewalk.  These improvements are not 
mandated for “allowable” uses. 

Conclusions 
In conclusion, on- and off-site improvement requirements for special use projects are not an “actual 
constraint” for affordable housing projects, although they can increase project costs.  The amenities that 
required improvements provide for residents typically justify the expense.   
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City Fees and Other Exactions 
Overview   
Table 4-59 summarizes the City of South Lake Tahoe fee schedule of planning-related fees.  Building 
permit fees are based upon the valuation of the project.  The valuation is determined by the type of 
construction and square footage based upon the building standards publication (ICBO).  The cost is two 
percent of the computed valuation (minimum $60).  In addition, a State of California “Strong Motion 
Instrumentation Program” fee of .0001 of valuation is also collected.  Encroachment permit fees are set at 
$83 to ensure proper installation of access to the property.  The Lake Tahoe Unified School District has a 
developer fee collected on all new residential development of $2.24 per square foot of habitable space. 

The City Code provides non-profit developers the opportunity to request a waiver of the planning fees for 
their project.  Such a waiver was granted to Accessible Space, Inc. for the Sky Forest Acres project when 
they filed for a Plan Area Statement amendment to add multi-family housing as a permissible use. 

A recent affordable housing project paid the following City planning and school district fees (2005): 
building permit, encroachment permit, “Strong Motion Instrumentation Program” (SMIP), Public 
Improvement Inspection for CALTRANS right of way (Pub Imp In), minor design review, and Lake 
Tahoe United School District (LTUSD) fees. Total fees paid: $9,076. The developers did not request a 
waiver.    
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TABLE 4-59 
FEE SCHEDULE 
South Lake Tahoe 

2007 
Allocations  
    Deposit $1,000 
    Application Fee   $510/Unit 
General Permits 
    General Planning Application  $1,440 
    (Major design review, use permit, variance, timeshare use permit, etc.)   
          Requires TRPA Review by City under MOU (in addition to application fee) $250 
          Requires a Public Hearing/Noticing (in addition to application fee) $510 
          Requires both Planning Commission and City Council Hearing (in addition to application fee) $1,240 
    General Planning Permit Revision $190 
    City/TRPA MOU Permit Revision $271 
    General Planning Permit Extension $100 
Other Permits  
    Minor Design Review $160 
    Sign Permit Application $120 
    Temporary Use Permit $180 
    Home Occupation Permit $60 
    TRPA Qualified Exempt $53 
Planning Documents  
    General Plan Amendment / City Code $4,000 
    Community Plan / PAS Amendment $4,770 
Transfer of Land Rights  
    Transfer of Development Right or Unit of Use into or within the City $150/Unit 
    Transfer of Development Right Outside of the City $1,500/Unit 
    Transfer of Unit of Use to El Dorado County $11,735/Unit 
    Transfer of Land Coverage $150 
Other Services  
    Zoning Letter $40 
    Public Notice Address Label Preparation $130 
    Pre-Application Meeting Deposit (Applied to application fees when project application is submitted) $570 
    Appeals $185 
Source: City of South Lake Tahoe Planning Division Service Fees 

Conclusions 
City fees are not an “actual constraint” as they are reasonable and customary.  Since developers must pay 
TRPA fees in addition to city fees, the City’s planning related fees are much lower than the fees of other 
comparable cities in California. Affordable housing projects by non-profit developers can request a 
planning fee waiver.     
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Density Bonus 
Overview   
A density bonus is the allocation of development rights that allows a parcel to accommodate additional 
square footage or additional residential units beyond the maximum for which the parcel is zoned. In 2005, 
new laws affecting Government Code Section 65915 increased the amount of density bonus that 
jurisdictions are required to offer developers to a maximum of 35 percent, and increased the number of 
incentives that jurisdictions must provide to affordable housing developers (See Section TRPA 
Constraints, Preemption of State Law, Density Bonus). 

Currently (December 2007), the City of South Lake Tahoe offers a 25 percent density bonus to 
developers of affordable housing. As previously stated in the TRPA Constraints Section, codified 
densities and density bonuses are typically not achievable due to other site conditions which limit land 
coverage availability.  Increasing the density bonus would not change the actual density to which 
developers could build.  

Conclusions 
The City’s density bonus is an “actual constraint” to the development of affordable housing. State law 
requires jurisdictions to provide a maximum 35 percent density bonus and a maximum of three incentives 
to affordable housing developers. However, TRPA restricts the allowable density bonus to 25 percent in 
the Tahoe Basin, and without changes to TRPA’s code of ordinances, the City cannot increase the density 
bonus that it offers developers. However, most multi-family projects are unable to build to current 
maximum densities due to land coverage limitations and other site requirements. Therefore, increasing the 
density bonus to be consistent with State Law might mislead developers into thinking that they could 
build to higher densities, which are currently (2007) unattainable in the Tahoe Basin due to TRPA 
regulations. 

Development, Maintenance, and Improvement of Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
Overview   
In accordance with SB 520 (Chapter 671, Statutes of 2001), the City has analyzed the potential and actual 
governmental constraints on the development of housing for persons with disabilities. South Lake Tahoe 
has adopted the California Building Code, including Title 24 regulations of the code dealing with 
accessibility for persons with disabilities. The City has not adopted any additional universal design 
elements in its building code beyond Title 24 requirements.  

The analysis further shows that while the City meets the requirements of the Uniform Building 
Code/California Building Code, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the California Community Care 
Facilities Act, there are currently no additional accommodations for persons with disabilities. The City 
does not currently (December 2007) have any special processes for individuals with disabilities to make 
requests for reasonable accommodation with respect to zoning, permit processing, or building laws. 
Rather, accommodations are made on a case-by-case basis. 

Conclusions 
The absence of reasonable accommodation in the application of zoning, permit processing, and building 
laws can act as a constraint on the development, maintenance, and improvement of housing intended for 
persons with disabilities.  The City will add a program to amend the City Code of Ordinances to allow 
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reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities.  Such an ordinance will create a codified process 
for persons with disabilities to request a modification to or exception from zoning and building laws, and 
permit processing procedures through a standard application and administrative review process.   

Buy-Out Programs   
Overview   
The United States Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit and the California Tahoe 
Conservancy (CTC) have legislatively-mandated buy-out programs primarily for sensitive lands within 
the Lake Tahoe Basin, including South Lake Tahoe.  Some people believe that these acquisition programs 
have removed important development potential from the city’s land supply.   However, both programs 
stem from a mandate to retire sensitive parcels ineligible for development in the Tahoe Basin and have 
provided financial relief to people who might otherwise find limited economic value associated with their 
undevelopable lots. 

These buy-out programs have occasionally resulted in the acquisition of lands that would otherwise be 
capable of development, such as when they were part of a “package” acquisition that included sensitive 
lands.  These are the minority of the total number held by the agencies.  In some cases the CTC has 
indicated a willingness to utilize non-sensitive properties to meet Community Plan objectives.  There may 
be some parcels owned by the CTC that would be appropriate for affordable or workforce housing. 

Table 4-60 summarizes conservation lands owned by State and Federal agencies. 

TABLE 4-60 
STATE AND FEDERAL CONSERVATION LANDS 

South Lake Tahoe 
2007 

Ownership 
Acres 

(Approximate)
% of Total Land 

Area (Approximate) 
Federal 524 9.0 
California Tahoe Conservancy 
(State) 

50 0.9 

Other State 7 0.1 
TOTAL 581 10.0 

   Note: Acres based on GIS generated acres for parcel data. 
   Source: Mintier & Associates, December 2007 

In South Lake Tahoe, the State and Federal governments own approximately 581 acres of land. The vast 
majority of this land is owned in fee (rather than just owning easements) and is made up of 
environmentally sensitive urban lots located within developed subdivisions.  These parcels are considered 
retired of their previous development potential and they contribute to the community in several ways: 

 They are typically considered a “selling point” for properties located nearby, increasing 
neighboring property values; 
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 They are often used for municipal water quality treatment facilities, through ownership transfers 
to the City or Special Use Permits, when existing developed subdivisions have area-wide public 
works improvements installed (e.g., curb and gutter);  

 They provide neighborhood open space, eliminating the need for the City to codify other open 
space requirements to date; 

 Retirement of sensitive lots are one of the criteria necessary for lowering the Individual Parcel 
Evaluation System (“IPES”) line, the measure of sensitivity that determines whether a single-
family lot is eligible to be developed.  Originally, only parcels with an IPES score of 726 or 
higher were considered buildable.  However, in 2003 the IPES line was lowered to 1 as more land 
was retired through buy-out programs and jurisdictions completed more environmental 
restoration projects; and   

 In the case of the California Tahoe Conservancy, the bankable commodities associated with the 
parcels (e.g., land coverage, development rights) are made available for sale to other projects 
within the area. 

Conclusions 
Consequently, there is an “actual constraint” associated with the buy-out programs. In some cases, they 
decrease the supply of developable, non-sensitive parcels, which limits the City’s ability to provide 
affordable housing, and could affect the price of remaining vacant land.   

Article 34 
Overview   
Article 34 of the State Constitution requires voter approval for specified “low rent” housing projects that 
involve certain types of public agency participation. Generally, a project is subject to Article 34 if more 
than 49 percent of its units will be rented to low-income persons. If a project is subject to Article 34, it 
will require an approval from the local electorate. This can constrain the production of affordable 
housing, since the process to seek ballot approval for affordable housing projects can be costly and time 
consuming, with no guarantee of success. 

The provisions of Article 34 allow local jurisdictions to seek voter approval for “general authority” to 
develop low-income housing without identifying specific projects or sites. If the electorate approves 
general parameters for certain types of affordable housing development, the local jurisdiction will be able 
to move more quickly in response to housing opportunities that fall within those parameters. 

Thus far, the City of South Lake Tahoe has not built housing itself, so it has not needed Article 34 
authorization. Most affordable housing projects are built by private developers, who seek financial 
assistance from the City’s Housing Division.  

Conclusions 
The lack of Article 34 authorization has not served as a constraint to the development of affordable 
housing. 
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Potential Non-Governmental Constraints 

Non-governmental constraints are primarily market-driven and generally outside of direct governmental 
control. By understanding these market forces, however, local governments can try to influence and offset 
the negative impacts upon the maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income 
levels through responsive and effective programs and policies. 

Land Costs 
Land prices in South Lake Tahoe that had been relatively stable for fifteen years have significantly 
increased since about 1998.   Between 1980 and 1997, $8,000 to $12,000 was the typical price for a 
standard single-family lot in a residential neighborhood.  In 2007, city lots without an allocation start at 
$60,000 and cost as much as $600,000 in the Tahoe Keys.  The average per acre cost of lots without an 
allocation is $678,000.  With an allocation to build, lots command upwards of $190,000, with an average 
per acre cost of $1,172,000. An entitled lot with plans for attached single-family homes was advertised 
for $1.2 million.8  High land costs within the urban areas are exacerbated because the supply of 
developable land is more limited, especially for large parcels.  Property values of large parcels which 
allow multi-family dwellings have prices reflective of the range of potential uses.  Parcels in Community 
Plans where there are incentives for additional land coverage have risen in price dramatically.  
Affordable-housing developers have been purchasing, for lower prices, larger parcels that are limited to 
single-family dwellings and have been requesting Plan Area Statement amendments.  In all cases to date, 
the changes have been supportable.  However, it is possible in the future that such a land use change 
would be an inappropriate land use decision due to an inconsistency with the adjacent neighborhood, 
distance from services, lack of a transit connection, etc.  

Rehabilitation and consolidation of existing units to create affordable housing is another alternative to 
building on vacant land, but it can also be expensive.  It is not easy to consolidate residential properties to 
make a rehabilitation project financially feasible and to create reasonably secure investments for a 
developer.  Rehabilitation of older units can require the relocation of existing residents, loan/grant 
application processes, and unforeseen construction complications due to the condition of older buildings.  
These factors, and the limited building season (which leads to labor shortages and increased labor costs), 
create higher costs for repairing substandard housing than in other California communities. 

Availability of Financing and Insurance 
Interest rates are relatively low compared to a decade ago, with the average interest rate for a 30-year 
fixed-rate mortgage at 6.72 percent in October 2007. Overall, financing for single-family and multi-
family housing (four units or less) is available in the community.  The exceptions have been in cases in 
which the homes require major repairs, such as lacking permanent foundations, or are located on private, 
unpaved roads.  Since financing for multi-family housing of more than four units is considered 
commercial, obtaining financing can be more challenging. 

Insuring South Lake Tahoe properties, however, is more difficult than obtaining financing.  Residents of 
South Lake Tahoe are likely to pay higher insurance rates since the mountain community is surrounded 
by National Forest. This desirable setting has risks due to the high fire danger.  The threat of a large 
                                             
8 Based on Google search of land for sale, November 27, 2007 
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conflagration taking out entire neighborhoods makes insurance companies want to reduce their risk of 
having to pay a large number of claims at one time.  This problem is exacerbated by the number of older 
dwellings with shake roofs.  Some property owners have been noticing that their policies will not be 
renewed unless their roofs are replaced.  The City’s only fire-safe building codes relate to installation of 
sprinklers for residential developments over 5,000 square feet and requirements for smoke detector 
installation.  Finally, as in other areas, concern about health effects related to mold is leading to policy 
cancellations.  People believe that their claims related to water damage, while paid, have lead to non-
renewal of their policy. 

On June 24, 2007 the Angora Fire burned more than 3,000 acres, destroyed 254 homes, and damaged 
another 35 homes in nearby areas of El Dorado County. Total damages are estimated around $141 
million. It is likely that the Angora Fire will cause insurance rates to increase in the future. 

For credit-worthy projects, residential construction loan rates are relatively low. However, since interest 
rates reflect deliberate monetary policy selected by the Federal Reserve Board, it is not possible to 
forecast what will happen to interest rates during the upcoming Housing Element planning period. Prime 
interest rates rose slightly during 2006 and remained around 8.25 percent in 2007.  It is possible that 
future interest rate increases will occur. If interest rates rise, not only will it make new construction more 
costly (since construction period loans are short term and bear a higher interest rate that amortized 
mortgages), but it will also lower the sales price that buyers can afford to pay. In the affordability 
examples presented earlier in this document, a seven percent interest rate was used. 

The city’s First-Time Homebuyer programs for low- and moderate-income families can help families 
acquire the necessary financing to purchase homes in South Lake Tahoe.  The program offers fixed 
interest rates of two percent on second loans of up to $150,000 for low-income homebuyers and up to 
$100,000 for moderate income homebuyers.  These loans serve to supplement the primary mortgage, 
making homeownership a possibility for lower income households.    

Development Costs 
Development is a costly venture in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  CEQA analyses, expensive vacant land, and 
permitting costs are all constraining factors to development in California.  In many communities, large, 
unconstrained sites are available and have relatively low environmental concerns.  South Lake Tahoe 
differs in that few large parcels exist to accommodate significant numbers of housing units.  Developers 
tend to prefer larger, undeveloped parcels because it is more cost effective to distribute the costs of 
development over more housing units.  Further, the city’s geography and location increase the expense of 
bringing materials into the basin, which contributes to the cost of building or rehabilitating housing.  Over 
the long-term, utility, building maintenance, and repair costs are higher than areas with mild climates. 

A local developer with experience building affordable housing in the Tahoe Basin estimated that 
construction costs alone are currently (2007) between $280 to $300 per square foot in the Tahoe Basin. 
This cost does not include land cost, fees, and entitlement costs. The competition for labor and materials 
during the housing boom of the past five years caused an increase in labor and material costs; however, 
this competition is now diminishing with the recent decline in the housing market, causing labor costs to 
drop and material prices to stabilize.    
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Environmental Constraints 
South Lake Tahoe’s ability to grow outward is constrained by the political and environmental boundaries 
surrounding the city. Because of the city’s physical limitations, future housing development will occur 
almost entirely through infill and redevelopment. 

The vacant sites identified in Table 4-44 and Figure 4-8 all have development potential based on TRPA’s 
development standards and regulations. None of these sites are limited by environmental constraints. 

Prevailing Wage 
When private development projects receive government subsidies, such as redevelopment tax increment 
funds, they are classified as “public work” projects.  Any public work project must pay workers the 
“prevailing wage”–the minimum wage rates payable to construction workers who are employed on public 
works projects in California.  The hourly work rates are published quarterly by the California Department 
of Industrial Relations (DIR).  In general, prevailing wage requirements have caused labor costs to 
increase anywhere between 5 and 30 percent in urban areas and up to 40 percent in rural areas.   

For now, projects using low-income housing tax credits and tax-exempt bonds but no other subsidy are 
not required to pay construction crews the prevailing wage.   In 2005, the DIR determined that a project, 
which had been awarded four percent low-income housing tax credits and tax-exempt bonds, was not a 
“public work.” If the project was not a public work, then it was not covered by California’s onerous 
prevailing-wage laws. However, prevailing wage law is a recent development in California, and it is 
impossible to predict the effect that prevailing wage will have on affordable housing projects in the 
future. 

Total Development Costs 
A local developer with experience building affordable housing in the Tahoe Basin stated that it costs 
approximately 2.5 times as much to build in Tahoe as it does elsewhere in California. Land costs, 
entitlement costs, fees, best management practices and environmental protection, structural costs 
associated with snow load, and aesthetic enhancements all add to this cost. 

Community Sentiment 
Especially paired with the trend of affordable housing developers purchasing single-family parcels and 
seeking Plan Area Statement permissible use changes, neighborhood concerns related to affordable 
housing are predictable.  Concerns about property values, safety and the environment (traffic, trees, 
wildlife, etc.) are to be expected.  Legitimate concerns must be addressed by developers and the City.  
Forums for airing concerns have proven valuable in understanding and addressing issues raised by area 
residents.  

Much neighborhood opposition is related to the perception of high-density housing and a concern that the 
complexes will disintegrate into slums.  Most high density housing in Tahoe means development at a 
scale similar to large-home luxury housing.  The quality track record of new deed restricted affordable 
housing including use of Tahoe-sensitive design standards is helping to change local attitudes. 
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Developer Trends 
With higher profitability in the upper-end ownership market, for-profit builders tend to focus more on 
luxury housing development rather than on the first-time homebuyer market and the rental market. Many 
of the newer houses in the city are the product of speculative development geared to out-of-area, upper-
income buyers. The housing market has not been responsive to the needs of the city’s year-round 
residents, but is driven more by the demand for vacation rentals and second homes. Affordable housing 
development in South Lake Tahoe has required cooperation with nonprofits and deep subsidies in order to 
be effective.   

4.5 EVALUATION 

2001 to 2005 Accomplishments 

The City has been highly proactive in dealing with housing issues.  Between 2001 and 2005, for example, 
the City issued building permits for 44 new low-income housing units as well as 1 permit for a moderate-
income single-family home.  In addition, the City aided in the rehabilitation of 76 rental units to create 
deed-restricted affordable units, and the City issued permits for the conversion of eight rental units to 
moderate-income condominiums.  The units produced surpass the City’s Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation.  Other important steps that the City has undertaken to provide greater housing opportunities 
include the successful preparation of applications for HOME grant funding for the First Time Homebuyer 
and Housing Rehabilitation programs and cooperation with the St. Joseph Community Land Trust on a 
demonstration project to create moderate-income ownership opportunities in South Lake Tahoe. 

On-Going Efforts  

Demonstrating their on-going commitment to affordable housing, the City has recently approved the 
development of Tahoe Senior Plaza II−an affordable housing project for very low-income seniors. The 
City is also exploring additional opportunities to work with developers to create affordable lower- and 
moderate-income housing. 

Review of Existing Housing Element 

The following section reviews and evaluates the City’s progress in implementing the 2003 Housing 
Element. It reviews the results and effectiveness of policies, programs, and objectives for the previous 
Housing Element planning period. Table 4-61 provides an evaluation of the 2003 South Lake Tahoe 
Housing Element’s implementation programs. 
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TABLE 4-61 

EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
  Program 1: Prepare a feasibility study for the Stateline portion of the 

Stateline/Ski Run Community Plan to assess the feasibility of creating a new 
mixed-use residential/commercial project. Identify individual or multiple sites 
for consolidation and potential conversion to residential and mixed-use projects 
for workforce housing near redevelopment.  Approach the school district to 
assess whether circumstances have changed since adoption of the Bijou/Al 
Tahoe Community Plan and if the Bijou/Al Tahoe area should be considered for 
a similar assessment. 

Not 
implemented 

Currently (2007), two mixed use projects for the South Y area have been 
submitted under the TRPA Community Enhancement Program (CEP). One 
project is at the Miller/Mikasa Center and the other at the South Y Center. 
The City Economic Development Director encouraged both of these projects 
to come forward.  
   
Due to staff limitations, the City was unable to complete the feasibility study 
for a mixed-use project in the Stateline portion of the Stateline/Ski Run 
Community Plan and the Bijous/Al Tahoe area. 

 Program 2: Work with affordable housing proponents to direct them to 
Community Plan areas where incentives are already in place to allow for the 
additional coverage that could enable achievement of the densities necessary to 
make a project “pencil out.” 

 

On-going The City has worked with developers of all recent affordable housing 
projects to help them maximize the benefit of the City’s and TRPA’s 
incentive programs.  In 2004, the City created a fact sheet for the Ski 
Run/Pioneer Trail area to assist developers to understand affordable housing 
options for the properties. Source: 2004 GP Status Report 

 Program 3: Encourage development that reuses infrastructure associated with 
existing substandard or underutilized sites, including those that require parcel 
consolidation.  On an ongoing basis when working with developers, emphasize 
how a heavier initial investment can be offset by the opportunity to retain 
“grandfathered” excess land coverage, existing sewer units, air quality 
mitigation fee reduction based upon the previous use, etc.  Upon request by 
property owners, provide them with an analysis of any additional residential 
capacity available on their multi-family-eligible properties. 

On-going The City encourages developers to buy substandard and underutilized sites, 
and works with developers on a case-by-case basis to maximize the 
residential capacity of the property.  

 Program 4:  Recognize that “affordable housing” is housing specifically deed 
restricted for such purposes and is not inexpensive, market-rate units that 
command lower rents due to their substandard conditions.  Through the South Y 
Commercial Community Plan process, create incentives to encourage 
rehabilitation of existing substandard market-rate development for housing 
purposes where not overly dense and where habitability standards are met to 
ensure an appropriate living environment.  This planning process, begun this 
year, uses a citizen committee to create standards and incentives to guide 
development within the South Y area (336+ acres).  This is the first Community 
Plan Team to have a citizen specifically representing housing issues. The team is 
expected to work for at least a year developing their recommendations and at 
least another year will be required to process appropriate environmental 
documents and issue a decision. It is a public planning process and property 

On-going The City is in the process of reviewing four alternatives for the South Y area 
as part of the EIR for the Tahoe Valley Community Plan.   
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
owners typically pay close attention to the outcome due to the value of the 
incentives.  While the incentives, themselves, will be developed by the 
Community Plan team, they would likely reduce the cost of the required 
investment in exchange for keeping rents at affordable levels.  If appropriate, the 
Community Plan incentives for housing could be subsequently expanded 
Citywide.  

 Program 5:  Assess impediments and create incentives to encourage production 
of housing in non-traditional (e.g., commercial) areas where residential use is 
appropriate to the setting and where mixed-use projects could either address jobs 
and housing needs or desires of second homeowners.  Use the South Y 
Commercial Community Plan Team (initiated 2003) and meetings with 
individual project developers as the forums to initiate discussions.  Continue to 
use the Local Government Committee as the forum for development of regional 
incentives related to housing.     

On-going The City has worked with TRPA in conjunction with the TRPA Regional 
Plan update process to identify the impediments to affordable housing. 
Impediments include the density penalty and height limitations for mixed 
use developments that include housing. The City has also worked with 
TRPA to create more incentives, such as the moderate income allocation 
pool. 

 Program 6: Assess whether the City or Redevelopment Agency has any excess 
property suitable for the creation of owner or rental affordable housing. 

On-going The City continues to assess its supply of residential lots. Currently 
(December 2007), the City is on the verge of exhausting this supply.  

 Program 7: Assess the desirability and feasibility of annexation if needed to 
provide additional lands with capability to accommodate housing 
needs/demands. 

On-going The City is exploring possibilities of providing workforce housing on lands 
owned by the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) and the U.S. Forest 
Service. There is a discussion of creating workforce housing on vacant lots 
located on either side of Barbara Avenue that are immediately adjacent to 
the City limits and are owned by the CTC. The City is looking at other 
properties that are in close proximity to City limits.  
 
It has also been suggested that there may be other properties owned by the 
CTC or USFS within or close to the City limits that should be identified in 
the Housing Element as potential housing sites.  The USFS for example in 
Mammoth Lakes provides housing for some of their own employees. 

 Program 8: Direct higher density residential development to sites where public 
transit exists to support the residents. 

On-going The City has worked with BlueGo to create bus stops near new multi-family 
developments along Highway 50 to improve access to public transportation. 
The City continues to work with BlueGo to improve access by approving 
new bus routes and bus stops. 
 
Evergreen Apartments and Sky Forest Acres were both constructed along 
existing transit routes. 
 
Additionally, in 2004, the City recommended a Plan Area Statement 
amendment to TRPA to add affordable multiple family housing as an 
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
allowable use where transit oriented development findings could be made.  

 Program 9: Single-family homes are an important component in addressing the 
housing needs of families of all economic levels.  Allow the people who live and 
work in South Lake Tahoe to utilize the local housing stock through: 

 First Time Homebuyer loans 
 Housing Rehabilitation loans for owner-occupied or lower-income 

rental units. 
 Single-family home acquisition and rehabilitation through Community 

Land Trusts (or similar organizations) or other long-term affordable 
ownership opportunities. 

 Other possible Code modifications (see Housing Constraints-related 
Programs and Policies), including potential incentives to encourage 
development of new smaller, market rate homes that by virtue of their 
size would be less expensive. 

 

On-going The City was successful in implementing all aspects of this program.  Since 
the last Housing Element in 2003, the City has provided 18 loans to low-
income first-time homebuyers through the First-Time Homebuyer Program 
to purchase single-family homes within the City. The City also initiated the 
Moderate-Income Homebuyer Program in June 2006, and has made two 
loans to moderate-income homebuyers to purchase single-family residences. 
The success of the loan programs is limited by the lack of housing units that 
meet the program criteria.    
 
Since the adoption of the Housing Element in 2003 the City has assisted 
approximately 88 lower-income households with $4,917,137 for housing 
rehabilitation projects (including the acquisition/rehabilitation of Sierra 
Garden Apartments). In 2005 the City submitted a successful multi-year 
grant application for $900,000 of CDBG funds for its housing rehabilitation 
program. 
 
 In November 2007, the City completed a demonstration project for 
moderate-income housing in conjunction with St. Joseph Community Land 
Trust.  The City used Low- and Moderate-Income Housing Funds to 
purchase land, which was donated to the Community Land Trust.  The Land 
Trust then constructed a home, which is deed restricted for a moderate-
income family. The demonstration project proved successful, and the City 
plans to continue the joint effort with the land trust. 
 
To encourage the development of new smaller, market-rate homes, the City 
facilitated the permitting of new modular homes which are designed to 
tolerate Tahoe winters and meet the city’s design criteria. 

 Program 10: Work with project proponents and community special interest 
groups to integrate affordable workforce housing into existing neighborhoods – 
including smaller duplex and triplex projects – while addressing local concerns 
and maintaining the character and environmental quality of the surrounding area. 
Ensure good design and solid property management for affordable housing 
projects to counter any stereotypes of affordable housing being substandard.   

On-going All projects in the city of South Lake Tahoe go through a design review 
process. This design review has helped to counter stereotypes and make 
affordable housing projects more acceptable to the community by requiring 
Tahoe-specific design elements. The city’s design standards help make the 
projects blend in with the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 

 Program 11: Discuss with the TRPA Local Government Committee and other 
government entities, such as the States of California and Nevada, whether to 
establish a Region-wide housing trust fund that receives its revenues from 

Completed The City explored the option of creating a region-wide housing trust fund to 
create affordable housing opportunities. However, the City has found it 
more successful to work with the St. Joseph Community Land Trust, which 
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
dedicated sources. Consider whether such a program could actually act as a 
disincentive to housing production through increasing housing costs. The trust 
fund could create affordable housing opportunities through such means as 
acquisition of building sites or existing development, providing “gap” financing 
or funding enhancements, use as leverage funds, or subsidizing local/regional 
permit and mitigation fees.  If created, identify the best mechanism for managing 
the program, including potential management by a non-profit. 

was established as a regional land trust to create affordable housing in the 
Tahoe Basin. 

 Program 12: Ensure that deed-restricted affordable housing is created using 
long-lasting, low maintenance materials.  Assess the viability/durability of new 
prefabricated residences as a housing option considering Tahoe’s winter 
environment.   

On-going The City’s building code ensures that new and rehabilitated homes must 
meet strict energy-related requirements. Additionally, the Housing Division 
staff always recommends the use of long-lasting, low-maintenance materials 
when developing the specifications for the rehabilitation program projects. 
 
Prefabricated modular homes have become more prevalent in the last few 
years in the City of South Lake Tahoe. Newer prefabricated homes can be 
installed for less than other single family homes, and are now more durable 
so they can withstand Tahoe’s winter. However, none of these homes have 
been deed restricted as affordable housing. 

 Program 13: Deed restrict any new guest rooms that do not meet the 
habitability requirements of secondary residences in order to prevent the creation 
of substandard housing units.  

Not 
implemented 

This program is unnecessary since real estate disclosure laws require 
housing code violations to be disclosed upon sale or lease of a housing unit. 

 Program 14: Revise the Redevelopment Agency Inclusionary Housing Plan to 
be consistent with this updated Housing Element.  Include it in the Five-Year 
Redevelopment Implementation Plan (due in 2005).   

Completed  In 2005, the Redevelopment Agency adopted its Five-Year Redevelopment 
Implementation Plan. The Inclusionary Housing Plan (contained within the 
Implementation document) was consistent with the goals, policies, and 
programs of the 2003 Housing Element. Since the Redevelopment Agency 
is the party responsible with implementation of the City’s housing programs, 
the City will continue this program to maintain consistency between the City 
and the Agency. 

 Program 15: When they come in for permitting, encourage large employers 
within South Lake Tahoe to develop or acquire employee housing for their 
seasonal workforce, as well as Lake Tahoe Community College to examine the 
need for/feasibility of developing student housing. Approach LTCC to determine 
whether they would like the City to initiate a Community Plan amendment that 
would allow the opportunity for multi-person housing to be developed on the 
college property. Such housing could also serve as a “classroom” to demonstrate 
appropriate technology, low impact lifestyle/self sufficiency and/or other 
innovative home design features to the community.  In addition, work with 
Tahoe Tomorrow’s committee as they search for an off-campus motel site to 

On-going  
Since adoption of the 2003 Housing Element, the City has worked diligently 
with STPUD, Heavenly, Barton, and the Lake Tahoe Community College 
(LTCC) to discuss workforce housing needs and possible solutions. 
Heavenly already provides a number of workforce housing units. Lake 
Tahoe Community College (LTCC) has expressed an interest in providing 
staff housing, but is not interested in providing student housing. The City is 
continuing to actively explore options for providing workforce housing for 
college, hospital, and City employees through partnerships with LTCC and 
Barton Hospital.  
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
convert to student housing.   If requested, allow City staff to attend committee 
meetings.  In any case, assist in the evaluation of sites presented by the 
committee to determine their suitability for conversion to housing. 

 

 Program 16: Consistent with City programs and policies, provide technical and 
financial support to local/regional/state-wide not-for-profit housing sponsors that 
facilitate the creation of affordable housing that provides for continuing 
affordability.  Such support can include City or RDA-owned sites, use of 
existing City housing programs for project clients when appropriate, prompt 
processing of needed applications, preparation of funding applications, and 
leverage of 20% set aside funds.     

On-going As discussed in the evaluation of Program 9, the City recently worked with 
the St. Joseph Community Land Trust on a demonstration project to create 
an ownership opportunity for a moderate-income household. The City 
purchased a site using low- and moderate-income housing funds and 
donated the site to the land trust. The City’s Housing Division Staff 
regularly attends the land trust’s meetings, and the City plans to work with 
the land trust in the future to create affordable ownership opportunities for 
low- and moderate-income residents of South Lake Tahoe.   

 Program 17: To support creation of quality, affordable rental housing, the City 
of South Lake Tahoe and the South Lake Tahoe Redevelopment Agency will 
seek and pursue State and Federal funds that may be available to leverage the 
20% Set Aside funds and other RDA funds, as deemed appropriate by the 
Agency board.  Use of the monies in this fashion will maximize development 
capital for affordable housing projects, unlike bond financing.   

On-going The City continually applies for all available State and Federal funds to 
leverage funds for the affordable housing programs discussed in Program 9.  
Since 2003, the City has received over $10 million in funds from State and 
Federal Programs including HOMES, CDBG, and CalHOME. 

 Program 18: Develop a new affordable rental or ownership housing project on a 
vacant site or on sites containing dilapidated existing development or complete a 
rehabilitation project.  HED staff will regularly partner with developers and 
complete a HOME Fund application provided there is a viable project with a 
reasonable expectation that a competitive application can be submitted to the 
State.  Because tax credits by themselves may not be affordable to the very low-
income South Lake Tahoe residents, favor opportunities for deep housing 
subsidies where rents are based upon the tenants’ incomes. 

On-going The City has played a very active role in creating new affordable rental 
opportunities for South Lake Tahoe residents. Construction of the Evergreen 
Apartments, a 26 unit affordable rental apartment complex was completed in 
2006 with the assistance of HOME and RDA funding. Sky Forest Acres, an 
18 unit affordable housing complex for persons with disabilities, partially 
funded by HOME and RDA monies, is currently (January 2008) underway 
and scheduled for completion in May of 2008. An acquisition and 
rehabilitation project is underway at Sierra Garden Apartments, which is 
being funded with HOME and RDA funds. This project will be complete in 
the first quarter of 2008. The Sierra Garden Apartments is an existing 76 
unit affordable housing complex. 
(Note: HED no longer exists) 

 Program 19: To support creation of quality, affordable ownership housing, 
continue the City’s successful First-Time Homebuyer Program. Consider the 
addition of a housing counseling program for new homebuyers.  In addition, the 
City will submit a re-use plan to utilize the loan repayments to create a pool of 
funds that will assist other affordable housing projects via low interest loans. 

On-going The City has continued to successfully implement the First-Time 
Homebuyer Program, and established the Moderate-Income Homebuyer 
Program in 2006 (see evaluation of Program 9). City staff is in the process 
of developing a homebuyer education program, which will include 
information regarding readiness to buy, money management, understanding 
credit, obtaining a loan, shopping for a home, home maintenance and 
financial management.  
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
 Program 20: When the Housing Element is adopted, the City Council 

authorizes the expansion of the First-Time Homebuyer Program to include 
people of moderate incomes as needed to serve the interests of a broader housing 
demand in the community. However, due to funding source limitations, 
authorization for the expansion to people of moderate incomes will precede 
actual expansion of the program.  Expansion of the program is predicated upon 
securing adequate funds to operate such a program.   

Completed In 2006, the City established the Moderate-Income Homebuyer Program. 
City Council authorized the expenditure of $500,000 of Low- and Moderate 
Income Housing (LMIH) Funds for the 2007/2008 fiscal year to fund the 
Moderate-Income Homebuyer Program. To date (January 2008), the City 
has provided two low-interest loans to moderate-income families to 
purchase single-family homes in the city. The City plans to continue this 
program. 

 Program 21: Continue to act as a local reviewing agency for the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit Program for the State of California.  

Not needed The City did not need to implement this program during the previous 
Housing Element planning period. 

 Program 22: Consider establishment of inclusionary housing regulations, 
including development of specific income targets, fractional unit requirement 
and/or an “in lieu” fee formula.  Consider whether such a program could actually 
act as a disincentive to housing production through increasing housing costs. 
Guidelines could include: establishment of an in lieu fee or fractional unit 
requirement for residential projects of a certain number of units.  Such units 
could be deed restricted for permanent occupancy by people of specific income 
levels who reside year-round in the community. 

Addressed, 
not 
implemented 

The City assessed the viability of an inclusionary housing ordinance and 
decided that, due to a number of limiting factors, such an ordinance would 
act as a disincentive to housing production.  The City has implemented 
inclusionary requirements on a case-by-case basis. For example, the City 
negotiated a 10 percent inclusionary requirement to be included in the 
Gondola Project.  

 Program 23: Make the following amendment to the City Code as part of 
Housing Element adoption -- Airport Safety Zone: In a Planning Division policy 
letter, clarify that the airport land use plan allows the development of single-
family homes or duplexes on residential lots as “infill” development within Zone 
2.  Address housing of more than two units per parcel on a case-by-case basis 
considering both need for housing and safety of residents. 

Completed In November 2004, the City adopted clarifications to the Land Use Plan for 
the Lake Tahoe Airport in order to better enable property owners to identify 
which land uses are compatible within each safety area.  Source: 2005 GP 
Status Report 

Program 24: Analyze at least three of the following topics during this planning 
period for potential amendments to the City Code –  
 
(A) Minimum Density Requirements: Consider “minimum density” policies for 
multi-family-eligible parcels of a certain size or more in order to eliminate all 
risk of such parcels being underutilized, such as for “estate” single-family 
housing.   
 

 
 
 
Not 
implemented 

Currently (2007), the minimum density requirement for transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is 8 units per acre.  In order to be eligible for TRPA 
bonus units this TOD density must be met.  TRPA is looking at increasing 
this density as part of the TRPA Regional Plan Update process. 

(B) Motel Conversion and Bonus Units Substitution Policies:  Finalize the City’s 
habitability standards in order to provide project proponents with a full 
understanding of the standards and expectations for converted properties.  Pre-
select areas where motel conversions to deed restricted affordable housing are 
appropriate.  Notify all motels after regulations are adopted.  With subsequent 
potential for bonus unit substitution, the transferred-off market rate units of use 

Completed In 2004, the City worked with a City Council Subcommittee and the public 
to amend the City Code to develop the City’s habitability standards 
(including “fire safe” components) to allow for the conversion of Tourist 
Accommodation uses to residential (where the use is permissible) for deed 
restricted affordable housing and the conversion of market rate housing units 
to deed restricted affordable units (Bonus Unit Substitution).  
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EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
will be expected to result in the production of additional market rate multi-
family units on-the-ground.  Consider additional regulations in the next Housing 
Element cycle or sooner if official conversions are limited but motel properties 
continue to be unofficially used for long-term and seasonal housing without 
meeting residential habitability standards.   

 
On November 16, 2004, the City amended Section 32-33 of the South Lake 
Tahoe City Code (Ordinance No. 949). The amendment developed the 
standards for deed restricted affordable housing units resulting from motel 
conversions and through bonus unit substitution.  
 
However, due to staff limitations, the City did not finalize the habitability 
standards for motel conversion or identify motels that are appropriate for 
conversion and have potential for bonus unit substitution. 

(C) Quantify Mitigation Required for the Loss of Sound Inexpensive, Market-
Rate Housing: Develop specific regulations that quantify the amount or type of 
housing loss from private projects (such as through demolition or conversion) 
that requires mitigation and determine the appropriate mitigation (e.g., tenant 
relocation, housing construction, payment of a mitigation fee, or inclusionary 
housing requirement).  Consider the implications of the action with respect to the 
desire for retention of quality, sound affordable housing. For these private 
projects, substandard, dilapidated housing and motels would not meet this 
definition, regardless of the price of rents. 

On-going The applicant proposing a project that involves the removal of market rate 
low cost housing is required as part of the CEQA process to analyze the 
impact and propose appropriate mitigation. Tenant relocation, and on- and 
off-site housing construction have been implemented.  The applicant’s 
mitigation proposal is reviewed by the City and TRPA and augmented as 
needed. 

(D) Regulations Relating to Out-of-Jurisdiction Projects Mitigating their 
Housing Loss in South Lake Tahoe:  Prohibit, restrict, or otherwise condition 
projects proposing affordable housing in South Lake Tahoe as part of a TRPA 
requirement to mitigate affordable housing loss elsewhere.  Consider effects to 
the regional “fair share” distribution and ensuring that the City derives benefits 
from the project when considering appropriate policy. 

Completed The City has implemented this program.  
 

(E) Mobile home Parks: Examine whether the City’s mobile home parks are of 
adequate quality to preserve.  Such an examination may result in the targeting of 
one or more parks for preservation as long-term, permanent housing and put 
effort to improving conditions/ infrastructure there.  Residents of the park(s) 
could be eligible for a special program to rehabilitate or replace older units.  
Other parks could be determined appropriate for reuse and guidelines created to 
clarify for owners the City’s expectations for closing the park, consistent with 
State law.  Consider modifying the mobile home parks ordinances to:   

• Address conversion of mobile home parks to other uses (quantifying 
what constitutes a change of use, the definition of “cessation” -- such 
as all or part of a park, immediately or gradually -- when relocation 
payment is required, etc.); 

Not 
implemented 

Due to staff limitations, the City was unable to officially examine the quality 
of mobile home parks and has not modified the mobile home park 
ordinances as suggested in this program. 
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• Reduce the 10-acre new park requirement to a size appropriate for 

development of a quality park with amenities for its residents (possibly 
five acres);  

• Consider taking over the Title 25 mobile home park inspection 
program/enforcement, while ensuring that the City can afford to do so 
within State-prescribed fees;  

• Determine whether the City’s first time homebuyer and/or 
rehabilitation loans are appropriate expenditures for mobile homes, 
modify Code section that addresses new/enlarged parks to address 
design and amenities required or include any fencing requirements;  
etc. 

 
(F) Building Codes: Consider whether to recommend a policy to work towards 
adopting specific universal design components for new construction and 
rehabilitation.  

Not 
implemented 

This program was not implemented Building codes do not dictate design, 
but rather the materials used for construction. A universal design component 
would have to be adopted in planning design standards.  

(G) Condominiumization of Existing Development: Consider modifying the 
prohibitions related to condominiumization of existing development.  Allow 
such condominiumization to occur in cases where a proposal can provide 
affordable housing, such as lower- or moderate-income, owner-occupied 
housing opportunities with long-term affordability provisions, or when 
associated with a land trust or similar nonprofit organization.    

Completed On October 19, 2004, the City adopted an amendment to Section 32-20 of 
the South Lake Tahoe City Code (Ordinance No. 945). The amendment 
provided new opportunities to create ownership deed restricted housing 
units.  In 2005, eight multi-family rental units were converted to owner-
occupied condominium units at Fernwood Village. Six of the units were 
deed-restricted affordable for middle-income residents (150 percent of area 
median income) and two units for moderate income residents (120 percent 
of area median income).  
 

(H) Condominiumization of New Development: Codify City policies related to 
construction of new market-rate condominiums (clusters of at least two attached 
units).  Consider code changes to allow condominiums that aren’t attached to be 
developed in cases where a proposal can meet the intent of providing low or 
moderate-income ownership housing opportunities with long-term affordability 
requirements. 

Not 
implemented 

Due to staff limitations, the City did not implement this program. The City 
wishes to carry the program through to the next Housing Element planning 
period. 

 Program 25: The City will finalize its Housing Element working papers on 
affordable housing incentives for public distribution.  List all the governmental 
incentives for the development of affordable housing, including bonus units, 
land coverage within Community Plans, density bonuses, etc.  The information 
will be available at the City Planning Division and Housing and Economic 
Development Division offices.  On line, the information will be made available 
to the South Tahoe Association of Realtors for their Affordable Housing 

Completed In 2004, the City developed a primer/hand-out for the public regarding 
incentives for the development of affordable housing.  
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website.  The City’s website will reference its availability. 
Program 26: Present the following list of items for their consideration as 
possible amendments to the TRPA Regional Plan:  

 The City has been continuously involved with the TRPA Regional Plan 
Update process.  Affordable and workforce/moderate income housing, 
specifically constraints to development of such housing, has been a topic of 
great discussion and will be addressed in policies of the new Regional Plan. 
(Source: 2006 Status Report) 

(A) Standards for Mixed-Use Projects:  When multi-family housing is developed 
as part of a mixed use project, the number of units that can be developed is 
reduced according to the ratio of project area devoted to the multi-family use in 
relation to the entire project area.  This reduces multi-family development 
potential on mixed-use sites.  Consider amendments that would enable mixed-
use projects with an affordable multi-family housing component to be developed 
at the maximum allowable density as if a stand-alone project, when consistent 
with other development standards, including height and land coverage. 

In process The City has discussed the issues of the current TRPA Code as they relate to 
mixed use projects. TRPA is currently (2007) considering this program as 
part of the TRPA Regional Plan Update process.  

(B) Land Coverage/Height Limitations: Past reports have called regional land 
coverage restrictions the “biggest single impediment” to the development of 
affordable housing.  Past suggestions that the transfer of additional land 
coverage be made possible for affordable housing projects, even when located 
outside of Community Plans.  Such suggestions have not been implemented. 
Consider an increase in the maximum permitted land coverage for affordable 
multi-family housing, such as to 50% percent (or to 70% within Community 
Plans) or, alternatively, consider modifications to regional height limitations. 

In process This program is currently being discussed in the TRPA Regional Plan 
Update process in the context of mixed use projects within community plan 
areas.  

(C) Provisions to Allow for Accessibility Modifications that Increase Land 
Coverage beyond Bailey Limits to Pre-1987 Structures Only:  While it is 
reasonable to expect that newly constructed housing for someone with a 
disability meet accessibility needs when the home is originally built, most new 
housing is not owner-builder and most new homes are built to maximum land 
coverage.  Consequently, as a buyer, someone with mobility impairments that 
require retrofits affecting land coverage would have to purchase a pre-1987 
home in order to qualify for the ability to transfer in additional land coverage to 
make the minimum needed retrofits.  These buyers should have the option to 
purchase a newer home and make the needed retrofits through the deletion of the 
pre-Regional Plan requirement. 

Not 
completed 

TRPA has not deleted the “pre-Regional Plan” requirement. Currently, 
minor additional land coverage to retrofit a home for persons with 
disabilities is considered a Qualified Exempt activity by TRPA and is 
implemented by the City under an MOU with TRPA. The issue still exists 
for owners of post-1987 homes that need to add large amounts of land 
coverage.  

(D) Fees and Mitigation Costs:  Past housing reports have suggested the 
reduction or elimination of such fees for affordable housing projects.  Such 
suggestions were not implemented.  Consider fee reductions or fee deferral 

On-going 
 

The City has suggested that TRPA reduce or eliminate fees for affordable 
housing projects. Such suggestions were not implemented by TRPA. The 
City works with project proponents to redevelop existing developed sites, 
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(allow payment of fees upon certificate of occupancy) or a Housing Trust Fund 
to reduce developer construction financing costs for nonprofit affordable 
housing projects. 

such as RV parks, for affordable housing, as these sites generally have 
“grandfathered” land coverage and a certain number of recognized daily 
vehicle trip ends that reduce mitigation fees.  In recognition of TRPA’s high 
development fees, the City of South Lake Tahoe maintains fees lower than 
those of most jurisdictions. Additionally, the City Council can waive 
planning fees for a non-profit organization (City Code 32-8.1). 

(E) 25% Density Bonus for Affordable Housing: Consider increasing permissible 
multi-family densities for market rate units.  Modify the required findings, which 
are vague, and comply with California law for density bonuses.  Rather than just 
be available only for very low- and low-income affordable housing projects, 
evaluate the feasibility of broadening its applicability to mixed-use projects that 
provide a percentage of its units to lower- and moderate-income residents. 

In process TRPA’s Regional Plan Update process is exploring the idea of increasing 
the density requirements for mixed-use development. 

(F) Prohibitions Related To Subdivision of Multiple Family Units Created as a 
Result of Bonus Unit Substitution or Mobile Home Park Transfers:  Consider 
code changes to the subdivision prohibition if a subsequent development 
proposal can meet the intent of providing affordable ownership housing 
opportunities  for lower or moderate-income people.  Deed restricted ownership 
opportunities could require owner occupancy and mandate that any ownership 
transfer has to be to – and affordable to – moderate income or less homeowners.  
Alternatively, enable smaller mobile home parks to transfer off residential units 
for single-family, non-deed restricted housing and thus be able to afford to fund 
relocation and acquisition.   

Not 
completed  

The City’s Workforce Housing Task Force has raised this subject to the 
TRPA Local Government Committee. The change to TRPA Code has not 
yet been made. 
 

(G) Market Rate Allocations Substitution for Bonus Units Policies:  Consider 
defining the circumstances where allocations can be substituted for deed 
restricted affordable housing.  For example, can it occur where density bonuses 
were granted for the development, etc. 

Not 
completed  

The City did not discuss this program with TRPA since it has a similar 
intent to the next item in the program. 

(H) Affordable Housing (Bonus Unit-type) Substitution for Existing Market Rate 
Single-family Homes:  Consider Code clarifications to add the possibility for 
perpetual affordability covenants for existing single-family homes (and transfer 
off of the market rate residential unit of use) to encourage the retention of 
smaller, long-term affordable housing stock when habitability and quality 
standards are met. 

Not 
completed 

This program was not implemented since it is more expensive than the 
current program which provides allocations for the retirement of an 
unbuildable lot. However, the program might be more viable once 
unbuildable lots become scarcer and housing prices go even higher.   
 

(I) Residential Care:  Consider codifying the unwritten understanding that group 
homes of six or fewer residents are treated like a family can reside in single-
family homes without triggering a “residential care” use. 

Not 
completed 

The City and TRPA treat group homes of six or fewer clients residing in a 
residence as a “family.”  They are authorized wherever single-family homes 
are authorized. However, the TRPA code has not been changed to reflect 
this treatment. 

(J) Motel Conversion to Affordable Housing:  Consider whether to clarify if On-going After adoption of the previous Housing Element, the City Council 
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Chapter 33 can apply to affordable multi-person dwellings or employee housing 
when common areas and cooking facilities are provided, like a dormitory.   

subcommittee contacted potential proponents who did not express much 
interest at that time. However, recently (2007) there is more interest in 
exploring this program. (See evaluation of Program 15) 

(K) Affordable Housing Incentives:  To date, incentives have not been widely 
used, although people are investigating their options.  There are enhancements 
that might increase the effectiveness of the incentives:   

(a) Reduce Confusion: Chapter 33 of the TRPA Code does not cross 
reference to Chapter 13, which explains the requirement for being 
within a preferred affordable housing area in order to qualify for the 
allocation exemption for affordable housing.  Similarly, reading 
Chapter 13 in relation to preferred affordable housing areas implies 
that perhaps the multi-residential incentive program need not be 
designated in order to obtain bonus units.  Other Code sections may 
also require clarification. 

 
(b) Encourage moderate-income housing development: With today’s 

rising housing costs, consider incorporation of the needs of moderate-
income households in portions of the incentive programs.  Mixed low- 
and moderate-income housing projects may provide more appeal to 
housing developers, as well as more neighborhood palatability, while 
still meeting local needs for housing for all income levels.  Through 
the local government committee, the City will provide constructive 
input to encourage expansion of the bonus unit incentive program to 
moderate income households.  Such changes, if limited in the number 
of bonus units that can be used for such purpose, could increase 
developer palatability towards affordable housing without 
compromising the program’s efficacy in providing housing for people 
with lower incomes. 

 
(c) Deed Restricted Affordable Ownership Opportunities: Clarify deed 

restricted affordable owner-occupied housing opportunities, including 
single-family housing that does not require an allocation to construct, 
in order to provide long-term ownership housing affordability.  
Establish ownership and re-sale restrictions for such units to be 
included in the deed for the property.  Consider: 

 Can owner own other property? 
 Is owner refinancing restricted (to reduce housing debt burden 

 
 
 
Not 
completed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Completed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Completed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In process 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

These changes have not been made to the TRPA Code. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

In 2004, the City worked with the TRPA through the TRPA Local 
Government Committee, to amend their Code of Ordinances to provide 
Moderate-Income Housing and Secondary Residence opportunities in the 
Tahoe Basin. Additionally, the City prepared a local implementation 
program with deed restrictions so that the program could be utilized in the 
City limits.  
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only, not cash out to buy a new car)?   

 Is notification of intent to sell required? 
 Who sets the maximum resale price and sale price restrictions? 
 Who qualifies subsequent buyer for eligibility (mortgage lender, 

local government, contract with one firm, etc.)? 
 Who is responsible to find the buyer (seller, local jurisdictions to 

qualify/maintain list, lottery; any priority among buyers)? 
 Who handles re-sale transactions (contract realtor for an 

administrative fee or percentage or anyone)?    
(d) Bonus Unit Substitution: The substitution of deed restricted affordable 

status to existing single-family homes purchased by a community land 
trust or similar nonprofit could enable the sale of a market rate 
residential unit of use that could generate more revenue for the land 
trust. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In process 

(L) Provide Consistent Review Requirements:  Consider eliminating the Code’s 
disparate review requirement for affordable housing projects of more than four 
units.  These projects currently must obtain Governing Board approval, when the 
identical project, if market rate, would be approved by the Hearings Officer. 

Completed The City participated in the discussion of this issue when it was raised at the 
TRPA Local Government Committee.  Current TRPA code requires projects 
proposing 10 or more residential bonus units for affordable or moderate 
income housing goes to Governing Board (see TRPA Code Chapter 4 
Appendix A) 

(M) Second Units: Recommend modifications to the TRPA Code to enable local 
governments to comply with California law relating to second units.  Legitimize 
and/or facilitate development of second units (attached, detached or within) as 
accessory to a single-family use for parcels smaller than one acre as a way to 
provide workforce and special needs housing.  Second units require either an 
allocation or must qualify for an allocation exemption pursuant to Chapter 33 of 
the TRPA Code.  Second units can be developed in PAS and CP districts: 

• where “multiple family” is a permissible use and the proposal meets 
density, or 

• where “single-family” is a permissible use on lots larger than one acre 
in size as an accessory use.   

In many cases, these requirements are stricter than California state law and thus 
“preempt” that law.  California law requires that new second units be approved 
through an administrative process (without a conditional use permit).  Encourage 
the use of bonus units for the creation of secondary residences (in all PAS or 
Community Plan districts where single-family is a permissible use, regardless of 
special designations) in exchange for a permanent deed restriction of the second 
unit as fulltime rental housing to someone who qualifies for affordable housing 

Completed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The City worked with TRPA to allow the legalization of second units by 
deed restricting them as affordable housing. TRPA preempts the State 
requirements for second units.   
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and prohibit use as a vacation rental.  Consider regulations that reduce fees in 
recognition of the small size and incremental impacts associated with second 
units. 
(N) Plan Area Statements: Work with the City to determine new areas where it 
is appropriate to add multi-family dwellings as a permissible use. 

Completed  In 2004, Plan Area Statement 094 was amended to add multiple family 
housing as an allowable use to a three-acre area where it was previously 
prohibited.  This amendment facilitates development of a very low-income 
senior affordable housing project on Pioneer Trail and Herbert Avenue.   
The site was identified in the Land Inventory of the 2003 Housing Element 
as a possible affordable housing site (multiple family dwelling over 5 units 
in size) if a Plan Area Statement amendment were processed. In addition, 
“clean up” amendments were adopted as part of the to ensure internal 
consistency relating to land use designations in regard to multiple family 
housing uses.  These amended Plan Area Statements 085, 089, 093, 103, 1-
04 and 099. (Source: Status Report, 2004) 

(O) Allocation Backlog: Work with the City to find solutions to reduce the 
current backlog for residential allocations. 

On going The City provided input to TRPA regarding the design and implementation 
of the Performance Audit System. The new system provides the opportunity 
to earn additional allocations. However, the residential backlog still exists. 
Developers currently (2007) wait approximately 6 to 8 years to receive an 
allocation. 
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 Program 27: Work with appropriate governmental entities, and other interested 

parties when necessary, to address the following housing concerns related 
specifically to the City of South Lake Tahoe: 
 
Plan Area Statement Amendments: Pursue the following PAS “clean-up” 
amendments to enable the transfer of development rights needed for the 
development of multi-family housing to occur in areas where it is a permissible 
use.  An additional amendment for residential land use designated PAS will 
ensure that bonus units can be used for the creation of multi-family affordable 
housing within already designated Preferred Affordable Housing Areas: 
 
Add “TDR Receiving Area for Multi-Residential” designation to the following 
PAS: 

 Special Area #1, PAS #085, Lakeview Heights * 
 PAS #089, Lakeside Park * 
 PAS #093, Bijou * 
 PAS #103, Sierra Tract Commercial * 
 Special Area #1, PAS #104, Highland Woods * 
 All of the Stateline/Ski Run Community Plan * 

 
Add “Multi-Residential Incentive Program” designation to the following PAS: 

 PAS #099, Al Tahoe 
 
MOU Modifications: In order to expedite the project review process, consider 
expanding the 1999 MOU to allow for the City to conduct TRPA’s review of 
affordable multi-family housing projects of five units or more or consider a 
“reverse” MOU, delegating to TRPA the ability to review the project on the 
City’s behalf. 

 
 
 
 
Completed 

 
 
 
 
The City successfully implemented all of the PAS amendments listed in 
Program 27. These amendments expanded opportunities for multi-residential 
development in the city by offering more incentives.   
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Program 28: Regularly complete an application for rehabilitation funds. 
Continue to target the Rehabilitation Loan Program to both single- and multiple-
family dwellings occupied by lower-income households.  In order to limit 
barriers to the participation in rehabilitation loan programs, do not require 
affordability covenants for owner-occupied dwellings.  Owner-investor rental 
properties must remain affordable for at least three years.  As part of 
rehabilitation improvements, also address installation of Best Management 
Practices required for water quality improvements.  Market the Rehabilitation 
Loan Program, and other City housing programs, through a variety of forums, 
not limited to:  continued mailing to all City property owners marking the 
availability of housing programs; speaking at meetings of various community 
groups; the City website; brochures available at the City offices; when 
complaints to the Housing Issues Hotline result in correction notices being 
issued for building code violations; at individual client consultations, at locally 
sponsored housing fairs; and during collaboration with local realtors, lenders, 
and escrow companies.  When possible, provide a Spanish language translator at 
community housing events. 

On-going The City has been very successful in implementing this program. Since 
adoption of the 2003 Housing Element, the City has provided 11 loans 
through the Rehabilitation Loan Program (10 loans for single-family homes 
and one loan for a multi-family project).  

The loan amounts have ranged between $955 and $160,833. Currently 
(2007), the maximum loan amount is $100,000 for a single-family home, 
$75,000 per unit for properties containing two or three units, and $45,000 
per unit for properties containing four or more units. Most loans are deferred 
payment loans with interest rates ranging between 0 and 3 percent.  

In 2005, the City received a 3-year award of $900,000 from the State CDBG 
fund for the Rehab program. The City continues to submit grant applications 
for all available State and Federal funds. 

The City promotes improvements for energy conservation, health and safety, 
conversion to UBC, and general property improvements. The City also 
allows up to $3,000 of landscaping improvements for compliance with 
TRPA’s Best Management Practices. 
The City markets the program through the following methods: website, 
mailings, presentations, housing issues hot line, and pamphlets displayed at 
local businesses and service centers. The City provides Spanish translators 
at community housing events. 
Due to restrictions associated with the program’s funding sources, the City 
has not been able to offer the Rehabilitation Loan program to non-low-
income home owners. The City will carry over this program to the 2008 
Housing Element. 

 Program 29: When the Housing Element is adopted, the City Council 
authorizes the expansion of the Rehabilitation Loan Program to include people 
of moderate incomes as needed to serve the interests of a broader housing 
demand in the community. However, due to funding source limitations, 

On-going The City was unable to locate a funding source to expand the Rehabilitation 
Loan Program to include people of moderate incomes. The City has received 
funding for the rehabilitation program from State CDBG and CalHome 
funds. Both of these sources have restricted the use of the funds to assisting 
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authorization for the expansion to people of moderate incomes will precede 
actual expansion of the program.  Expansion of the program is predicated upon 
securing adequate funds for operation. 

low-income households. Currently, the Rehabilitation Loan Program is at 
maximum capacity, providing approximately 4 to 6 loans each year to low-
income households. The City will continue to pursue alternative funding 
sources to expand the program to include moderate-income persons. 

 Program 30: When the Housing Element is adopted, the City Council 
authorizes the implementation of the revised rehabilitation target areas based on 
the 2002 housing condition surveys. 

Complete Following adoption of the 2003 Housing Element, the revised rehabilitation 
target areas were adopted on DATE 2005. The new target areas were used 
for the State CDBG housing rehabilitation grant application submitted in 
2005. The City was successful in its application and received a 3-year award 
of $900,000. 

 Program 31: Provide information about the Rehabilitation Loan Program to 
owners of properties where violations are found during code enforcement.  
Require abatement of unsafe structures while encouraging property owners to 
correct deficiencies. 

Not addressed The City has brochures that describe the Housing Rehabilitation Program 
available at the front counter of the Services Center where the public obtains 
building permits. Since the Housing Rehabilitation Program is currently 
only available to low-income households and current funding allows for 
only single-family rehabilitation projects in the grant funded target area, 
distribution of this information by the inspectors making these multi-family 
inspections would not be efficient for the program as it is currently 
configured. Should future funding allow for more multi-family rehabilitation 
projects, distribution of information linked to these inspections will be 
considered. 

 Program 32: Research the feasibility of establishing a housing inspection 
program, with a full- or part-time housing inspector, aimed at the removal of 
health and safety hazards.  Work with the local community, including realtors 
and property managers, to determine program applicability.  Options include a 
regular inspection cycle for rental properties, presale code inspections and 
compliance prior to transferring title to new owners, or create an exterior 
property maintenance ordinance that can trigger an interior inspection if exterior 
conditions warrant or if there is a tenant complaint. Specify any other the 
conditions to be targeted by the program (visual blight, overcrowding, 
unauthorized construction, permit conditions of approval, smoke detectors, etc.). 

Completed On November 16, 2004, the City created the Multiple Family Dwelling 
Inspection and Maintenance Program and adopted Chapter 14A of the South 
Lake Tahoe City Code (Ordinance No. 948).   

Between June 2005 and June 2007, the City inspected 38 properties with a 
total of 1,220 dwelling units. 19 Properties were found to be in compliance 
with inspection criteria and 19 properties were found to be in violation and 
have corrected, or are in the process of correcting the violations. (Source: 
2006 and 2007 GP Status Reports) 

On May 15, 2007, the City adopted an ordinance that expanded its housing 
inspection program to include buildings of 12 units or larger. Previously, the 
City only inspected buildings containing 15 units or more. The City is 
seeking to further expand this program to include all housing units with 3 
units or greater. 

 Program 33: Respond to any Federal/State prepayment notices. Not needed The City has worked with all affordable housing developments to insure that 
the housing remains affordable into the future.   
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 Program 34: Within two years of the earliest opt-out or termination date, 

property owners must initiate discussions HED staff to discuss the property 
owner’s long-term plans and whether those plans could result in conversions.  
Notification of this program should this program should go to: Tahoe Senior 
Plaza (owner: American Baptist Homes of the West); Tahoe Pines Apartments 
(owner: PAM); Tahoe Valley Townhomes (owner: Mercy Housing); Bijou 
Woods (owner: FPI Management; Chateau Bijou Company, LP); Sierra Garden 
Apartments (owner: PAM; Sierra Garden II Apartments, LP); Emerald Bay 
Estates (Accessible Space). 

Not addressed The City did not implement this program because none of the affordable 
housing projects in the City are at risk of terminating their affordability 
covenant in the near future. The earliest termination, or opt-out, dates for 
affordable housing projects in the city would be 2024 for Tahoe Pines 
Apartments and 2039 for Tahoe Senior Plaza; however, since TRPA 
assigned bonus units for these projects during the permitting process, the 
projects are deed-restricted as affordable housing in perpetuity. The next 
affordable housing project approaching termination or opt-out date is Tahoe 
Valley Townhomes, which expires in 2053. Since termination of the deed-
restrictions on the affordable housing projects in South Lake Tahoe is not of 
great concern at this time, the City has decided to delete this program.  

 Program 35: Identify non-profit housing organizations that might be interested 
in, and have the capacity to, step in to acquire and rehabilitate at-risk properties 
to maintain their long-term affordability as rental housing.  Encourage such 
groups to function – and form – in our community in case they may be needed to 
help preserve affordable housing projects in the future. 

On-going The City has a list of non-profit housing organizations that have the capacity 
to help preserve affordable housing in the community. However, since none 
of the affordable housing projects in the city are at risk of converting at this 
time, the City has not prioritized this program. Since the 2003 Housing 
Element, the City has worked with the St. Joseph Community Land Trust 
(SJCLT) to build a single-family home that will be deed-restricted in 
perpetuity for a moderate-income family. In addition, the City assisted the 
SJCLT in the rehabilitation of Sierra Garden Apartments, which was at risk 
of converting to market rate. The City was successful in applying for HOME 
funds to rehabilitate the 76-unit complex which is now owned by Saint 
Joseph Community, LLC. 
 

 Program 36: Support El Dorado County Community Services in their 
countywide programs and other local groups that address special needs housing, 
including the homeless, transitional housing, supportive housing, and permanent 
housing.  Open discussions to determine whether an emergency shelter for 
people who are homeless is needed in our community/the Lake Tahoe region 
and, if needed, identify potential sites and funding sources. 

Not 
completed 

Due to staff limitations, the City was unable to complete this program 
during the previous Housing Element planning period. The City wishes to 
retain this program during the Housing Element update. 

 Program 37: Include special needs housing in City-partnered affordable 
housing projects and incorporate universal design concepts whenever possible to 
match the needs and special requirements of our community. 

On-going Since the 2003 Housing Element, the City has worked with Accessible 
Space and the Tahoe Area Coordinating Council for the Disabled to develop 
Sky Forest Acres—an 18-unit rental project for very low-income persons 
with disabilities. The project incorporated universal design concepts such as 
lever door handles, lowed light switches and raised electrical outlets, 
accessible bathrooms and showers to create independent living opportunities 
for persons with disabilities. The City provided $1,909,392 in State HOME 
funds and $550,000 in Redevelopment Agency housing funds. 
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TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
 
The City is also currently working with American Baptist Homes of the 
West and the Tahoe Area Coordinating Council for the Disabled to develop 
Tahoe Senior Plaza II—a 33-unit affordable rental project for low-income 
seniors. The City committed $3.4 million in State HOME funds and $55,000 
in Redevelopment Agency housing funds to the project. 

 Program 38: Ensure that adequate provisions are made in new developments of 
five units or more for amenities, such as tot lots, play yards, child care, computer 
centers, etc., appropriate to the targeted resident population. 

On-going The City implements this program on a case-by-case effort during project 
review. 

 Program 39: Use the City’s bilingual Housing Issues Hotline and/or other 
effective means to ensure the dissemination of fair housing information and 
available services. Continue to disseminate fair housing information through 
radio ads, local newspapers, through distribution of printed materials and at 
community meetings.  Provide appropriate follow-through in response to 
housing concerns and complaints.  In addition to follow-up Building Division 
inspections, make appropriate housing referrals to: 

 existing affordable housing projects within the City 
 the El Dorado County Community Services/Section 8 Voucher 

Program 
 the State of California’s Landlord/Tenant Dispute line or Mobile home 

Park Ombudsman 
 the Voluntary Action Center (low cost legal assistance in resolving 

housing issues) 
 the Chamber of Commerce for loans for payment of first, last, and 

deposit if housing is determined uninhabitable  
 the Women’s Center for transitional housing opportunities for women 

escaping violent situations 
 the El Dorado County Health Department 
 California Department of Fair Housing and Employment 

On-going The City continues to operate the bilingual Housing Issues Hotline. The city 
publicizes the hotline and disseminates fair housing information using the 
following methods of outreach: a bilingual informational flyer distributed to 
the Filipino community, Lake Tahoe Unified School District, Barton 
Hospital, Social Services, Recreation Center, Family Resource Center, Lake 
Tahoe Community College (LTCC), Rental agencies, St. Theresa’s Church, 
Women’s Center, Unemployment Office, and more; radio advertisements; 
newspaper ads; Women Infants and Children (WIC) presentations; 
presentations to the LTCC ESL class, FRC housing meeting, and the Lake 
Tahoe Collaborative lunch parent education and support services. 
 
When the City receives a housing complaint, City staff does an initial 
evaluation to determine whether or not the problem falls within our Building 
Division’s jurisdiction. If the complaint is a Health Department issue, this 
problem is immediately referred to El Dorado Health Department 
Environmental Specialist. When other types of complaints are received such 
as: security deposit refunds, mobile home park issues, civil matters, etc.; the 
complainant is referred to the proper agency.  
 
The Housing Issues Hotline has proven to be an effective means for 
addressing housing issues and ensuring fair housing in the city. The City 
will continue this program. 
(Note: the Chamber program was discontinued due to a lack of funds) 

 Program 40: Continue the City’s Housing Rehabilitation Program, within fiscal 
constraints, that provides funds for energy conservation.  Examples of eligible 
repair work include insulation, reducing air infiltration through window and door 
replacement, weather-stripping and caulking, and replacing inefficient water 
heaters, refrigerators, clothes dryers, ovens, furnaces, and air conditioning 

On-going The City’s Housing Rehabilitation Program provides funds for energy 
conservation related improvements. For more information about the 
Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program, see the evaluation of Program 28. 
 



  4. HOUSING

 
 

BACKGROUND REPORT–DECEMBER 9, 2008  4-189 

 

TABLE 4-61 
EVALUATION OF 2003 SOUTH LAKE TAHOE HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Implementation Program Summary Status Evaluation 
appliances.  The program also funds the replacement of wood stoves not in 
compliance with Tahoe Regional Planning Agency guidelines.  Continue to 
pursue grants from the gas and electric companies to cover a portion of the cost 
for many of these energy conservation improvements.  

 Program 41: Consider additional building code requirements, based upon 
discussion with local insurers, related to fire-safe roofing materials or other 
items needed to increase insurability of South Lake Tahoe properties.  

On-going The Building Division has adopted the most stringent fire roof requirements 
as drafted by the city’s fire department. The City adopted the 2006 
International Building Code with the 2007 California Amendments. These 
codes are universal and used throughout the entire country The provisions of 
chapter 7-A—“materials and construction methods for exterior wildland 
exposure”—contained in the California Building Code, will become 
effective July 1, 2008. Also, additional fire related requirements have been 
adopted in the City Municipal Code.  
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APPENDIX A: SB 520 ANALYSIS QUESTIONS 

In accordance with SB 520 (Chapter 671, Statutes of 2001), the City of South Lake Tahoe has analyzed 
the potential and actual governmental constraints on the development of housing for persons with 
disabilities and demonstrated the City’s effort to remove such constraints. As the analysis below shows, 
the City does not currently have any special processes for individuals with disabilities to make requests 
for reasonable accommodation with respect to zoning, permit processing, or building laws. Rather, as 
with all other planning or building applications, accommodations are made on a case-by-case basis. The 
analysis further shows that while the City meets the requirements of the Uniform Building Code, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, and the California Community Care Facilities Act, there are currently no 
additional accommodations for disabled persons, as is required by SB 520.   

The following shows the City’s responses to the “SB 520 Analysis Tool” prepared by HCD. 

Over-arching and General 

 Does the locality have any processes for individuals with disabilities to make requests for 
reasonable accommodation with respect to zoning, permit processing, or building laws?  

No. 

 Describe the process for requesting reasonable accommodation. 

The City reviews requests for reasonable accommodation on a case-by-case basis.  

 Has the locality made any efforts to remove constraints on housing for persons with disabilities, 
such as accommodating procedures for the approval of group homes, ADA retrofit efforts, an 
evaluation of the zoning code for ADA compliance or other measures that provide flexibility? 

No special efforts have been made. 

 Does the locality make information available about requesting a reasonable accommodation with 
respect to zoning, permit processing, or building laws?  

No. 

Zoning and Land Use 

 Has the locality reviewed all of its zoning laws, policies, and practices for compliance with fair 
housing law? 

No? 

 Are residential parking standards for persons with disabilities different from other parking 
standards? Does the locality have a policy or program for the reduction of parking requirements 
for special needs housing if a project proponent can demonstrate a reduced need for parking? 
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Parking standards in the Zoning Ordinance address ADA compliance.  Parking reductions are 
allowed on a project-by-project basis. Applicants requesting a reduction of parking requirements 
must submit a technically adequate parking analysis to reduce the parking ratios. 

 
 Does the locality restrict the siting of group homes? How does this affect the development and 

cost of housing? 

TRPA/the City treats group homes with six or fewer occupants in the same manner as single-
family residences. Group homes with six or fewer occupants are allowed in any PAS that allows 
single-family homes. Other categories of group homes are: “Multi-Person” dwellings, 
“Residential Care” and “Nursing/Personal Care” facilities. These uses are allowed in certain 
PAS’s as either an “allowable use” or a “special use”, which requires a special use permit 

 What zones allow group homes other than those residential zones covered by State law.  Are 
group homes over six persons also allowed? 

Group homes over six persons are considered either “Multi-Person” dwellings, “Residential 
Care” or “Nursing/Personal Care” facilities. These uses are allowed in certain PAS’s. 

 Does the locality have occupancy standards in the zoning code that apply specifically to unrelated 
adults and not to families? Do the occupancy standards comply with Fair Housing Laws? 

The City does not have occupancy standards that apply specifically to unrelated adults that live 
in group homes of fewer than six occupants.  TRPA/the City define a “Multi-Person” dwelling 
as:  

“A building designed primarily for permanent occupancy by individuals 
unrelated by blood, marriage or adoption in other than single family dwelling 
units or transient dwelling units. A multi-person dwelling includes, but is not 
limited to, facilities such as dormitories and boarding houses, but not such 
facilities as hotels, motels and apartment houses.” 

TRPA Code limits occupancy in “Multi-Person” dwellings to 25 persons/acre. The occupancy 
standards comply with Fair Housing Laws.  

 Does the land-use element regulate the siting of special need housing in relationship to one 
another? Specifically, is there a minimum distance required between two (or more) special needs 
housing? 

No. 

Permits and Processing 

 How does the locality process a request to retrofit homes for accessibility (i.e., ramp request)? 
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The City processes request on an individual basis. 

 Does the locality allow group homes with fewer than six persons by right in single-family zones? 
What permits, if any, are required? 

TRPA/the City treats group homes with six or fewer occupants in the same manner as single-
family residences. Group homes with six or fewer occupants are allowed in any PAS that allows 
single-family homes. In certain PAS’s, a special use permit is required for single family homes, 
and therefore also for group homes of fewer than six persons. 

 What kind of community input does the locality allow for the approval of group homes? Is it 
different than from other types of residential development? 

When a special use permit is required by a particular PAS, a standard review procedure is 
followed. Neighbors within a 300-foot radius of the proposed project are notified, and specific 
use permit findings must be made.  This process is the same for all development requiring a 
special use permit.  

Building Codes 

 Has the locality adopted the Uniform Building Code? What year? Has the locality made 
amendments that might diminish the ability to accommodate persons with disabilities? 

The City has adopted the 2007 UBC.  The City has not made amendments that might improve the 
ability to accommodate persons with disabilities. 

 Has the locality adopted any universal design elements in the building code? 

No. 

 Does the locality provide reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the 
enforcement of building codes and the issuance of building permits? 

Yes. Projects are reviewed on an individual basis to ensure that they are ADA compliant. 
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APPENDIX B: ALTERNATIVE HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION 
ANALYSIS 

Recognizing that the RHNA is based on TRPA land use regulations that limit housing production in 
South Lake Tahoe, City Staff developed different housing needs allocations based on different growth 
scenarios.  The alternative allocations were developed for comparison purposes only and do not affect the 
actual RHNA assigned to the city by SACOG.  Table 4B-1 shows the alternative housing needs 
allocations based on three different growth scenarios. 

The base alternative in the first row of Table 4B-1 reflects SACOG’s RHNA methodology for South Lake 
Tahoe based on the estimated 29 housing unit allocations per year from TRPA during the 7 ½ year 
planning period (January 1, 2006 to July 1, 2013).  The 2005-2013 growth increment is not based on 
actual growth projections over the eight-year time period.  SACOG simply added the 218 housing unit 
fair share allocation to the 2005 housing unit count to represent the number of housing units in 2013. 

The information in Alternatives 1 through 3 roughly represents what South Lake Tahoe’s RHNA would 
be if housing unit growth were projected to grow at different rates and the methodology that SACOG uses 
to determine the RHNA for other jurisdictions is applied to South Lake Tahoe.  In assigning RHNA to 
each jurisdiction in the SACOG region outside of the Tahoe Basin, SACOG first determines what the 
projected housing unit growth would be for each jurisdiction.  SACOG then determines what proportion 
of the total regional housing unit growth would occur in each jurisdiction between 2005 and 2013.  That 
proportion is then applied to the Region’s total fair share allocation of 117,489 housing units, which the 
State of California assigned to the SACOG Region. Since the Tahoe Basin was treated differently in the 
fair share allocation methodology, units assigned to the Tahoe Basin were subtracted from the region’s 
fair share allocation of 118,652 housing units. 

In Table 4B-1, Alternative 1 assumes a future housing unit growth rate (0.27 percent) in South Lake 
Tahoe based on past housing unit growth from 2000 to 2007 that TRPA allocated to the city.  Assuming 
an average annual growth in housing units of 0.27 percent, the RHNA for South Lake Tahoe would likely 
be 243 units.     

Alternative 2 assumes a 1 percent average annual growth rate in housing units in South Lake Tahoe, 
which is similar to the Statewide housing unit growth rate (1.09 percent) from 2000 to 2007.  Assuming 
that housing in South Lake Tahoe was projected to grow at the same rate from 2005 to 2013 as housing 
unit growth in California from 2000 to 2007, the RHNA for South Lake Tahoe would likely be 908 
housing units.   

Alternative 3 assumes a 2 percent average annual growth rate in housing units in South Lake Tahoe, 
which is nearly twice the growth rate of housing units in California from 2000 to 2007.  If housing units 
in South Lake Tahoe were projected to grow at this much faster rate of 2 percent annually, the RHNA 
would likely be 1,866 housing units.     
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TABLE 4B-1 
ALTERNATIVE NEEDS ALLOCATIONS 

South Lake Tahoe 
2008-2013 

 

Housing Unit Growth 
Rate Assumption 

Number of Housing Units % of Total 
SACOG 
Regional 
Growth 

(2005-2013)4 
SACOG 

Allocation

2006-2013 
Alternative 
Allocation Alternative 2005 2013 

2005-2013 
growth 

increment 
Base 
Alternative 

Current RHNA growth 
assumptions .19%1 14,150 14,368 218 - 218 - 

Alternative 1 Assuming 0.27% 
Annually2  14,150 14,462 312 0.20% - 243 

Alternative 2 Assuming 1% Annually3 14,150 15,322 1,172 0.77% - 908 
Alternative 3 Assuming 2% Annually 14,150 16,579 2,429 1.57% - 1,866 
Notes: Alternative allocations are based on the methodology that SACOG uses in other jurisdictions (City’s Growth Increment/Total Regional 
Growth)*118,652 (note: total regional growth for each alternative allocation was adjusted based on the city’s assumed growth increment)  
1 SACOG’s RHNA allocation of 218 units is based on an assumption of 29 building allocations per year from TRPA 
2 The housing unit growth rate assumption in Alternative 2 is based on the city’s 2000‐2007 housing unit growth rate 

3 From 2000 to 2007, the AAGR for housing units in California was 1.09 percent 
4 The percent of total SACOG regional growth was calculated by dividing the incremental housing unit growth in the city of South Lake Tahoe 
by the total incremental housing unit growth in the SACOG region.  For example, to determine the percent of total SACOG regional growth in 
Alternative 1(0.20%), the city’s incremental growth of 312 units was divided by the total SACOG regional growth of 152,306 (note: 152,306 
takes into account the additional units in South Lake Tahoe under the new growth assumption (i.e., 312-218=94 units)). 
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APPENDIX C: STAKEHOLDER/COMMUNITY WORKSHOP 
PARTICIPANTS 

Workshop #1: Attendees 

Lisa Corthell, South Lake Tahoe Women’s Center 

Scott Pearce, Realtor 

Jill Teakell, Realtor 

Workshop #1: E-mail Respondents 

Sarah Meredith, South Lake Tahoe Women’s Center 

Jerry Bindel, General Manager, Lakeland Village Beach & Mountain Resort 

John Mancano, Ethika Foundation 

Workshop #2: Attendees 

David Kelly, TACCD 

Ralph Newman 

Nancy Kerry, Tahoe Chamber of Commerce 

Howe Rae 

Bill Mally 

Rich Belli, Barton Hospital 

Jim Ganyo 

Georia Hartootauman 

Scott Pearce, Dickson Realty 

Gerri Gregu 

Guy Lease, Lake Tahoe Community College 

George Koster 

Cindy Hannah, St. Joseph Community Land 
Trust 

Linda Szendrey, The Boren Group Real Estate 

Les March, Vail Resorts 

Deb Howard, Lake Tahoe Real Estate 

Gary Midkiff, Midkiff & Associates 

Irv Coe 

Susan Simon, Simon Planning 
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APPENDIX D: GLOSSARY 

Acre: a unit of land measure equal to 43,650 square feet. 

Acreage: Net: The portion of a site exclusive of existing or planned public or private road rights-of-way. 

Affordability Covenant: A property title agreement which places resale or rental restrictions on a 
housing unit. 

Affordable Housing: Under State and federal statutes, housing which costs no more than 30 percent of 
gross household income.  Housing costs include rent or mortgage payments, utilities, taxes, insurance, 
homeowner association fees, and other related costs.  TRPA defines affordable housing as deed-restricted 
housing to be used exclusively for lower-income households (income not in excess of 80 percent of the 
county’s median income) and for very low-income households (income not in excess of 50 percent of the 
county’s median income), and with costs that do not exceed recommended state and federal standards.    

Affordable Units: Units for which households do not pay more than 30 percent of income for payment of 
rent (including monthly allowance for utilities) or monthly mortgage and related expenses.  Since above 
moderate-income households do not generally have problems in locating affordable units, affordable units 
are often defined as those that low- to moderate-income households can afford. 

Annexation: The incorporation of land area into the jurisdiction of an existing city with a resulting 
change in the boundaries of that city. 

Assisted Housing:  Housing that has been subsidized by federal, state, or local housing programs. 

Assisted Housing Developments: Multifamily rental housing that receives governmental assistance 
under federal programs listed in subdivision (a) of §65863.10, state and local multifamily revenue bond 
programs, local redevelopment programs, the federal Community Development Block Grant Program, or 
local in-lieu fees.  The term also includes multi-family rental units that were developed pursuant to a local 
inclusionary housing program or used to a quality for a density bonus pursuant to §65915. 

At-Risk Housing: Multi-family rental housing that is at risk of losing its status as housing affordable for 
low and moderate income tenants due to the expiration of federal, state or local agreements. 

Below-Market-Rate (BMR): Any housing unit specifically priced to be sold or rented to low- or 
moderate- income households for an amount less than the fair-market value of the unit.  Both the State of 
California and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development set standards for determining 
which households qualify as "low income" or "moderate income." The financing of housing at less than 
prevailing interest rates. 

California Department of Housing and Community Development - HCD: The State Department 
responsible for administering State-sponsored housing programs and for reviewing housing elements to 
determine compliance with State housing law. 
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): A State law requiring State and local agencies to 
regulate activities with consideration for environmental protection.  If a proposed activity has the 
potential for a significant adverse environmental impact, an environmental impact report (EIR) must be 
prepared and certified as to its adequacy before taking action on the proposed project.  

California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA): A State agency, established by the Housing and Home 
Finance Act of 1975, which is authorized to sell revenue bonds and generate funds for the development, 
rehabilitation, and conservation of low- and moderate-income housing. 

Census: The official United States decennial enumeration of the population conducted by the federal 
government. 

City: City with a capital "C" generally refers to City of South Lake Tahoe government or administration.  
City with a lower case "c" generally refers to the geographical area of the city. 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): A grant program administered by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on a formula basis for entitlement communities, 
and by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for non-entitled 
jurisdictions. This grant allots money to cities and counties for housing rehabilitation and community 
development, including public facilities and economic development.  

Compatible: Capable of existing together without conflict or ill effects. 

Condominium: A building or group of buildings in which units are owned individually, but the structure, 
common areas and facilities are owned by all owners on a proportional, undivided basis. 

Consistent: Free from variation or contradiction.  Programs in the General Plan are to be consistent, not 
contradictory or preferential.  State law requires consistency between a general plan and implementation 
measures such as the zoning ordinance. 

Contract Rent: The monthly rent agreed to, or contracted for regardless of any furnishings, utilities, or 
services that may be included. 

Dedication, In lieu of:  Cash payments that may be required of an owner or developer as a substitute for 
a dedication of land, usually calculated in dollars per lot, and referred to as in lieu fees or in lieu 
contributions. 

Density: The number of dwelling units per unit of land. Density usually is expressed “per acre,” e.g., a 
development with 100 units located on 20 acres has density of 5.0 units per acre. 

Density, Residential: The number of permanent residential dwelling units per acre of land. Densities 
specified in the General Plan may be expressed in units per gross acre or per net developable acre. 

Density Bonus:  The allocation of development rights that allows a parcel to accommodate additional 
square footage or additional residential units beyond the maximum for which the parcel is zoned. Under 
Government Code Section 65915, a housing development that provides 20 percent of its units for lower 
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income households, or ten percent of its units for very low-income households, or 50 percent of its units 
for seniors, is entitled to a density bonus and other concessions. 

Developable Land: Land that is suitable as a location for structures and that can be developed free of 
hazards to, and without disruption of, or significant impact on, natural resource areas. 

Development Impact Fees: A fee or charge imposed on developers to pay for a jurisdiction’s costs of 
providing services to new development. 

Development Right: The right granted to a land owner or other authorized party to improve a property. 
Such right is usually expressed in terms of a use and intensity allowed under existing zoning regulation. 
For example, a development right may specify the maximum number of residential dwelling units 
permitted per acre of land. 

Dwelling, Multi-family: A building containing two or more dwelling units for the use of individual 
households; an apartment or condominium building is an example of this dwelling unit type. 

Dwelling, Single-family Attached: A one-family dwelling attached to one or more other one-family 
dwellings by a common vertical wall. Row houses and town homes are examples of this dwelling unit 
type. 

Dwelling, Single-family Detached: A dwelling, not attached to any other dwelling, which is designed for 
and occupied by not more than one family and surrounded by open space or yards. 

Dwelling Unit: A room or group of rooms (including sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation facilities, 
but not more than one kitchen), that constitutes an independent housekeeping unit, occupied or intended 
for occupancy by one household on a long-term basis. 

Elderly Household: As defined by HUD, elderly households are one- or two- member (family or non-
family) households in which the head or spouse is age 62 or older. 

Element: A division or chapter of the General Plan. 

Emergency Shelter: An emergency shelter is a facility that provides shelter to homeless families and/or 
homeless individuals on a limited short-term basis. 

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG): A grant program administered by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) provided on a formula basis to large entitlement jurisdictions. 

Encourage: To stimulate or foster a particular condition through direct or indirect action by the private 
sector or government agencies. 

Enhance: To improve existing conditions by increasing the quantity or quality of beneficial uses or 
features. 



  4. HOUSING

 
 

 
BACKGROUND REPORT–DECEMBER 9, 2008  4-201 

 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR): A report that assesses all the environmental characteristics of an 
area and determines what effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by a proposed 
action. 

Fair Market Rent: The rent, including utility allowances, determined by the United States Department of 
Housing and Urban Development for purposes of administering the Section 8 Existing Housing Program. 

Family: (1) Two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption [U.S. Bureau of the Census]. (2) 
An individual or a group of persons living together who constitute a bona fide single-family housekeeping 
unit in a dwelling unit, not including a fraternity, sorority, club, or other group of persons occupying a 
hotel, lodging house or institution of any kind [California]. 

Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. 

First-Time Home Buyer: Defined by HUD as an individual or family who has not owned a home during 
the three-year period preceding the HUD-assisted purchase of a home.  Jurisdictions may adopt local 
definitions for first-time home buyer programs which differ from non-federally funded programs. 

General Plan: The General Plan is a legal document, adopted by the legislative body of a City or County, 
setting forth policies regarding long-term development. California law requires the preparation of seven 
elements or chapters in the General Plan: Land Use, Housing, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, 
Noise, and Safety. Additional elements are permitted, such as Economic Development, Urban Design and 
similar local concerns. 

Goal: The ultimate purpose of an effort stated in a way that is general in nature and immeasurable. 

Green Building: Any building that is sited, designed, constructed, operated, and maintained for the 
health and well-being of the occupants, while minimizing impact on the environment. 

Gross Rent: Contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (water, electricity, gas) and 
fuels (oil, kerosene, wood, etc.) To the extent that these are paid for by the renter (or paid for by a 
relative, welfare agency, or friend) in addition to the rent. 

Group Quarters: A facility which houses groups of unrelated persons not living in households (U.S. 
Census definition). Examples of group quarters include institutions, dormitories, shelters, military 
quarters, assisted living facilities and other quarters, including single-room occupancy (SRO) housing, 
where 10 or more unrelated individuals are housed. 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA): The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act requires larger lending 
institutions making home mortgage loans to publicly disclose the location and disposition of home 
purchase, refinance and improvement loans. Institutions subject to HMDA must also disclose the gender, 
race, and income of loan applicants. 

HOME Program: The HOME Investment Partnership Act, Title II of the National Affordable Housing 
Act of 1990. HOME is a Federal program administered by HUD which provides formula grants to States 
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and localities to fund activities that build, buy, and/or rehabilitate affordable housing for rent or home 
ownership or provide direct rental assistance to low-income people. 

Homeless: Unsheltered homeless are families and individuals whose primary nighttime residence is a 
public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for 
human beings (e.g., the street, sidewalks, cars, vacant and abandoned buildings). Sheltered homeless are 
families and persons whose primary nighttime residence is a supervised publicly or privately operated 
shelter (e.g., emergency, transitional, battered women, and homeless youth shelters; and commercial 
hotels used to house the homeless). 

Household: All those persons—related or unrelated—who occupy a single housing unit. 

Household Income: The total income of all the persons living in a household. A household is usually 
described as very low income, low income, moderate income, and upper income based upon household 
size, and income, relative to the regional median income. 

Households, Number of: The count of all year-round housing units occupied by one or more persons. 
The concept of household is important because the formation of new households generates the demand 
for housing. Each new household formed creates the need for one additional housing unit or requires that 
one existing housing unit be shared by two households. Thus, household formation can continue to take 
place even without an increase in population, thereby increasing the demand for housing. 

Housing and Community Development, Department of (HCD):  The State agency that has principal 
responsibility for assessing, planning for, and assisting communities to meet the needs of low- and 
moderate-income households. 

Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of (HUD): A cabinet-level department of the 
federal government that administers housing and community development programs. 

Housing Authority, Local (LHA):  Local housing agency established in State law, subject to local 
activation and operation. Originally intended to manage certain federal subsidies, but vested with broad 
powers to develop and manage other forms of affordable housing. 

Housing Problems: Defined by HUD as a household which: (1) occupies a unit with physical defects 
(lacks complete kitchen or bathroom); (2) meets the definition of overcrowded; or (3) spends more than 
30% of income on housing cost. 

Housing Subsidy: Housing subsidies refer to government assistance aimed at reducing housing sales or 
rent prices to more affordable levels. Two general types of housing subsidy exist. Where a housing 
subsidy is linked to a particular house or apartment, housing subsidy is “project” or “unit” based. In 
Section 8 rental assistance programs the subsidy is linked to the family and assistance provided to any 
number of families accepted by willing private landlords. This type of subsidy is said to be “tenant 
based.” 

Housing Unit: The place of permanent or customary abode of a person or family. A housing unit may be 
a single-family dwelling, a multi-family dwelling, a condominium, a modular home, a mobile home, a 
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cooperative, or any other residential unit considered real property under State law. A housing unit has, at 
least, cooking facilities, a bathroom, and a place to sleep. It also is a dwelling that cannot be moved 
without substantial damage or unreasonable cost. 

Impact Fee: A fee, also called a development fee, levied on the developer of a project by a city, county, 
or other public agency as compensation for otherwise-unmitigated impacts the project will produce. 

Inclusionary Zoning: Provisions established by a public agency to require that a specific percentage of 
housing units in a project or development remain affordable to very low-, and low-, or moderate income 
households for a specified period. 

Implementation Program: An action, procedures, program, or technique that carries out general plan 
policy.  Implementation programs also specify primary responsibility for carrying out the action and a 
time frame for its accomplishment. 

Income Category: Four categories are used to classify a household according to income based on the 
median income for the county. Under state housing statutes, these categories are defined as follows: Very 
Low (0-50% of County median); Low (50-80% of County median); Moderate (80-120% of County 
median); and Upper (over 120% of County median). 

Infill Development: Development of vacant land (usually individual lots or left-over properties) within 
areas that are already largely developed. 

Jobs/Housing Balance; Jobs/Housing Ratio: The availability of affordable housing for employees. The 
jobs/housing ratio divides the number of jobs in an area by the number of employed residents. A ratio of 
1.0 indicates a balance. A ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a net in-commute; less than 1.0 indicates a net 
out-commute. 

Jobs/Housing Linkage Fee: Fee that local governments place on new employment-generating 
development to offset the impact that new employment has on housing needs within a community. 

Large Household: A household with 5 or more members. 

Lease: A contractual agreement by which an owner of real property (the lessor) gives the right of 
possession to another (a lessee) for a specified period of time (term) and for a specified consideration 
(rent). 

Low-income Housing Tax Credits: Tax reductions provided by the federal and State governments for 
investors in housing for low-income households. 

Manufactured Housing: Housing that is constructed of manufactured components, assembled partly at 
the site rather than totally at the site. Also referred to as modular housing. 

Market-Rate Housing: Housing which is available on the open market without any subsidy. The price 
for housing is determined by the market forces of supply and demand and varies by location. 
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Mean: The average of a range of numbers. 

Median: The mid-point in a range of numbers. 

Median Income: The annual income for each household size within a region which is defined annually 
by HUD. Half of the households in the region have incomes above the median and half have incomes 
below the median. 

Mitigate, v.: To ameliorate, alleviate, or avoid to the extent reasonably feasible. 

Mixed-use: Properties on which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional, and residential, 
are combined in a single building or on a single site in an integrated development project with significant 
functional interrelationships and a coherent physical design.  A "single site" may include contiguous 
properties. 

Mobile Home: A structure, transportable in one or more  sections, built on a permanent chassis and 
designed for use as a single-family dwelling unit and which (1) has a minimum of 400 square feet of 
living space; (2) has a minimum width in excess of 102 inches; (3) is connected to all available permanent 
utilities; and (4) is tied down (a) to a permanent foundation on a lot either owned or leased by the 
homeowner or (b) is set on piers, with wheels removed and skirted, in a mobile home park. 

Mortgage Revenue Bond (MRB): A state, county or city program providing financing for the 
development of housing through the sale of tax-exempt bonds. 

Multi-family Dwelling Unit: A building or portion thereof designed for or occupied by two or more 
families living independently of each other, including duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, apartments, and 
condominiums.  

Overcrowding: Households or occupied housing units with 1.01 or more persons per room. 

Parcel: A lot in single ownership or under single control, usually considered a unit for purposes of 
development. 

Physical Defects: A housing unit lacking complete kitchen or bathroom facilities (U.S. Census 
definition). Jurisdictions may expand the Census definition in defining units with physical defects. 

Poverty Level:  As used by the U.S. Census, families and unrelated individuals are classified as being 
above or below the poverty level based on a poverty index that provides a range of income cutoffs or 
"poverty thresholds" varying by size of family, number of children, and age of householder. The income 
cutoffs are updated each year to reflect the change in the Consumer Price Index. 

Project-Based Rental Assistance: Rental assistance provided for a project, not for a specific tenant. A 
tenant receiving project-based rental assistance gives up the right to that assistance upon moving from the 
project. 
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Public Housing: A project-based low-rent housing program operated by independent local public 
housing authorities. A low-income family applies to the local public housing authority in the area in 
which they want to live. 

Quantified Objective: The housing element must include quantified objectives which specify the 
maximum number of housing units that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved by income level 
within a five- year time frame, based on the needs, resources, and constraints identified in the housing 
element (§65583 (b)).  The number of units that can be conserved should include a subtotal for the 
number of existing assisted units subject to conversion to non-low-income households.  Whenever 
possible, objectives should be set for each particular housing program, establishing a numerical target for 
the effective period of the program.  Ideally, the sum of the quantified objectives will be equal to the 
identified housing needs.  However, identified needs may exceed available resources and limitations 
imposed by other requirements of state planning law.  Where this is the case, the quantified objectives 
need not equal the identified housing needs, but should establish the maximum number of units that can 
be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved (including existing subsidized units subject to conversion 
which can be preserved for lower- income use), given the constraints.  

Redevelop: To demolish existing buildings; or to increase the overall floor area existing on a property; or 
both; irrespective of whether a change occurs in land use. 

Redevelopment Agency: California Community Redevelopment Law provides authority to establish a 
Redevelopment Agency with the scope and financing mechanisms necessary to remedy blight and 
provide stimulus to eliminate deteriorated conditions. The law provides for the planning, development, 
redesign, clearance, reconstruction, or rehabilitation, or any combination of these, and the provision of 
public and private improvements as may be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general welfare 
by the Agency. Redevelopment law requires an Agency to set aside 20 percent of all tax increment dollars 
generated from each redevelopment project area for increasing and improving the community’s supply of 
affordable housing. 

Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP): The Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) is based on State of 
California projections of population growth and housing unit demand and assigns a share of the region’s 
future housing need to each jurisdiction within the AMBAG (Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments). These housing need numbers serve as the basis for the update of the Housing Element in 
each California city and county. 

Regional Housing Needs Share: A quantification by a COG or by HCD of existing and projected 
housing need, by household income group, for all localities within a region. 

Rehabilitation: The repair, preservation, and/or improvement of substandard housing. 

Residential, Multiple Family: Usually three or more dwelling units on a single site, which may be in the 
same or separate buildings. 

Residential, Single-family: A single dwelling unit on a building site. 
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Rezoning:  An amendment to the map and/or text of a zoning ordinance to effect a change in the nature, 
density, or intensity of uses allowed in a zoning district and/or on a designated parcel or land area. 

Second Unit: A self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from, and in addition to, the 
primary residential unit on a single lot. "Granny Flat" is one type of second unit intended for the elderly. 

Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: A federal (HUD) rent-subsidy program that is one of the main 
sources of federal housing assistance for low-income households. The program operates by providing 
"housing assistance payments" to owners, developers, and public housing agencies to make up the 
difference between the "Fair Market Rent" of a unit (set by HUD) and the household's contribution 
toward the rent, which is calculated at 30 percent of the household's adjusted gross monthly income 
(GMI). Section 8 includes programs for new construction, existing housing, and substantial or moderate 
housing  rehabilitation. 

Seniors: Persons age 65 and older. 

Service Needs: The particular services required by special populations, typically including needs such as 
transportation, personal care, housekeeping, counseling, meals, case management, personal emergency 
response, and other services preventing premature institutionalization and assisting individuals to 
continue living independently. 

Shall: That which is obligatory or necessary. 

Should: Signifies a directive to be honored if at all feasible. 

Site: A parcel of land used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having frontage on a public or 
an approved private street. A lot. 

Small Household: Pursuant to HUD definition, a small household consists of two to four non-elderly 
persons. 

Special Needs Groups: Those segments of the population which have a more difficult time finding 
decent affordable housing due to special circumstances. Under California Housing Element statutes, these 
special needs groups consist of the elderly, handicapped, large families, female-headed households, 
farmworkers and the homeless. A jurisdiction may also choose to consider additional special needs 
groups in the Housing Element, such as students, military households, other groups present in their 
community. 

Subdivision: The division of a tract of land into defined lots, either improved or unimproved, which can 
be separately conveyed by sale or lease, and which can be altered or developed.  

Subdivision Map Act:  Section 66410 et seq. of the California Government Code, this act vests in local 
legislative bodies the regulation and control of the design and improvement of subdivisions, including the 
requirement for tentative and final maps. 
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Subsidize: To assist by payment of a sum of money or by the granting of terms or favors that reduce the 
need for monetary expenditures. Housing subsidies may take the forms of mortgage interest deductions or 
tax credits from federal and/or state income taxes, sale or lease at less than market value of land to be 
used for the construction of housing, payments to supplement a minimum affordable rent, and the like. 

Substandard Housing: Residential dwellings that, because of their physical condition, do not provide 
safe and sanitary housing. 

Substandard, Suitable for Rehabilitation: Substandard units which are structurally sound and where 
the cost of rehabilitation is economically warranted. 

Substandard, Needs Replacement: Substandard units which are structurally unsound and for which the 
cost of rehabilitation is considered infeasible, such as instances where the majority of a unit has been 
damaged by fire. 

Supportive Housing: Housing with a supporting environment, such as group homes or Single Room 
Occupancy (SRO) housing and other housing that includes a supportive service component such as those 
defined below. 

Supportive Services: Services provided to residents of supportive housing for the purpose of facilitating 
the independence of residents. Some examples are case management, medical or psychological 
counseling and supervision, child care, transportation, and job training. 

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance: A form of rental assistance in which the assisted tenant may move 
from a dwelling unit with a right to continued assistance. The assistance is provided for the tenant, not for 
the project. 

Transient Occupancy Buildings: Buildings that have an occupancy of 30 days or fewer, such as 
boarding houses, hospices, hostels, and emergency shelters. 

Transit Occupancy Tax: A tax imposed by a jurisdiction upon travelers to the area, collected by hotel, 
bed and breakfast, and condominium operators. 

Transitional Housing: Transitional housing is temporary (often six months to two years) housing for a 
homeless individual or family who is transitioning to permanent housing.  Transitional housing often 
includes a supportive services component (e.g. job skills training, rehabilitation counseling, etc.) to allow 
individuals to gain necessary life skills in support of independent living. 

Universal Design: The creation of products and environments meant to be usable by all people, to the 
greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialization. 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): The cabinet level department of the 
federal government responsible for housing, housing assistance, and urban development at the national 
level. Housing programs administered through HUD include Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG), HOME and Section 8, among others. 
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Vacant: Lands or buildings that are not actively used for any purpose. 

Workforce Housing: Housing that is affordable to working households that do not qualify for publicly 
subsidized housing, and cannot afford market-rate housing in their own community. Ideally, workforce 
housing in South Lake Tahoe will satisfy the housing needs of family households earning between 60 and 
180 percent of the median-household income. 

Zoning: The division of a city or county by legislative regulations into areas, or zones, which specify 
allowable uses for real property and size restrictions for buildings within these areas; a program that 
implements policies of the General Plan. 




