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Glossary of Acronyms,  
Abbreviations and Terms

100-year flood zone An area within which a flood can be expected to occur every 100 years on average
ARB California Air Resources Board
BID Business Improvement Districts: local funding mechanism for economic development 

and improvement via self-assessment by businesses
BlueGO South Shore transit system
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CIP Capital Improvement Program
CMAQ Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Program
CO Carbon Monoxide
Complete Streets Streets built and managed to be comfortable and safe for all users and modes
CSLT City of South Lake Tahoe
CTC California Tahoe Conservancy
DEM Division of Emergency Management
DOT U.S. Department of Transportation
DUE Dwelling Unit Equivalent
EIP Environmental Improvement Program
EIR/EIS Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Impact Statement
EMFAC2011 model Emissions estimation model used by the California Air Resources Board
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FTA Federal Transportation Administration
FTIP Federal Transportation Improvement Program
GHG Greenhouse Gas
ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems
LOS Level of Service: a measure of the quality of vehicle traffic flow at an intersection or 

on a road segment
LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan
LTBMU Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit – part of the U.S. Forest Service and the primary 

federal land management agency in the Region
MAP-21 Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century  

(2012 Federal Transportation Investment bill)
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
NDOT Nevada Department of Transportation
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PBD Parking Benefit District: funding mechanism for local streetscape and transportation 
improvements from revenues generated by parking management strategies

PPP Public Participation Plan
RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment
RSTP Regional Surface Transportation Program
RTAC Regional Targets Advisory Committee
RTIA Reno-Tahoe International Airport
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
RTPA Regional Transportation Planning Agency
SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments
SAFETEA-LU Safe Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act; a Legacy for Users: 

2005 Federal Transportation Investment bill
SB 375 California Senate Bill 375: requires MPOs to develop a Sustainable Communities 

Strategy to focus regional land use and transportation policies to reduce GHGs from 
cars and light trucks

SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy: required by SB 375, a plan for integrating 
transportation investments with land use plans to help a region meet targets for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

Secchi depth Depth at which the pattern on a circular disk lowered into a body of water is no 
longer visible; used to measure water clarity

SEMS Standardized Emergency Management System
SHOPP California State Highway Operation and Protection Program
SNPLMA Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act
STIP State Transportation Improvement Program
TAC Technical Advisory Committee: convened to review and provide input on the RTP
TART Tahoe Area Regional Transit
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TIF Tax-Increment Funds: a way to capture the value of an increase in property values 

from improvements or new development and use it to finance improvements
TIGER Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery Grant Program
TIP Transportation Improvement Program
TMA Transportation Management Association
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load: Federally legislated maximum amount of certain pollut-

ants in a body of water
TMPO Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
TOT Transient Occupancy Tax
TransCAD/TranPlan Software for mapping and analyzing transportation data
TRPA Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
TSM Transportation System Management: measures such as dedicated turn lanes, signal 

synchronization, bicycle-activated signals, roundabouts
TTC Tahoe Transportation Commission
TTD Tahoe Transportation District
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Executive Summary

Introduction
The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (TMPO) Regional Transportation 
Plan: Mobility 2035 is Lake Tahoe’s blueprint for a regional transportation system 
that enhances the quality of life in the Tahoe Region, promotes sustainability, 
and offers improved mobility options for people and goods. Important direc-
tions of the plan are to reduce the overall environmental impact of transporta-
tion in the Region, create walkable, vibrant communities, and provide real al-
ternatives to driving. The plan will also support an update of the Transportation 
Element of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regional Plan. Finally, 
the plan meets the challenge of California’s Senate Bill 375 by presenting an 
integrated land use and transportation strategy that will allow the Region to 
achieve targets for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2035. 

This document will guide transportation improvements in this unique environ-
ment and carry forward the vision, built over four decades of public engage-
ment, of creating an innovative multimodal transportation system that appeals 
to users and serves mobility needs, while improving the environmental and 
socioeconomic health of the Basin. At Lake Tahoe, transportation touches the 
lives of all residents and visitors and can serve higher community goals, such as 
improved quality of life, economic vitality, ecological preservation and restora-
tion, and social equity.
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Regional Trends and 
Performance Measures

DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC TRENDS

The Tahoe Region (Figure ES-2) has seen a decline in 
both population and economic vitality over the last 
decade, emphasizing the need for transportation 
system investments that support the Region’s prosper-
ity. Demographic trends include the following: 

• The population of the Region fell from 63,000 in 
2000 to almost 55,000 in 2010, a decrease of 14 
percent; this was due to several factors, including 
a declining economy and a dramatic increase in 
residential home prices. School enrollment declined 
35 percent during that same period. 

• Overnight and day visitors can more than triple 
the Region’s population during peak periods. In 
addition, over the past decade more of the region’s 
housing stock has been converted to vacation 
rentals and secondary homes. From 2000 to 2010, 
the percentage of secondary residences used 
for recreation or seasonal use increased from 39 
percent to 44 percent of all homes.

• Between 2000 and 2007, the Region lost almost 
2,000 jobs, and currently has an unemployment 
rate of between 13 and 19 percent, depending on 
the area. 

• Employment in the gaming industry, traditionally 
a major economic driver in the Tahoe Region, 
has declined by 50 percent since its peak in 1996. 
However, total employment in recreation and 
hospitality increased from 2000 to 2007.

Growth industries for the Tahoe Region include health 
services, green building, environmental education, and 
recycling and stormwater management.

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURES

The Tahoe Region has established performance mea-
sures to assess the transportation system. These include 
measures of system usage, accessibility by non-auto 
modes of transportation, environmental impacts, and 
safety. The transportation performance measures are 
shown in Figure ES-3 below.

Goals and Policies
Underlying the strategies in Mobility 2035 are the 
objectives of the plan, set by both legislation and the 
Tahoe Region. Goals and policies were identified for 
each objective to guide transportation implementa-
tion decisions. The goals and policies of Mobility 2035 
have been developed to be consistent with MAP-21 
statewide planning factors, the Bi-State Compact, and 
the public visioning statement. 

Figure ES-1 Legal Planning Requirements Met by the RTP

Required Document Requiring Entity or Legislation

Long Range Transportation Plan Federal requirement (MAP-21)

California Regional Transportation Plan State of California

Regional Transportation Plan Bi-State Compact

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) California State Bill 375 (SB 375)
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Figure ES-3 Performance Measures and Targets

Trend Measured Target Source

System Usage & Mode Share

Mode share 
(within, to, and from the Region)

Increase non-auto mode share Mobility 2030

Mode share  
(to commercial and recreation sites) 

Increase non-auto mode share Mobility 2030

Access

Share of dwelling units with access to 
transit, bike, and pedestrian facilities

 Increase Mobility 2030

Share of recreation areas served by 
transit, bike, and pedestrian facilities

 Increase Mobility 2030

Share of commercial core areas meeting 
pedestrian and transit-oriented develop-
ment design standards

Increase Mobility 2030

Quality of Service
Consider for all modes,  

not just automobiles
Regional Plan Update Stakeholder 

process

Environmental Impact

Vehicle Miles Traveled 10 percent reduction from 1981 levels Bi-State Compact Threshold Standard

Traffic Volume
7 percent reduction from 1981 levels on 

US Highway 50
Bi-State Compact Threshold Standard

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
 7 percent per capita reduction by 2020; 
5 percent per capita reduction by 2035

California Senate Bill 375

Safety

Vehicle Collisions Decrease Mobility 2035

Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions Decrease Mobility 2035

TRANSPORTATION VISION STATEMENT

The people of the Tahoe Region have the following 
vision for the Region’s transportation system:

An innovative multimodal transportation system is 
in place that gives priority to viable alternatives to 
the private automobile, appeals to users and serves 
mobility needs, while improving the environmental 
and socioeconomic health of the Region.1

1  Lake Tahoe Pathway Visioning Process, 2005.

OBJECTIVES OF THE RTP

• Establish a safe, secure, efficient, and integrated 
transportation system that reduces reliance on the 
private automobile by investing in mixed-mode 
facilities that serve the transportation needs of the 
citizens and visitors of the Tahoe Region.

• Fulfill the requirements of the Tahoe Regional Plan-
ning Agency Bi-State Compact (Public Law 96-551).

• Attain and maintain the Environmental Threshold 
Carrying Capacities, along with federal, state, and 
local transportation standards.
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• Support reductions in vehicle emissions and 
stormwater runoff to meet federal, state, and local 
air quality standards and help meet requirements of 
Tahoe’s Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program.

• Achieve greenhouse gas emission reduction targets 
in accordance with California Senate Bill 375, by 
supporting integrated land-use, transportation, and 
housing policies. 

• Coordinate potential mitigation activities and fund-
ing sources with the Environmental Improvement 
Program (EIP). 

• Establish partnerships to strengthen multi-modal 
connections and safe and efficient travel into the 
region from nearby areas.

TRANSPORTATION GOALS AND 
SUPPORTING POLICIES

As stated in the Bi-State Compact, the goal of trans-
portation planning shall be to reduce dependency on 
the automobile, and to give preference to providing 
increases in capacity on the Region’s transportation 
system through public transportation projects and 
programs. The federal transportation bill, MAP-21, 
also requires that the TMPO provide a comprehensive 
planning process addressing a number of planning 
factors. Mobility 2035  presents 14 goals developed with 
extensive public outreach and consistent with regional 
and federal requirements. The plan supports each of 
these goals with policies for reference in transportation 
planning processes. 

The goals cover the following topics:

1 Walkable Town Centers 8 Parking

2 Pedestrian- & Bicycle-
Friendly Communities

9 Transportation 
Demand Management

3 Technology 10 Regional Roadways

4 Mass Transit
11 Transit-Dependent 
Groups

5 Inter- and Intra-Regional 
Transportation 

12 Aviation

6 Economic Vitality 13 Transportation Funding

7 Intermodal Transportation 
Facilities

14 Collaboration

Policies supporting the goals accentuate the promotion 
of non-auto modes of transportation including walking, 
biking, and using mass transit; expanding transit to 
regions adjacent to Tahoe and implementing water-
borne transit; monitoring economic measures related 
to transportation; managing parking using strategies 
tailored for each community; continuing employer-
based demand management measures; implementing 
complete streets measures when improving roadways; 
supporting limited aviation facilities and service; and 
finding sustainable financing for transportation projects.

Sustainable 
Communities Strategy
California’s Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) requires regional 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) to focus 
regional land use and transportation policies to 
reduce GHG emissions from cars and light trucks in 
order to meet targets established by the California Air 
Resources Board with assistance from the Regional 
Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC). SB 375 calls for 
each MPO to develop a Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) with its Regional Transportation Plan, 
identifying the transportation, land use, and housing 
strategies that will reduce regional GHG emissions. In 
accordance with California Government Code section 
65080(b)(2)(B), this SCS is included in Mobility 2035 
(Chapter 3) and anticipates reducing GHG emissions 
per person by 12% in 2020 and 7% in 2035.  The SCS 
proposes to cluster population and employment in 
relatively compact town centers that are well served by 
transit and other infrastructure to reduce reliance on the 
automobile.2 Regional housing needs (as projected by 
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments) will be 
met through allocations for multi-family, affordable, or 
moderate-income housing in town centers over the life 
of the plan. The SCS also addresses environmental goals 
through monitoring of performance measures, and 
protection of natural resources through conservation 
and restoration of natural habitat.

2    “Town centers” as used in this document may also include the land 
use designation of “regional center.”



ES-6    

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY DECEMBER 2012

Figure ES-4 Major Planned Transportation Capital Investments

Corridor Revitalization

US Hwy 50 South Shore Community Revitalization Project

SR 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization Project

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (approved)

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalk improvements in Kings Beach, South Lake Tahoe, and Incline Village

Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bikeway (East Shore)

South Tahoe Greenway between South Lake Tahoe and Stateline, NV (South Shore)

Dollar Creek Shared-Use Trail (North Shore)

Sawmill Bicycle Path and Lake Tahoe Boulevard Enhancement Project (South Shore)

Transit

Operational expansions for TART 

Operational expansions for BlueGO

Bus shuttle from Sacramento Airport to South Lake Tahoe

Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit

Stormwater Management 

US Hwy 50 Water Quality Improvement Project Phase II (“Y” to Trout Creek) (approved)

Placer County SR 89 Water Quality Improvement Project (in design)

NDOT Water Quality Improvements

Aviation and airport access

Bus shuttle from Sacramento Airport to South Lake Tahoe

South Lake Tahoe Airport enhancements and modernization 

Existing and Proposed 
Transportation System 
Mobility 2035 is guided by the principle that the public 
rights-of-way (streets, roads, and paths) serve many 
different purposes for residents and visitors, using all 
modes of transportation: passenger vehicles, delivery 
trucks, transit, bicycles, and walking. A critical role of the 
plan is to put forth the necessary projects that complete 
the transportation system and improve Region-wide 
mobility efficiently. 

One emphasis of Mobility 2035 is to help coordinate 
projects and funding that can transform identified cor-
ridors into complete streets. This fundamental approach 
can be seen throughout elements of the plan; for 

example, in the project list there are few new proposed 
roadways, while some corridors are earmarked for 
multiple projects including stormwater runoff control, 
bike paths, and transit enhancements. 

Figure ES-4 provides a brief summary of the transporta-
tion capital investments included in Mobility 2035. 
For more detail on the proposed investments, see 
Chapter 4, Existing and Planned Transportation System. 
For more detail on the forecast costs, identified funding, 
and implementation approach for these investments, 
see Chapter 6, Funding and Implementation Strategy. 
Chapter 6 also contains an overview of the range of 
transportation alternatives that were analyzed as part of 
this plan.
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Transportation 
Management Programs
The TMPO and TRPA, and communities throughout 
the Region have programs in place to help manage 
the transportation system and help make it safer, 
more efficient, and more sustainable.  The programs 
include Transportation Demand Management (TDM), 
Transportation System Management (TSM), and 
Transportation Security.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management programs make 
it easier for travelers to shift some trips from driving 
alone to other modes. Transportation Demand Manage-
ment can include flexible work schedules, “Guaranteed 
Ride Home” programs to give employees the security 
to carpool or ride transit, information and marketing 
efforts, and financial incentives such as subsidized 
transit passes. Parking management programs can also 
support these efforts.

TRPA created the Employer Trip Reduction Ordinance, 
which requires large businesses to reduce single-
occupancy commuting through a variety of measures, 
such as providing bicycle parking, participating in local 
coordinated transit services, or providing a Guaranteed 
Ride Home program, to name a few.

The TMPO will also begin building the BlueCommute/
BlueVisitor Program, which will provide support, market-
ing, and education to assist employers in implementing 
Transportation Demand Management programs, and to 
assist Tahoe residents and visitors in shifting some of their 
trips to non-auto modes.  

Through the local community planning process, the 
TMPO and TRPA will also work closely with communities 
in the Region to develop parking management policies 
that support environmental and land use goals.  
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TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT 
AND INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM PROJECTS

Managing vehicle traffic has the potential to moderate 
vehicle speeds, reduce congestion, and promote safety. 
The term ‘Transportation Systems Management’ refers 
to a group of strategies that work together to improve 
traffic operations and maximize the performance of 
the existing roads infrastructure in moving people and 
goods. One important component of Transportation 
Systems Management is Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS), which uses information technology to 
accomplish these goals. 

Mobility 2035 proposes several investments in Transpor-
tation Systems Management, including improved signal 
timing, traffic monitoring, in-person traffic management 
in response to changing local conditions, rehabilitation 
and maintenance of roads, and provision of real-time 
information on driving conditions and transit service.

Transportation Security

The possibility of large-scale security incidents or natu-
ral disasters creates the need to plan for a wide-scale 
evacuation in almost every area of California, including 
the Tahoe Region. Effective coordination and communi-
cation among different operating agencies in a region 
is essential to safely evacuating or stabilizing a commu-
nity. The immediate organizational response to security 
incidents and disasters will be the responsibility of law 
enforcement and public safety agencies. The TMPO can 
play a role in promoting coordinated planning among 
first responders and transit service providers in anticipa-
tion of unexpected events or natural disasters. 
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Funding and Implementation
Mobility 2035 proposes a set of transportation invest-
ments that will require both capital funds to build 
facilities, as well as ongoing operations and mainte-
nance funds. Funding from federal, state (California 
and Nevada), and local sources will be pursued by the 
TMPO and local jurisdictions to develop the proposed 
projects. Total revenues estimated for Mobility 2035 are 
about $1.6 billion (escalated to the year that dollars 
are expended). Local funds are anticipated to make 
up almost 60 percent of the total revenue, with state 
and federal funds potentially providing 23 percent 
and 19 percent of the revenues respectively. However, 
federal funding is not certain; the Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that without adjustments to the 18.4 
cent-per-gallon federal gas tax that provides the Trust 
Fund’s revenue, it will be unable to meet its obligations 
beginning in 2012.

Mobility 2035 Project List   
(Tier 1 - Constrained Scenario)

The Mobility 2035 project list includes cost estimates, 
expected timing, and anticipated funding sources. The 
category of projects allocated the highest amount of 
funding is operations and maintenance of transportation 
corridors, facilities, and equipment (42 percent), followed 
by stormwater management (27 percent). Figure ES-5 
shows the major anticipated expenditures, by category, 
for fiscally-constrained projects over the life of the plan. 
The Tier 1 projects strongly emphasize transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian, and corridor revitalization projects, and 
the associated investment strategy sets the intention for 
obtaining the appropriate funds to carry out that vision.
However, many of the projects needed to implement 
complete transit and bicycle networks remain unfunded.

See Chapter 6, Implementation and Funding Strategy, for a 
complete list of projects. 

Figure ES-5 Major Project Expenditures by Project Category – Fiscally Constrained

$13, 1%

$81, 5%

$143, 9%
Operations and Maintenance

TMDL / Stormwater Management

$664, 42%$253, 16%
Transit Strategies

Corridor Revitalization

$437, 27%

Bike and Pedestrian Strategies

Transportation System Management and ITS 
Strategies

Dollars shown in millions, projected for year of expenditure
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Public Participation
In recognition of the importance of public input in 
developing fundamental planning documents, the 
TMPO has developed a Public Participation Plan (PPP). 
The PPP meets current requirements for public partici-
pation included in state and federal legislation, and also 
includes Tahoe-specific goals for public participation. 
The PPP enumerates specific outreach measures to 
ensure that a broad range of individuals and groups 
participate in the formation of the plan. 

During 2007 and 2008, the TMPO worked with the 
public and stakeholders to develop the PPP. The PPP 
was adopted in July 2008; in the following two years, the 
plan was amended in 2010 to incorporate new Califor-
nia State requirements for additional public outreach 
related to meeting greenhouse gas targets. The full PPP 
can be found in the Appendix of this plan.

Building on collaborative planning processes over 
the last decade, TRPA and TMPO engaged the public 
through a wide variety of events, actively seeking to 
engage groups that typically do not participate in 
public outreach activities. Groups contacted include 
community activists, representatives of the business 

community, public agencies, public transportation 
providers, low-income and minority households, freight 
transportation services, and the Washoe Tribe. 

Outreach activities for this update to the Regional 
Transportation Plan included public workshops, public 
hearings, informational meetings for elected officials, 
and one-on-one surveys in low-income and minority 
communities. In addition, TRPA and TMPO reached out 
to second homeowners and others unable to attend 
meetings through social media and an online “canvas” 
to solicit feedback. Public input received stressed 
the importance of walkable communities, increased 
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
transit, as well as maintenance of existing facilities. 
Members of the public also showed significant interest 
in corridor revitalization projects and waterborne 
transit, with underserved communities wanting to focus 
on improving existing transit.  

A complete list of events and groups contacted can be 
found in the Appendix. 
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Conclusion
This update of the Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan: 
Mobility 2035, provides direction for improving our 
environment and communities through transportation 
investments for the next 23 years. The plan includes 
goals and policies, an implementation strategy, and a 
program of projects with a detailed financial plan to 
achieve the transportation vision for the Region.  

This plan embodies the shared vision of the people of 
the Lake Tahoe Region for the type of communities and 
transportation system they would like to create. The 
vision calls for investment in walkable, mixed-use town 
centers served by reliable and convenient public transit, 
with streets that encourage biking and walking as much 
as driving. Informed by this vision, the plan presents an 

integrated land use and transportation strategy that 
helps the Region achieve environmental standards and 
goals including:

• TRPA Environmental Threshold Standards

• Total Maximum Daily Load (a water quality 
threshold)

• Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

• New greenhouse gas (GHG) targets set by California 
legislation (AB 32 and SB 375)

Through the implementation of this plan, the Tahoe 
Region can evolve in a careful and sustainable way, 
focusing sensitive development in existing communi-
ties, and preserving and restoring the exceptional 
natural beauty of the Tahoe Basin.
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Introduction

Overview
The Lake Tahoe Basin is a unique and sensitive natural environment, home 
to almost 55,000 full-time residents, and a destination for millions of visitors 
each year. Residents and visitors alike are committed to preserving the natural 
beauty of the Lake and surrounding areas. To do this successfully, the Region 
needs a transportation system that reflects its values. This plan provides 
the framework for investment in a transportation system that improves the 
quality of life for residents and visitors, promotes economic vitality, preserves 
and restores the ecology of the Region, and minimizes the Lake Tahoe Basin’s 
impact on the global climate.

To help realize this vision, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and 
the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) are jointly updating 
Lake Tahoe’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP): Mobility 2035. The purpose 
of the RTP is to “…establish regional goals, identify present and future needs, 
deficiencies and constraints, analyze potential solutions, estimate available 
funding, and propose investments”. The chapters of this plan outline the 
process of identifying needs through monitoring and performance tracking, 
analyzing solutions through the Lake Tahoe Transportation Model, setting 
goals and policies, and developing an investment strategy that will shape the 
Region’s transportation system over the next 23 years.
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An important part of this plan is presenting 
a strategy for reducing the overall impacts 
of transportation in the Region, improving 
overall mobility, and providing real alternatives 
to driving. Mobility 2035 will also support an 
update of the Transportation Element of the 
TRPA Regional Plan. Finally, Mobility 2035 
meets the challenge of California’s Senate Bill 
375 by presenting an integrated set of land use 
and transportation strategies that will allow 
the Region to achieve targets for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2035.

The Lake Tahoe Region’s Vision 
for Livability and Sustainability
Over the last four decades, the people of the Lake Tahoe 
Region have developed a shared vision for the type of 
transportation system they would like to create. Begin-
ning with the Bi-State Tahoe Regional Planning Compact 
(Public Law 96-551) in 1969 and more recently through 
participation in several public dialogue processes, Tahoe 
residents have called for investment in walkable, mixed-
use town centers served by reliable and convenient 
public transit, with streets that encourage biking and 
walking as much as driving. Achieving this vision will 
help to:

Improve quality of life. A balanced transportation 
system can help to preserve and enhance the character 
of communities in the Region, providing a unique 
identity and a sense of “place” in each community. 
Neighborhoods and commercial centers that are de- 
signed for transit, walking, and biking provide benefits 
such as easy access to goods and services, savings in 
transportation costs, and improved health and well-
being. Traveling by foot or bike can also be an enjoyable 
mode of travel for both recreation and every day trips. 
Multimodal transportation options also promote social 
equity and the ability to attract workers.

Promote economic vitality. As the Tahoe Region’s 
economy has struggled in recent years, peer 
recreational economies have thrived by removing 
barriers to appropriate redevelopment, providing 
transportation choices, cultivating walkable, mixed-use 
communities, and promoting eco-tourism. A sustain-
able transportation system that is integrated with 
commercial and residential development can enhance 
the Lake Tahoe Region’s appeal as a travel destination, 
providing easy access to recreation, shopping, and 
other entertainment.

Preserve and restore the ecology of the Region. 
A balanced multimodal transportation system and 
a walkable community form can help create and 
preserve a healthy local environment. This relationship 
is recognized by the threshold indicators required by 
the Bi-State Compact, which aim to reduce vehicle miles 
travelled and pollutants from auto emissions. Additional 
pollutants in the form of oil and particulates collect 
on impermeable surfaces such as roads and parking 
lots and, if not properly managed, can wash into the 
Lake. The stormwater management projects described 
in this plan are designed to reduce this runoff and its 
impacts on Lake clarity. These policies and strategies 
will also help prepare the Region for possible climate 
change impacts.
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Investing in the Vision
While the Lake Tahoe Region has long held a vision for a 
more balanced and sustainable transportation system, 
most of the Region remains heavily dependent on 
private vehicle travel for mobility. Many residents and 
visitors do not use the multimodal options available 
for a variety of reasons, including convenience and 
perception of safety. The activities of TRPA and TMPO, 
in partnership with other local funding and implement- 
ing agencies, include concrete steps toward building 
a transportation system that is consistent with the 
vision of the community and serves its mobility needs. 
Through this plan, the regional agencies:

Understand and measure how the transportation 
system performs. TRPA and TMPO measure transporta- 
tion system performance, trends in the population and 
the economy, and changes in the natural environment. 
Chapter 1 of this plan summarizes the demographic and 
economic trends in the Region, describes the measures 
that TRPA and TMPO use to assess system performance, 
and highlights potential areas for improvement.

Set goals and policies. Based on the Region’s transpor- 
tation vision, TRPA and TMPO set goals for the transpor- 
tation system as well as policies to guide investment in 
the system. Chapter 2 of this plan lays out the Region’s 
transportation goals and policies.
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Integrate transportation and land use plans. There 
is a powerful relationship between how the Region 
uses land and how people travel. Compact, mixed-use 
development patterns with moderate densities tailored 
to the local context can help to support diverse trans- 
portation options. TRPA and TMPO work to ensure that 
land use regulations and transportation investments 
help achieve the Region’s vision for sustainability. 
Chapter 3 of this plan summarizes the Region’s Sustain- 
able Communities Strategy (SCS), a plan for integrating 
transportation investments with land use plans in a 
way that allows the Region to meet environmental 
targets, including targets for reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. This chapter also includes forecast changes 
in transportation demand over the next 23 years and an 
assessment of regional housing needs.

Select balanced transportation infrastructure 
investments. TRPA and TMPO work with the Tahoe 
Transportation District, the Region’s five counties and 
one incorporated city, state departments of transporta- 
tion, and other local implementing agencies to shape 
and maintain the Region’s transportation infrastructure. 
Chapter 4 of this plan describes existing and planned 
investments in roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
networks, transit, the goods movement system, aviation 
and airport access, and stormwater projects. Public 
safety related to transportation is also discussed.

Plan for managing the system. TRPA and TMPO work to 
ensure that the Region makes efficient use of its trans- 
portation infrastructure. Chapter 5 of this plan describes 
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and 
Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies 
that the Region will use to maximize efficiency. This 
chapter also discusses transportation security and 
disaster preparedness plans.
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Fund and implement the vision. TMPO is responsible 
for directing local, state, and federal transportation 
funds to help meet the Region’s goals. Restoring our 
communities and environment through coordinated 
investments between the public and private sectors is 
critical to realizing further environmental and economic 
gains. Strategic transportation infrastructure invest- 
ments will catalyze environmental redevelopment 
and other restoration projects through the leveraging 
of funding and coordinated construction schedules. 
Chapter 6 of this plan describes the financial approach, 
including the funding sources that are planned to pay 
for the investments in Mobility 2035.

Tailor plans to the community’s vision. The TMPO and 
local implementers make investment decisions based 
on broad input from the Lake Tahoe community. In 
recent years, the Region’s transportation and land use 
planning vision has been refined through extensive 
community participation in events such as the Pathway 
Collaboration, Place-Based Planning, Regional Vision, 
and the Forum. The investments in this plan have been 
shaped by further public participation in the Regional 
Transportation Plan process, including input from 
low-income, minority, and other under-served com- 
munities. Chapter 7 describes the Region’s overall Public 
Participation Plan and summarizes the public input that 
guided development of the RTP.

Plan for exceptional circumstances. TMPO and TRPA 
work closely with partner agencies in Nevada and 
California to increase the draw of the greater Reno- 
Tahoe area and serve larger regional goals for creating a 
world-class visitor destination. 

Early in the development of this plan, the regional 
partners had begun collaborating on the idea of submit-
ting a bid for the Winter Olympics. While it is currently 
unclear when the United States Olympic Committee will 
next submit an Olympic bid, the regional partnership 
formed through this process will continue to work 
together to coordinate on multi-regional events for the 
Reno/Tahoe area.

Policy Context
The federal government, State of California, and TRPA 
all have legislative requirements related to long-range 
transportation planning. TRPA operates at a regional 
level under the authority of the Bi-State Compact 
between the states of California and Nevada. Because 
of this unique role, TRPA has also been designated 
with several roles related to transportation under 
federal, state, and local law. Due to these multiple 
roles, the proposed Mobility 2035 plan will serve several 
important functions:

Mobility 2035 is the Regional Transportation Plan 
under California state law. In the State of California, 
TRPA is the designated Regional Transportation Plan-
ning Agency (RTPA). In this role, TRPA is responsible for 
creating and updating the Regional Transportation Plan 
to meet State of California requirements.

Mobility 2035 is the Region’s Long Range Transporta- 
tion Plan under federal law.  TRPA is also the federally-
designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
for the Lake Tahoe Basin. Acting in this role, TRPA serves 
as the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(TMPO). As the federally designated MPO, TMPO has 
the authority to direct some federal transportation 
funding. In order to do so, it must maintain a Long 
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This document serves 
as both the California Regional Transportation Plan and 
the Federal Long Range Transportation Plan required 
under federal law. The role of MPOs in allocating federal 
transportation funds is defined through the recently 
passed Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
(MAP-21). This law promotes comprehensive plan-
ning and public participation, improved connections 
between nodes, meeting the needs of travelers and 
shippers, flexibility in targeting funds for transporta-
tion improvements, strengthening federal, state, and 
public-private partnerships, encouraging the use of 
new technology, and cost-effective management of 
the transportation system. The law also requires that 
all regional planning efforts are consistent with Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990.
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Mobility 2035 fulfills the requirement of the Bi-State 
Compact for a regional transportation plan. With 
respect to transportation planning, the Bi-State Compact 
states that the Regional Plan shall include a transporta-
tion plan and that the goal of transportation planning 
shall be:

(A) To reduce dependency on the automobile by 
making more effective use of existing trans-
portation modes and of public transit to move 
people and goods within the Region, and

(B) To reduce to the extent feasible, air pollution 
that is caused by motor vehicles. Where increas-
es in capacity are required, the agency shall give 
preference to providing such capacity through 
public transportation and public programs and 
projects related to transportation.

Mobility 2035 was developed with these goals in mind 
and is able to directly support the Transportation 
Element of the Regional Plan.

Mobility 2035 will help to achieve the Bi-State 
Compact environmental threshold standards. The 
Bi-State Compact requires establishment of ‘environ-
mental threshold standards that measure the Region’s 
performance on key environmental quality goals. TRPA 
is responsible for guiding the Region’s progress toward 
these threshold standards, which include performance 
metrics in the areas of air quality, water quality, soil 
conservation, vegetation, noise, recreation, scenic 
resources, fish, and wildlife. Air quality indicators that 
are direct measures of transportation behavior include: 
total vehicle miles traveled (VMT ) in the Region and 
traffic volumes on US 50. The RTP can be viewed as 
a threshold attainment program that demonstrates 
potential improvement in these and other threshold 
areas tied to transportation.

This plan contains the Region’s Sustainable Communi-
ties Strategy under California’s SB 375 and SB 575. In 
its landmark law, Senate Bill 375, the state of California 
established the process through which greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reductions must be achieved in the 
transportation sector. The California Air Resources Board 
is authorized to set targets for emissions reduction from 
cars and light trucks for each metropolitan planning 

region. Regions are then required to create a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS describes the land 
use scenarios and transportation investments that will 
allow the region to meet its GHG emissions reduction 
targets. SB 375 states that the SCS will be part of the 
Regional Transportation Plan, so that the transportation 
projects designated for funding by the Regional Trans-
portation Plan are consistent with the SCS strategies to 
reduce GHGs. In addition, SB 575 added legislation stat-
ing that the Tahoe Region may use its Regional Plan as its 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. When the Regional 
Plan, which incorporates the Regional Transportation 
Plan, is approved, it will be considered the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for the Region.

Mobility 2035 will help the Region meet the Lake Tahoe 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  Section 303(d) of 
the Clean Water Act requires states to compile a list of 
impaired water bodies that do not meet water quality 
standards. The Clean Water Act also requires states to 
establish total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for the 
primary pollutants for such waters. Lake Tahoe is an 
impaired water body and the primary pollutants causing 
its degradation are phosphorus, nitrogen, and sediment. 
The TMDL Implementation Plan establishes strategies for 
reducing these pollutant loads so Lake Tahoe can meet 
a deep water transparency standard (Secchi depth) of 
97.4 feet (29.7meters). Since roadway runoff from the 
urban uplands and atmospheric nitrogen from vehicle 
emissions are major contributors to pollutant loading, 
Mobility 2035 has an important role to play in achieving 
the TMDL. The TMDL relies on TRPA’s air quality and 
transportation plans to manage the load of nitrogen 
entering the atmosphere from mobile sources. Proper 
management is expected to reduce the Basin-wide 
nitrogen load by at least 1 percent within 15 years.1 
Integrated transportation and land-use strategies, such 
as parking management and compact development, 
will also reduce the need for intensive coverage in town 
centers and help to reduce runoff from the urban upland 
(the greatest source of fine sediment to the Lake).

1 Water Quality Control Plan Amendments, Total Maximum Daily Load for 
Sediment and Nutrients in Lake Tahoe, approved by Lahontan Regional 
Board on November 16, 2010; approved by State Water Resources 
Control Board on April 19, 2011; approved by USEPA on August 17, 
2011; and Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load, dated August 
2011, approved by USEPA on August 17, 2011.
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Social Justice and the RTP
The investments proposed in Mobility 2035 aim to 
improve access to jobs, services, and recreational oppor-
tunities for all residents, workers, and visitors, regardless 
of age, race, income, national origin, or physical ability.

In the past, the construction of transportation facilities 
and the inequitable provision of transportation services 
in the United States placed financial and health burdens 
on lower income and minority populations, sometimes 
physically dividing or destroying these communities. 
In response to this problem, federal law requires that 
regional transportation plans incorporate the intent and 
spirit of the Civil Rights Act. Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act states that “no person in the United States, shall, 
on the grounds of race, color, or national origin, be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits 
of, or be subject to discrimination under any program 
or activity receiving federal financial assistance.” In 1994, 
this requirement was expanded to include low-income 
populations. Both federal and state laws have continued 
to advance the cause of social equity (sometimes 
referred to as “environmental justice”) through numer- 
ous guidelines and orders.

The proposals in this plan aim to support social and 
environmental justice. One of the fundamental goals 
for this plan is to “improve the mobility of the elderly, 
handicapped, traditionally under-represented, and 
under-served populations, and other transit-dependent 
groups.” Extensive outreach to disadvantaged groups 
is part of the TMPO and TRPA’s Public Participation Plan 
and has given these communities the opportunity to 
have their needs and views included and considered in 
Mobility 2035 and in the future of the community.

Partners
Each section of this Regional Transportation Plan has 
been reviewed, discussed, and revised in collaboration 
with TRPA and TMPO partners. Core transportation 
planning partners include:

Local governments: This document reflects close col- 
laboration with Washoe, Douglas, Placer, and El Dorado 
Counties, Carson City, and the City of South Lake Tahoe 

to align transportation policies and deliver Capital 
Improvement Programs (CIPs). This document draws 
from and is consistent with local general plans.

Tahoe Transportation District: Established under 
Article IX of the TRPA Bi-State Compact, the Tahoe 
Transportation District (TTD) has the authority to own 
and operate public transportation systems and to issue 
transportation bonds to pay for transit services in the 
Basin. The TTD Board of Directors is comprised of repre- 
sentatives from the counties within the Region and the 
City of South Lake Tahoe, the private sector, transporta- 
tion management associations, transit providers and 
special transit districts formed under California law. TTD 
and TMPO work together closely to plan investments in 
transportation infrastructure and transit service.

Tahoe Transportation Commission: To ensure a col- 
laborative venue for transportation planning, the TMPO 
established the Tahoe Transportation Commission (TTC) 
to review and discuss transportation plans, programs, 
and projects prior to making recommendations to 
the policy board. The TTC provides an opportunity for 
coordinated technical review and public involvement 
with transportation related issues. The TTC has had 
direct ongoing input in the development of this Plan.

Federal Partners: The TMPO has an important relation-
ship with federal land management agencies due to the 
large amount of public lands under federal manage-
ment in the Region. The TMPO works closely with the 
U.S. Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management 
Unit to provide coordinated access to these lands. The 
TMPO also receives special funding from the Central 
Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highways 
Administration to plan and deliver transportation 
improvements in the Region that benefit residents 
and visitors.

In addition to these core planning partners, TRPA and 
TMPO collaborate closely with several public agencies 
and a large number of private stakeholders. Please see 
the Appendix for a full list of partners consulted, and 
citations for documents describing consultation proce-
dures (as required by MAP-21 and the Code of Federal 
Regulations sections CFR 450.210 and CFR 450.316).
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1.  Regional Trends and  
Performance Measures

Introduction
The Tahoe Region’s transportation system exists to support a healthy and pros-
perous community, economy, and environment. This chapter reviews trends 
in these three areas, illustrating current conditions, and pointing out problems 
that the transportation system and new policies can help address. The chapter 
also lays the groundwork for the goals, policies, and projects proposed in Mobil-
ity 2035 and identifies the key measurements that the Region uses to monitor 
the performance of the transportation system over time. 

The information presented here shows that the Tahoe Region faces a set of 
complex and interdependent challenges. The Region’s economy has declined in 
recent years, particularly in the gaming industry, which has traditionally been 
a major economic driver. Population has shifted as well, with the number of 
permanent residents declining and the number of seasonal residents increas-
ing. In addition, enrollment in the Region’s public schools has dropped sharply. 

Private vehicles are the dominant mode of travel in the Region. While vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) have declined and major air quality indicators are 
trending in a positive direction, these trends are in most cases due to a falling 
population and reduced economic activity, rather than a major increase in use 
of other modes of transportation.
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Continued investment in a sustainable trans-
portation system will be vital to recovering the 
Region’s economic health and supporting a 
high quality of life while restoring the natural 
environment. Tracking trends in transportation 
system use while simultaneously tracking 
indicators such as population, housing, and 
employment helps identify the links between 
the quality of the transportation system 
and the success of the Region in meeting its 
economic, social, and environmental goals. 
Monitoring the connections between these 
factors helps inform future improvements to 
the transportation system in the Tahoe Region. 

Population and Housing Trends

POPULATION

The Tahoe Region’s population of permanent residents 
has fallen in recent years, from its peak of just over 63,000 
in 2000 to about 55,000 in 2010. This population decline 
has occurred more or less evenly in the North and South 
Shores, with each decreasing in population by about 
14 percent (see Figure 1-1). 

This loss of population is due in part to a declining 
regional economy and in part to a dramatic increase in 
residential home prices starting in 2001. The drop in the 
residential population has coincided with an even sharper 
drop in school enrollment. The number of children 
enrolled in the regional school districts (Lake Tahoe Uni-
fied, Tahoe-Truckee Unified, Washoe County, and Douglas 
County School Districts) has dropped from 9,600 in the 
year 2000 to 6,200 in 2010—a decline of 35 percent. This 
decline has led to the closure of two elementary schools 
and one middle school on the South Shore.

Tracking population trends is linked to Goal 6, Eco-
nomic Vitality (see Chapter 2, Goals and Policies). 

Figure 1-1 Permanent Resident Population
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HOUSING

The Tahoe Region currently has about 47,000 dwelling 
units, of which roughly three quarters are single-family 
homes. Based on remaining development rights and 
proposed updates to the TRPA Regional Plan, it is 
expected that the supply of housing will increase, 
emphasizing additional multi-family housing in 
town centers.

In parallel with the decline in permanent residents 
since 2000, the share of the Region’s housing used 
as a primary residence has also declined. In 2000, 39 
percent of the housing units in the Lake Tahoe Region 
were secondary residences used for recreational or 
seasonal use; by 2010, this had increased to 44 percent 
(Figure 1-2).

The reduction in the overall population and the shift 
from permanent residents to seasonal visitors may 
eventually affect the social sustainability of the Tahoe 
Region. Permanent residents are more likely to partici-
pate in community life through volunteering, fundrais-
ing, support of local businesses, support of year-round 
programs and facilities (e.g., recreation programs, school 
and park facilities), and environmental conservation. 
Seasonal visitors may be less motivated to participate in 
community life than permanent residents and are less 
likely to invest resources into community services and 
facilities like local schools. 

Tracking housing trends is linked to Goal 6, 
Economic Vitality. 

Figure 1-2 Percent of Housing Units in Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use
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HISTORICALLY UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS

Lake Tahoe communities have a high proportion of 
Latino and Filipino residents, particularly in South Lake 
Tahoe and Kings Beach (Figure 1-3). TMPO and TRPA 
identify concentrations of these population groups in 
order to ensure they are equitably served by new and 
existing transportation investments. In addition, TMPO 
and TRPA identify locations of seniors and households 
that lack access to a private vehicle, because they are 
more likely to depend on public transportation than the 
population as a whole. 

Economic Trends
The Tahoe Region’s economy is experiencing a decline 
that predates the 2008 recession. The Region lost nearly 
2,000 jobs (or 5.7 percent of all employment) between 
2000 and 2007—a period during which employment 
in California and Nevada as a whole increased by 8.6 
percent.2 The unemployment rate in the Region now 
ranges between 12 and 19 percent.3 In contrast to this, 
the median household income for communities in 
Lake Tahoe rose by an average of 24 percent from 1999 
to 2009 (Figure 1-4). Reasons for this have not been 
determined, but may be due to lower-income families 
relocating to areas with better job prospects. The indica-
tors described in this section are directly tied to Goal 6, 
Economic Vitality. 

Figure 1-4 Average Household Income,  
1999 and 2009
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2 Source: Lake Tahoe Basin Prosperity Plan, citing CA Employment 
Development Dept. and Nevada Department of Employment, Training 
and Rehabilitation
3 Source: Lake Tahoe Basin Prosperity Plan, citing CA Employment 
Development Dept. and Nevada Department of Employment, Training 
and Rehabilitation

Figure 1-3 Transit-Dependent and Historically 
Underserved Populations
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1 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey 
(3-year estimate).  Information on zero-car households not available 
for all places.
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In the face of recent economic challenges, a collabora-
tive group called the Lake Tahoe Prosperity Center has 
formed to develop a Region-wide economic prosperity 
strategy. Included in the collaborative are representa-
tives from all four counties, chambers of commerce, 
high schools and colleges, incorporated cities, and the 
TRPA. The action plan resulting from this collaboration, 
called the Lake Tahoe Basin Prosperity Plan, outlines 
strategies to create a more resilient economy that 
enhances the environmental quality of the Region and 
leads to an improved standard of living for all residents.

The Prosperity Plan establishes a new vision for a Region 
that is a “world-class center of innovation around 
green tourism, green building and sustainable design, 
scientific research and applications for environmental 
resource renewal and management, renewable ener-
gies, and health and wellness.”

In keeping with this vision, the plan identifies ‘economic 
clusters’ that have the potential for growth in the 
coming years. For example, the plan aims to foster a 
‘health and wellness’ cluster, which includes health 
services, sports medicine, and holistic health. Trends in 
these clusters are discussed below, using data cited in 
the Prosperity Plan.

HOSPITALITY AND GAMING

A major factor in the downward trend in the Region’s 
economy has been decline in the gaming industry, 
which has struggled as California Indian gaming has ma-
tured into viable competition.  Gaming employment in 
the South Shore has declined by 27 percent since 2001, 
and a full 50 percent since its peak in 1996. Related 
to this decline in gaming, hotel room nights rented 
annually in the South Shore have declined, falling 51 
percent in the City of South Lake Tahoe between 2000 
and 2009. The Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) for City 
of South Lake Tahoe is down nine percent for fiscal year 
2009-2010 (compared to the previous fiscal year), and 
comparing April 2010 to April 2009, the TOT is down 
63 percent.4 

4 Source: Lake Tahoe Basin Prosperity Plan,

However, while gaming has steadily declined in recent 
years, other aspects of the Region’s tourism industry 
have been more resilient. Although the number of 
hotel room nights rented annually has decreased, total 
employment in hospitality and recreation increased 
between 2000 and 2007. Figure 1-5 below shows 
the number of employees working in employment 
clusters related to tourism and visitor services for 2000 
and 2007.

EMERGING INDUSTRIES

A second cluster identified for future growth is ‘green 
business and environmental innovation.’ In keeping 
with the Region’s natural beauty and its commitment 
to environmental stewardship, industries like green 
building, energy efficiency, environmental restoration, 
environmental education, and green design have the 
potential to be areas of future vitality for the Region’s 
economy. Figure 1-6 shows the job growth in these 
sectors between 2000 and 2007.

A sustainable approach to transportation and land 
use planning also has an important role to play in 
restoring the Region’s economic vitality. By investing 
in connected, pedestrian-focused communities, the 
Region can both support quality of life for residents 
and attract visitors interested in active and sustainable 
lifestyle choices. The Tahoe Region has already seen 
examples where redevelopment projects focused on 
sustainability have yielded benefits for the economy. 
Successful recent projects include the redevelopment 
of Heavenly Village, the renewal of the streetscape and 
public amenities such as Common’s Beach and Lakeside 
Trail in Tahoe City, and Lakeview Commons in South 
Lake Tahoe. 
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Figure 1-5 Payroll Job Growth, 2000-2007, Tourism and Visitor Services Cluster
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Figure 1-6 Payroll Job Growth, 2000-2007, Environmental Innovation Cluster
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Performance Measures and 
Transportation Trends 
The Tahoe Region has established performance mea-
sures to assess its transportation system. These include 
measures of system usage, accessibility by non-auto 
modes of transportation, environmental impacts, and, 
with this plan, safety. 

The previous RTP, Mobility 2030 established targets for 
each performance measure. These targets are intended 
to ensure that most recreation and commercial core 
areas, and most homes, are accessible by walking, 
biking, and transit. By building a more sustainable 
transportation system, the Region aims to shift trips 
away from driving alone and toward walking, biking, 
transit, and carpooling. The targets established through 
this process, and the Chapter 2 goals to which they link 
are illustrated in Figure 1-7. 

Closely related are the Region’s targets for reducing 
environmental impacts. Reducing vehicle miles trav-
eled (VMT) is a long-established goal from the Bi-State 

Compact, which focuses on reducing the impacts of 
driving on the Region’s air and water quality.5 In addi-
tion, targets for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions have been established under California’s SB 375. 
The goal of reducing GHG emissions is explored in more 
detail in Chapter 3, Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

This plan, Mobility 2035, establishes a new measure of 
transportation system performance for the Region: 
improving safety. To measure progress for this 
goal, the Region will assess pedestrian, bicycle, and 
vehicle collisions.

Figure 1-7 below shows transportation trends 
measured, the target for the performance measure, 
the document or process establishing the need for 
the measure, and the link to associated goals from 
Chapter 2, Goals and Policies. The trends themselves are 
illustrated throughout the remainder of this section.

5  Since the link between VMT and air and water quality is constantly 
evolving as new vehicle emissions technologies and roadway storm-
water treatments are developed, TRPA and TMPO staff recommend 
revising this threshold standard to more directly relate to vehicle 
emissions and roadway runoff.
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Figure 1-7 Transportation Trends and Performance Measures

Trend Measured Target Source Goal Linkage

System Usage & Mode Share

Mode share (within, to, and 
from the Region)

Increase non-auto 
mode share by 3-5%

Mobility 2030 
Mobility 2035 (target)

Goals 1 – 8

  Mode share (to commercial and 
recreation sites) 

Increase non-auto 
mode share

Mobility 2030 Goals 1 – 8

Access

Share of dwelling units with 
access to transit, bike, and 
pedestrian facilities

 Increase Mobility 2030 Goals 1, 2 & 4

Share of recreation areas 
served by transit, bike, and 
pedestrian facilities

 Increase Mobility 2030 Goals 1, 2 & 4

Share of commercial core 
areas meeting pedestrian and 
transit-oriented development 
design standards

Increase Mobility 2030 Goals 1, 2, 4, 6, 8 & 11

Quality of Service
Consider for all modes, not 

just automobiles
Regional Plan Update 
Stakeholder process

Goals 1-4, 10

Environmental Impact

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled

10 percent reduction from 
1981 levels

Bi-State Compact 
Threshold Standard

Goals 1- 9, 11-14

Traffic Volume
7 percent reduction from 

1981 levels on  
U.S. Highway 50

Bi-State Compact 
Threshold Standard

Goals 1- 9, 11-14

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

 7 percent per capita reduc-
tion by 2020; 5 percent per 
capita reduction by 2035

California Senate Bill 375 Goals 1 -11, 13, 14

Safety

Vehicle Collisions Decrease Mobility 2035 Goal 10

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Collisions

Decrease Mobility 2035 Goals 2 and 10

       = Meeting target = Not enough data to establish trend

Note: Because data for Mobility 2030 and 2035 goals has only been collected in recent years, insufficient data is available to establish a trend at this time. Future RTP docu-
ments will update trend information for these indicators.
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SYSTEM USAGE AND MODE SHARE

Mode Share

Figure 1-8 illustrates modes of travel for trips in the 
Tahoe Region in the summer and winter seasons, 
showing that just under 80 percent of trips in the 
Region to commercial and recreation destinations are 
made by private vehicle. While the Tahoe Region has a 
high rate of trips made by private vehicle, it should be 
noted that these vehicle trips typically have more than 
one passenger—more than half of vehicle trips in Lake 
Tahoe in both the summer and winter season include at 
least two people. 

In both the summer and winter, mode share surveys 
showed that about one in 10 trips are made by walking. 
In the summer, bicycling represents about 6 percent of 
all trips and public transit ridership is low (1 percent). 
In the winter, when inclement weather makes cycling 
more challenging, 2 percent of trips are by bicycle, while 
use of public transit increases to 5 percent of trips.  

Trips entering and exiting the Tahoe Region make up 
nearly half of the Region’s total vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) because trips into and out of the Region tend to 
be longer. The vast majority of all entry and exit trips 
(visitors and residents) are made by private vehicles. In 
the summer, 90 percent of these trips were made by 
private vehicle, with most of the remaining 10 percent 
by truck or motorcycle. In the winter, 91 percent of 
travelers used a private vehicle, with 9 percent using 
transit or shuttles.6

More densely populated and better served by transit 
than other parts of the Region, the commercial core 
areas have somewhat higher rates of access by non-auto 
modes. Mode share survey results show that roughly 
one in five trips to the commercial core areas are made 
by walking or biking. Recreation areas, many of which 
are remote, have a higher rate of private vehicle access 
(84 percent) than trips in the Region as a whole.7

To meet greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets, 
the region should increase non-auto mode share 
between three and five percent. 

6   TRPA Transportation Monitoring Report, 2010
7   TRPA Summer Travel Mode Share Survey, October 2010

Transit Ridership

TMPO monitors transit ridership to assess how well 
these systems are utilized. These data support Goal 4, 
Mass Transit. Transit ridership is an important indicator 
of the success of the transit system. While overall 
numbers can be influenced by external factors such as 
a low visitation year to the Basin or changes in popula-
tion, in general transportation planners and transit 
operators look for increases in ridership as indicators of 
a well-functioning system.  

Figure 1-9 shows the total annual passenger boardings 
for in-Basin fixed-route and interregional transit services 
between 2000 and 2010 (interregional data is available 
beginning in 2002). It shows that South Shore ridership 
has declined since 2000, while North Shore transit rider-
ship has increased. More information on transit use is 
available in the  TMPO’s 2010 Transportation Monitoring 
Program Report. 

 Bicycle Trail Use

TMPO also tracks the number of bicyclists and pedes-
trians using major shared-use paths to assess how well 
these facilities are utilized. These data support Goal 2, 
Pedestrian and Bicycle-Friendly Communities. Bike trail 
user counts were conducted Basin-wide in July of 19978, 
2007 and 2009 (TCORP/TRPA). As shown in Figure 1-10, 
total bicycle counts have remained roughly constant, 
with increases on some trails and declines on others. 
Recorded bike trail user counts were the highest per 
hour at the Camp Richardson survey location in all years.

8  Tahoe Coalition of Recreation Providers (TCORP)
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Figure 1-8 Mode Share within the Region
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Source: TRPA Travel Mode Surveys, winter 2008 and summer 2010.

Figure 1-9 Transit Ridership
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As of fall 2011, 102 miles of the 262-mile bicycle and pedestrian network were completed.

Figure 1-10 Bicycle Trail Counts
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ACCESS

Several transportation indicators measure the acces-
sibility of neighborhoods, lodging, and recreation areas 
to transit and biking. Homes and recreation areas are 
considered “accessible” by transit if they are within a 
quarter mile of a transit stop and within a half mile of 
a bicycle facility. Figure 1-11 shows that most dwelling 
units in the Region are considered to have access to a 
bicycle path, lane, or route. Just over half of all dwelling 
units are considered to have access to fixed-route 
transit service. Two-thirds of the Region’s recreation 
areas are located within a half mile of a bicycle path, 
lane, or route. However, fewer than half (42 percent) of 
recreation areas are within a quarter mile of fixed-route 
transit service.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Traffic Volumes

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) 
measure the volume of vehicle traffic in the Lake Tahoe 
Region using automatic counters placed in 20 roadway 
stations around the Region.

Demographic and economic changes have caused a 
dramatic shift in traffic volumes. As shown in Figure 1-12, 
peak month traffic volumes (August) and average traffic 
volumes within the Tahoe Region have fallen 15 percent 
from the highest reported levels recorded in 1986. 

South Shore traffic volumes hit their highest levels in 
1988.  Since then, August traffic volumes have decreased 
by 20 percent, and average daily vehicle trips declined 
by 23 percent.9 North Shore August traffic volumes have 
decreased by 18 percent from the recorded high in 1986 
and average daily vehicle trips declined by 13 percent from 
the recorded high in 1990.10

Figure 1-13 shows average daily traffic volumes entering 
and exiting the Region for the average month and for the 
peak month (August). It shows that while travel volumes 
into the Region gradually increased between 1974 and 
2004, they have fallen in recent years. Average daily 
traffic volumes in 2009 were 7 percent below their 2004 
peak. Traffic volumes at locations in Nevada have fallen 
even more sharply and are down 11 percent since the 
2004 peak. 

9 Part of the decline in South Shore may be attributable to the construc-
tion of Heavenly Village and a gondola from lodging and shopping to 
Heavenly Ski Resort. Many people who previously drove to Heavenly now 
walk from their lodging to the gondola.
10  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and Nevada 
Department of Transportation (NDOT)

Figure 1-11 Share of Homes and Recreation Areas with Bicycle and Transit Access
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Figure 1-12 Total Daily Traffic Volumes
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Figure 1-13 Traffic Volumes Entering and Exiting the Region
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

As a result of the decrease in traffic volumes, modeled 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by passenger vehicles per 
weekday in the Region are shown to have decreased 
from a peak of 2.5 million miles per day in 1986 to 
under 2 million in 2010 (as shown in Figure 1-14). 
This 2010 level meets the TRPA threshold standard of 
2.07 million.11

11  Note: The threshold attainment value reported here has been 
updated using a traffic count update method to ensure consistency 
with the current TransCAD Transportation Model results. The previ-
ously reported threshold value (1,530,000) was produced by an older 
version of the Transportation Model which is not directly comparable 
with the current model outputs. 

Figure 1-14 Vehicle Miles Traveled (Modeled)
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This decrease in VMT is matched by a corresponding 
drop in the Region’s GHG emissions. However, the 
Region forecasts that with renewed economic vitality, 
both VMT and vehicle emissions may increase in the 
coming decades without investment in improved 
transportation choices. Chapter 3, Sustainable Communi-
ties Strategy, details the Region’s strategies for reducing 
GHG emissions in the coming decades. 
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Safety
Vehicle Collisions

Figure 1-16 maps vehicle collisions occurring within 
the TRPA boundary from 2007 to 2011 by type, includ-
ing those involving an automobile and a bike, those 
involving an automobile and a pedestrian, and those 
involving only automobiles. Vehicle-only collision 
hot-spots include the major throughways such as US 
Highway 50, California State Route 89, and California 
State Route 28. Figure 1-15 graphs collision types as 
a proportion of all collisions over time. From 2008 to 
2010, automobile-only collisions increased slightly as 
a proportion of all collisions occurring within TRPA’s 
boundaries, representing 90 percent of collisions in 
2008 and 93 percent in 2010. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Collisions

As seen in Figure 1-16, from 2007 to 2011, bicycle and 
pedestrian collisions were concentrated in the more 
densely populated areas of towns and cities in the Tahoe 
Region, specifically along major throughways including 
Highway 50 through South Lake Tahoe, and Routes 89 
and 28 along the West Shore. Figure 1-15 shows that 
collisions involving an automobile and a pedestrian 
or an automobile and a bicyclist have decreased as a 
proportion of all collisions from 10 percent in 2008 to 7 
percent in 2010. 

Transit Safety

While exact data are not available, there have been very 
few collisions that involve transit vehicles. Transit service 
providers in the Tahoe Region report that they have an 
extremely low incidence of passenger injury or crime.

Figure 1-15 Percent of All Vehicle Collisions by Collision Type
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Figure 1-16 Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Auto Collisions (2007-2011)
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INTER-REGIONAL TRAVEL

In addition to the performance measures described 
above, the TMPO also tracks  the characteristics of 
travelers entering the Region. While not tied to a 
specific performance target, this data help the region 
understand the travel patterns of visitors.

In 2011, in support of the TRPA Transportation Model, 
the TMPO and the TRPA conducted a license plate sur-
vey of travelers entering the Region. The survey, which 
was conducted over a 24-hour period during a summer 
weekday, provided information about the origins and 
destinations of travelers. As shown in Figures 1-17 and 
1-18 of those with California license plates, the largest 
group of travelers came from Central California (which 
in the charts below includes the San Francisco Bay Area 
and Sacramento), at 48 percent, followed by Tahoe-
adjacent counties (18 percent) and Southern California 
(16 percent). Nevada travelers were more likely to come 

Figure 1-17 Origins and Destinations of Visitors to 
Tahoe Region (Friday, August 19, 2011)

Source: Lake Tahoe Origin-Destination Survey Report, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, January 2012 

Figure 1-18 Origins of Travelers Entering the Tahoe Region (Friday, August 19, 2011)  

Source: Lake Tahoe Origin-Destination Survey Report, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization, January 2012.
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from counties adjacent to the Lake Tahoe Region. The 
map shows the origins and destination distribution of 
all travelers captured in the survey. The inter-regional 
travel data are linked to Goal 5, Inter- and Intra-Regional 
Transportation, Goal 10, Regional Roadways, and 
Goal 14, Collaboration. 

LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE TRACKING

In addition to the indicators highlighted in this chapter, 
the TMPO serves as a data center for multiple transpor-
tation data sets. These data sets are maintained on the 
Tahoe Monitoring Website (www.tahoemonitoring.org) 
and are reported bi-annually in the TMPO’s Transporta-
tion Monitoring Program Report. 
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2. Goals and Policies

Overview
The goals and policies in this plan guide TMPO policy, investment, and funding 
actions. These goals and policies have been developed through technical and 
public working groups, including groups convened as part of the update of the 
TRPA Regional Plan, and they represent the guidance of the TRPA Bi-State Com-
pact and federal and state (California) transportation planning requirements.

Mobility 2035 goals and policies are based largely on the goals and policies of 
the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, as many of the contemporary concepts 
necessary to achieve the Region’s transportation vision were developed at that 
time. Based on feedback received through stakeholder workshops held for the 
Regional Plan Update, some policies were modified slightly, and a few new poli-
cies added, for consistency with other regional policy language. New policies 
include language related to: 

• Encouraging shared parking and other innovative parking management 
strategies in local plans and other detailed plans

• Considering quality of service for all modes of travel in project development

The goals and policies identified here are a comprehensive package that will 
point the way toward the regional transportation vision. In combination with 
the project list, they form a blueprint for addressing the Region’s transportation 
challenges and meeting environmental goals.
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FEDERAL LIVABILITY PRINCIPLES
In 2009, the Federal Inter-agency Partnership for Sustainable Communities established six “Livability 
Principles” to coordinate federal transportation, environmental restoration, and housing investments.  
The TMPO’s goals, policies, and objectives support these six principles.  

Federal Livability Principles Mobility 2035

1. Provide more transportation choices. Mobility 2035’s vision is oriented toward providing an 
innovative, multimodal transportation system.

2. Promote equitable, affordable housing. The integration of transportation and land-use strate-
gies in Mobility 2035 and TRPA’s Regional Plan support 
the expansion of location-efficient housing choices, 
offering the opportunity for lowered combined costs 
of housing and transportation for low- and moderate-
income families.

3. Enhance economic competition. Mobility 2035 policies to promote multimodal trans-
portation choices and create walkable, mixed-use 
centers expand visitor and resident access to goods 
and services.

4. Support existing communities. TRPA’s Regional Plan proposes land-use strategies, 
detailed in Chapter 3, Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, that incentivize new development to locate 
in existing centers.

5. Coordinate policies and leverage investment. Development of Mobility 2035 is closely coordinated 
with local implementers and funders (Chapter 7, 
Public Participation). The TMPO’s strong relationship 
with these and other regional and external groups 
allows many projects to leverage multiple funding 
sources.  

6. Value communities and neighborhoods. Mobility 2035 and TRPA’s Regional Plan policies 
recognize the uniqueness of individual communities 
around the Lake, and support actions that fit the local 
context, particularly in community design and parking 
management strategies.   
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Primary Objectives of the 
Regional Transportation Plan

• Establish a safe, secure, efficient, and integrated 
transportation system that reduces reliance on 
the private automobile by investing in multimodal 
facilities that serve the transportation needs of the 
citizens and visitors of the Tahoe Region

• Fulfill the requirements of the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551)

• Attain and maintain the Environmental Threshold 
Carrying Capacities, and federal, state, and local 
transportation standards

• Support reductions in vehicle emissions and 
stormwater runoff to meet federal, state, and local 
air quality standards and help meet the require-
ments of Tahoe’s Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
program

• Achieve greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
targets, in accordance with California Senate Bill 
375, by supporting integrated land-use, transporta-
tion, and housing policies

• Coordinate potential mitigation activities and fund-
ing sources with the Environmental Improvement 
Program (EIP)

• Establish partnerships to strengthen multimodal 
connections and safe and efficient travel into the 
region from nearby areas

The Compact, Federal 
Transportation Bill, and  
Vision for Tahoe 
As stated in the TRPA Bi-State Compact, the goal of 
transportation planning in the Region shall be to reduce 
dependency on the automobile and to give preference 
to providing increases in the capacity of the Region’s 
transportation system through public transportation 
projects and programs. The Bi-State Compact also 
requires a transportation plan for the Region that 
provides for the integrated development of a regional 
transportation system. 

Under the latest federal transportation bill, MAP-21, the 
TMPO must provide a “continuous, cooperative, and 
comprehensive transportation planning process” and 
provide for the consideration and implementation of 
projects, strategies, and services that will address the 
following planning factors:

• Support the economic vitality of the area, especially 
enabling global competitiveness, productivity, 
and efficiency

• Increase the safety and security of the transporta-
tion system for motorized and non-motorized users

• Increase the accessibility and mobility options 
available to people and freight

• Protect and enhance the environment, promote 
energy conservation, and improve quality of life

• Enhance the integration and connectivity of the 
transportation system, across and between modes, 
for people and freight

• Promote efficient system management and 
operation

• Emphasize the preservation of the existing trans-
portation system
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The plan must also reflect the ideals and visions 
expressed by the public through the multitude of 
workshops and hearings that have been held in support 
of the update of the Regional Transportation Plan and 
TRPA Regional Plan Update. The objectives, goals, and 
policies of the plan have been developed to be consis-
tent with SAFETEA-LU, statewide planning factors, the 
Bi-State Compact, and the public visioning statement. 

They address the multiple elements of transportation 
planning that must interact to create a successful 
multimodal transportation system that supports 
local communities.    
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Transportation Vision
The following is the vision statement for transporta-
tion in the Tahoe Region, developed through public 
outreach and consensus:

An innovative multimodal transportation 

system is in place that gives priority 

to viable alternatives to the private 

automobile, appeals to users, and serves 

mobility needs, while improving the 

environmental and socioeconomic health 

of the Region.   

Transportation Goals and 
Related Policies

GOAL 1: WALKABLE, MIXED-USE CENTERS

Promote walkable, mixed-use centers, transportation 
enhancements, and environmental improvements that 
increase the viability of transit systems. 

Policies

1.1 Support mixed-use that encourages walking, 
bicycling, and easy access to existing and planned 
transit stops in Centers. 

1.2 Mitigate the regional and cumulative traffic im-
pacts of new, expanded, or revised developments 
or land uses. 

1.3 Consider non-automobile travel modes when 
mitigating traffic-related project impacts.

1.4 Develop and implement a Sustainable Communi-
ties Strategy (SCS) to meet TRPA thresholds and 
other statutory requirements. 

1.5 Support sustainable transportation infrastructure 
and operational programs that provide environ-
mental and community benefits.
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GOAL 2: PEDESTRIAN & BICYCLE FRIENDLY 
COMMUNITIES

Encourage bicycle and pedestrian usage as viable and 
significant modes of transportation at Lake Tahoe.

Policies

2.1 Develop and maintain a Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Plan (Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan) as 
a component of the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP); and maintain a list of existing and proposed 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and strategies 
for implementation within the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan. 

2.2 Construct, upgrade, and maintain pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities consistent with the  Lake Tahoe 
Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

2.3 Prioritize constructing pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities in urbanized areas of the Region, facilities 
that increase connectivity of the pedestrian and 
bicycle network, and facilities that can be con-
structed concurrently with other projects.

2.4 Design and site intersections and driveways, where 
feasible, to minimize impacts on public transporta-
tion, adjacent roadways and intersections, and 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

2.5 Preserve the condition of sidewalks and bicycle 
facilities and where feasible, maintain their 
year-round use.

2.6 Promote the incorporation of programs and 
policies of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
into Regional and local land use plans and 
regulatory processes.

2.7 Implement safety awareness signage, road mark-
ings, educational programs, and programs that 
encourage bicycling and walking.

GOAL 3: TECHNOLOGY

Implement new technology to increase the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the transportation network and 
promote usage of alternative transportation modes. 

Policies

3.1 Implement electronic and automated payment 
systems for transit systems and paid parking areas, 
where appropriate.

3.2 Implement measures consistent with the Federal 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Program 
and the Tahoe Basin ITS Strategic Plan, including 
Traffic Management, Traveler Information Services, 
and Emergency Management Techniques.

GOAL 4: MASS TRANSIT

Encourage efficient and effective expansion of public 
transit operations and use in the Lake Tahoe Region.

Policies

4.1 Improve existing transit systems through increased 
frequency, preferential signal controls, expanded 
service areas, and extended service hours.

4.2 Provide transit facilities that encourage transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian usage.

4.3 Provide transit service to major summer and 
winter recreational areas.

4.4 Use alternative fuels to the maximum extent feasible 
 in public transit fleets. 

4.5 Actively support Transportation Management 
Associations (TMAs) in the Tahoe Region. 

4.6 Consider waterborne transportation systems in 
coordination with other public and private trans-
portation systems, including the pedestrian and 
bicycle network, using best available technology 
to minimize air and water quality impacts as an 
alternative to automobile travel within the Region.
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GOAL 5: INTER- AND INTRA-REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION

Strengthen transportation options into and out of the 
Lake Tahoe Region. 

Policies

5.1 Participate in state and local transportation 
planning efforts to ensure coordination and 
consistency amongst various planning agencies 
inside and outside the Region. 

5.2 Seek cooperation from neighboring jurisdictions 
to expand non-automobile transportation to 
cities, towns, and recreational areas outside of the 
Tahoe Region.  

5.3 Work with appropriate public entities, tribal gov-
ernments, and private interest groups to ensure 
coordination and consistency.
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GOAL 6: ECONOMIC VITALITY

Support the economic vitality of the Lake Tahoe Region 
by preserving and enabling an efficient system to move 
people and goods. 

Policies

6.1 Develop and track measures of economic vitality 
related to transportation, (i.e., traffic and pedestri-
an counts, employment, hotel/motel occupancies, 
and other visitation trends) as part of the adaptive 
management system.

6.2 Enhance the economic vitality of the Region by 
efficiently connecting people to jobs, goods, 
services, and other communities.

6.3 Support public-private partnerships and business 
improvement districts when planning, financing, 
and implementing transportation and air quality 
programs and projects.

GOAL 7: INTERMODAL 
TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

Develop effective intermodal transportation facilities 
where three or more major modes of the regional 
transportation system intersect and/or terminate (e.g., 
intersection of auto, bicycle/pedestrian trails, transit, 
and/or waterborne modes).

Policies

7.1 Require that Area Plans identify intermodal 
transportation facilities to serve each Center,  
and other major activity centers. Intermodal trans-
portation facilities should incorporate planned 
regional transportation facilities, parking, and
connections between them (e.g., sidewalks, en- 
closed walkways, etc.) and should accommodate
increased use of transit and non-motorized travel 
modes. Local agencies may need to coordinate
with state Departments of Transportation when
identifying intermodal facilities.
  

7.2 Require major commercial interests providing 
gaming, recreational activities, or excursion 
services to provide or participate in joint shuttle 
services or provide transit use incentives to their 
guests or patrons; and require connections 
with intermodal transportation facilities. 
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GOAL 8: PARKING

Encourage development of parking management 
strategies for the Lake Tahoe Region.

Policies

8.1 Encourage shared and other parking 
management strategies. 

8.2 Encourage parking management programs that 
provide incentives to fund improvements benefit-
ing transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 

8.3 Encourage parking management strategies that 
are tailored to the needs of each specific location 
and promote pedestrian and transit use.

GOAL 9: TRANSPORTATION 
DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures to reduce the number of vehicle trips on the 
Region’s highways. 

Policies

9.1 Require major employers to implement vehicle trip 
reduction programs. Such programs could include: 
carpool and vanpool matching programs, em-
ployee shuttles, on-site secure bicycle storage and 
shower facilities, flexible work hours, and parking 
and transit use incentives.

9.2 Require the development of traffic management 
plans for major temporary activities 
that account for the coordination and timing of 
simultaneously occurring activities. 

9.3 Encourage rental car providers to offer ve-
hicles that are low- or zero-emission within the 
Tahoe Region. 

9.4 Require new, and encourage existing condomini-
ums, timeshares, hotels, and motels to participate 
in public transit and/or private shuttle programs, 
and provide transit information and incentives to 
their guests and residents.
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GOAL 10: REGIONAL ROADWAYS

Upgrade regional roadways as necessary to improve 
safety, and provide for a more efficient, integrated 
transportation system. 

Policies

10.1 Incorporate transit stops and bicycle and pedes-
trian facilities in roadway improvement projects. 

10.2 Use transportation system management (TSM) 
measures to improve the existing transportation 
system, while maintaining provision of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. TSM measures could include: 
dedicated turn lanes, intersection improvements, 
bicycle-activated signals, 
and roundabouts. Additionally, work with State 
Departments of Transportation (DOT) and 
local transportation departments to improve 
signal synchronization. 

10.3 Preserve existing view turn-outs along scenic 
highways to maintain traffic flow and safety. 

10.4 Reduce traffic conflicts by limiting or controlling 
turning movements from multiple parking lot 
access points onto major Regional travel routes 
and major local roadways; by designing and siting 
driveways to minimize impacts to Regional traffic 
flow, and by utilizing shared access points and 
shared driveways where feasible. 

10.5 Consider quality of service for transit, pedestrians, 
and bicyclists in addition to motor vehicles when 
analyzing development impacts on the transporta-
tion system. 

10.6 Prohibit the construction of roadways to freeway 
design standards in the Tahoe Region.

10.7 Level of service (LOS) criteria for the Region’s 
highway system and signalized intersections 
during peak periods shall be:

• Level of service “C” on rural recreational/
scenic roads.

• Level of service “D” on rural developed 
area roads. 

• Level of service “D” on urban developed 
area roads. 

• Level of service “D” for signalized intersections. 

• Level of service “E” may be acceptable during 
peak periods in urban areas, not to exceed four 
hours per day. 

• These vehicle LOS standards may be exceeded 
when provisions for multimodal amenities and/
or services (such as transit, bicycling, and walk-
ing facilities) are adequate to provide mobility 
for users at a level that is proportional to the 
project-generated traffic in relation to overall 
traffic conditions on affected roadways. 

GOAL 11: TRANSIT-DEPENDENT GROUPS

Improve the mobility of the elderly, people with disabili-
ties, traditionally under-represented and under-served 
populations, and other transit-dependent groups.

Policies

11.1 Provide specialized public transportation services 
with subsidized fare programs for transit, taxi, 
demand response, and accessible van services.

11.2 Ensure that transit and pedestrian facilities are 
ADA-compliant and consistent with the TMPO 
Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan.

GOAL 12: AVIATION

Maintain and support air service to the extent that it 
increases mobility and public safety consistent with 
applicable law and environmental thresholds.

Policies

12.1 Update and maintain an Airport Master Plan.   

12.2 Limit aviation facilities within the Tahoe Region to 
existing facilities.
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GOAL 13: TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Develop on-going sources of regional revenue to fund 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and other non-auto trans-
portation improvements, operations, and maintenance.

Policies

13.1  Collaborate with local, state, regional, federal, 
and private partners to develop dedicated funding 
and implementation programs for Lake Tahoe and 
the surrounding regions.

13.2 Integrate transportation improvement programs 
into the Environmental Improvement Program 
(EIP).

GOAL 14: COLLABORATION

Implement transportation policies and improvements 
through private, local, state, regional, and federal efforts. 
Engage in collaborative and cooperative planning 
efforts, leveraging resources, and executing transporta-
tion improvements. Encourage dedicated programs 
related to Tahoe needs. 

Conclusion
The vision for transportation in the Tahoe Region, and 
the goals and policies described here, express the 
commitment of Tahoe residents to move toward a less 
auto-oriented, more sustainable way of life, and are at 
the foundation of the programs proposed in Mobility 
2035 for the next 23 years. 
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3.  Sustainable  
Communities Strategy

Introduction
Since the development of the Bi-State Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (Pub-
lic Law 91-148) in 1969 and its amendment in 1980 (Public Law 96-551), those 
with a stake in Lake Tahoe have engaged in an ever-evolving process of finding 
ways to both preserve and protect the natural assets of the Region while 
simultaneously enhancing its economic viability. A common theme through 
the decades has been an emphasis on reducing dependence on automobiles in 
order to provide a range of transportation options and reduce the impacts on 
the environment. 

Recently, reducing impacts on the global climate has emerged as a high 
priority for all communities in California. California’s Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) 
requires metropolitan planning organizations to focus regional land use and 
transportation policies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars 
and light trucks in order to meet targets established by the California Air 
Resources Board’s Regional Targets Advisory Committee. SB 375 calls for each 
metropolitan planning organization to develop a Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) identifying the transportation, land use, and housing strategies 
that will reduce regional GHG emissions. 
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At Lake Tahoe, there are a number of other 
environmental standards, in addition to the 
California GHG targets, that are directly tied 
to vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled. In 
presenting the Lake Tahoe Region’s Sustain-
able Communities Strategy, this chapter 
identifies the programs and investments in the 
Regional Transportation Plan and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regional 
Plan that will allow the Region to meet not 
only the GHG emissions reductions, but all of 
these environmental targets. 

In accordance with SB 375, section 
65080(b)(2)(B), this chapter  includes the 
following sections: 

Section 3.1: Land Use and Transportation 
Connection. As required by SB 375, Section 3.1 
provides a proposed distribution of land uses 
in the Region. The land use scenario described 
here is consistent with the proposed update 
to Lake Tahoe’s Regional Plan. An estimate of 
GHG emissions reductions attributable to the 
proposed land use scenario is also included.  

Section 3.2: Proposed Transportation System 
to Meet Forecast Demand. This section identi-
fies the transportation programs and capital 
investments that will allow the Region to serve 
the forecast transportation demand while 
meeting its environmental targets. Brief sum-
maries describe the proposed investments; 
details are provided in Chapters 4 and 5 of the 
plan. It also estimates the extent to which each 
group of investments would reduce per-capita 
GHG emissions from transportation. 

Section 3.3: Regional Housing Needs. Sec-
tion 3.3 identifies areas within the Region 
sufficient to house all the population of the 

region, including all economic segments of the 
population. It demonstrates that the proposed 
land use distribution will accommodate the 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
under California Housing Element law.  

Section 3.4: Meeting GHG, Air Quality, and 
Water Quality Goals. Section 3.4 presents 
analysis showing that the proposed transpor-
tation and land use changes will allow the 
Region to reach its major environmental goals. 
These goals include reducing per-capita GHG 
emissions to meet the Region’s targets under 
SB 375, and meeting Lake Tahoe Region’s own 
environmental standards. These include TRPA 
environmental threshold standards and Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) water quality 
targets. 

Section 3.5: Protecting Resource Areas. In 
accordance with the requirements of SB 375, 
TRPA has identified protected parkland, open 
space, and natural resource areas.

Section 3.6: Mobility 2035 Mitigation Strate-
gies. This section describes a multi-faceted 
approach to mitigating environmental impacts 
of existing and proposed development in the 
Lake Tahoe Region. Measures identified in 
the EIR/EIS process, restoration projects, and 
the retirement of unused development are 
combined to provide a coordinated strategy 
for both the near- and long-term.

Section 3.7: Public Participation in the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. SB 375 
requires that each metropolitan planning 
organization engage the community to 
receive input on the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. Section 3.6 summarizes the outreach 
plan and its execution. Additional details on 
public participation are provided in Chapter 7.
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Section 3.1: Land Use and 
Transportation Connection

LAND USE PLANNING IN THE LAKE 
TAHOE BASIN

TRPA and the Region’s local governments share respon-
sibility for regulating land use. TRPA’s role in land use 
regulation at the regional level is unique in the United 
States, established through the Bi-State Compact. In this 
role, TRPA is responsible for creating the Regional Plan, 
which establishes land use regulations for the entire 
Tahoe Basin. The Regional Plan was last updated in 1987, 
and TRPA is completing the next update of the Regional 
Plan in 2012. The land use plan summarized here is 
based on the most current planning assumptions and 
those that are likely to be adopted in 2012. The SCS land 
use plan is therefore consistent with the Regional Plan 
update proposal.

Planning for walkable town centers

The Regional Plan update proposes to cluster population 
and employment in relatively compact town centers 

 that are well served by transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
infrastructure. It achieves this goal by incentivizing 
transfers of development into town center planning 
areas and by requiring all new commercial floor area to 
be in town centers only. 

In these central places, the form, design, and position-
ing of buildings will be under the jurisdiction of local 
communities through local community plans. These 
plans will need to meet the overarching tenets of focus-
ing new development in town centers, and providing 
environmental benefits through building location and 
design. The combination of regional goals and local 
flexibility to design communities is intended to create 
an environment where walking, biking, and transit are 
convenient modes of transportation, and residents and 
visitors need not rely solely on the private automobile 
for their travel needs. For those who wish to leave their 
cars to walk, bike, and take transit, centralized parking 
at lodging properties or in shared lots would provide 
convenient locations to make the transition onto 
other modes. 

Clustering development in well-designed, mixed-use 
town centers has a number of benefits, including 
enhanced community character, improved mobility 
choice, reduced household transportation expenses, 
improved community health through increased physical 
activity, and reduced air pollution and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Increased pedestrian travel can encourage 
economic development for local business and promote 
economic competitiveness. Accommodating develop-
ment in existing community centers can also reduce the 
pressure for development in existing open spaces.  
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Forecast distribution of development

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(i): Identify 
the general location of uses, residential densities, and 
building intensities within the Region.

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii): 
Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the 
Region, which, when integrated with the transporta-
tion network, and other transportation measures and 
policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions 
from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there 
is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets approved by the state board. 

In the TRPA Regional Plan update draft, the 
staff proposal provides allocations for 
use of existing development rights 
for new residential units to Tahoe 
communities at a rate of 130 per 
year, Region-wide over the 20-year 
life of the plan. These residential 
units may be used on remaining 
developable parcels in each jurisdic-
tion. In addition, the Regional Plan 
update draft makes available a total of 
600 new “Bonus Units” (dedicated to multi-
family, affordable, or moderate-income housing), over 
the life of the plan, plus 874 Bonus Units left over from 
the 1987 Regional Plan. These Bonus Units may be 
distributed to any jurisdiction for qualifying develop-
ment, and may only be used in plan areas designated 
as town centers. 

In addition, Bonus Units may be used to incentivize 
transfers of development rights and existing develop-
ment from sensitive parcels and parcels far from town 
centers. Transfer ratios vary based on the distance 
from the town center and the level of sensitivity, 
and whether the transferring parcel has existing 
development or not. For instance, a developed parcel 

which is in a stream environment zone and is more 
than 1.5 miles from a town center would have the 
highest transfer ratio, of 1 to 6–that is, for transferring 
one unit of existing development, a property owner 
would receive 5 bonus units. (For more details on 
transfer ratios, see the Modeling Methodology in 
the Appendix.)

Residential densities will be up to 25 units per acre in 
town centers.  An additional 342 tourist accommoda-
tion units and 583,600 square feet of commercial floor 
area (CFA)1 could also be built, almost all of which will 
be built in town centers.

The possibility of reducing the development footprint 
in the Lake Tahoe region through an innovative 

development rights transfer program could 
provide for significant reductions in per 

capita GHG emissions from private 
vehicles and can be complemented 

by the development of a land 
acquisition program that retires, 
or in some cases transfers, excess 
development rights. TMPO 
supports the development of such 

a program by partners, including 
the consideration of necessary 

commodities to support proposed 
transportation investments. Acquisition 

programs have had past success in the Tahoe 
region, increasing public land ownership from 50% in 
1982 to 90% in 2010 and resulting in environmental 
improvement. This type of program would be an ideal 
candidate for various potential revenue sources such 
as California “Cap and Trade” funding, private sector, 
and other sustainability funding programs.      

 
 

Impact on  
GHG Emissions

3%
The land use approach 

proposed in this section is 
forecast to reduce per-capita GHG 

emissions by 3% by 2035.

 1  342 Tourist Accommodation Units and 383,000 square feet of 
commercial floor area are already permitted under existing regula-
tions.  An additional 200,000 square feet of CFA would be permitted 
under Alternative 3.
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Figures 3-2 and 3-3 illustrate the existing and forecast 
pattern of residential development in the Tahoe Region. 
Figure 3-3 shows the slightly denser, more compact 
nature of the TRPA Regional Plan draft staff proposal. 
Figure 3-1 shows projections for population, employ-
ment, and housing. Detailed policies and programs 
related to the future land use pattern can be found in 
the draft Land Use Chapter of the Goals and Policies of 
the Regional Plan Update. 

Figure 3-1 Region-wide Population, Employment, 
and Housing Projections

2010 2035

Population 54,473 60,365

Jobs (Payroll Employees)* 22,605 23,804

Total Housing Units 47,392 51,552

* Number of jobs (payroll employees) excludes businesses with 
one or two employees

Source: TRPA Transportation Model



3-6    

3.  SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY DECEMBER 2012

Figure 3-2 Existing Distribution of Residential Development
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Figure 3-3 Forecast Distribution of Residential Development (2035) 
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Section 3.2: Transportation 
System to Meet Forecast Demand

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(iv): Identify 
a transportation network to service the transportation 
needs of the Region.

As the population of the Lake Tahoe Region increases 
slightly and as populations outside the Region continue 
to shift, there will be changes in transportation demand 
in the Region. Figure 3-4 identifies forecast changes in 
Region-wide population, total daily trips by all modes, 
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 

This section summarizes the transporta-
tion system investments that the 
Region has planned to meet this 
forecast demand while also meeting 
its goals for livability, sustainability, 
and economic vitality. These invest-
ments, which are consistent with 
the Regional Plan Update proposal, 
incorporate complete streets design, 
multimodal options (bicycle travel, 
walking, transit), information technology, 
and transportation demand management 
strategies. They are summarized briefly below, shown on 
the map in Figure 3-5, and detailed in Chapter 4, Existing 
and Planned Transportation System and Chapter 5, 
Transportation Management Programs. 

TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL INVESTMENTS

The Lake Tahoe Region’s transportation system is made 
up of regional roadways and local streets, sidewalks and 
bike paths, bus systems, water transit, and an airport. 

Figure 3-4 Forecast Transportation Demand

2005 2020 2035

Region-wide Population 55,233 58,049 60,365

% Change in Population from 2005 5.1% 9.3%

Total Daily Trips by All Modes 337,956 341,852 372,152

Vehicle Miles Traveled 2,079,849 2,071,599 2,131,000

% Change in VMT from 2005 -3.9% +2.5%

Together, these facilities frame the Basin’s public spaces, 
link its communities and connect them to neighboring 
Regions, and shape the daily lives of residents, work-
ers, and visitors. Chapter 4 of this plan describes in 
detail and illustrates the planned investments in the 
transportation system. 

Highlights include:

• Corridor revitalization: The Region has identified 
a group of investments that aim to improve the 
network of streets and roadways. They include 
projects and programs that benefit users of all modes 
of travel, as well as projects that are focused on 

improving the efficiency and safety of local and 
regional streets as vehicle through-routes. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle facilities: 
Through its Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 
the Region has outlined a program of 
investments to create an integrated 
network of pedestrian and bicycle 
paths. These facilities include bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks, as well as paved, 

multi-use paths. The planned shared-
use path projects would fill many of the 

remaining gaps around the Lake Tahoe 
Region, bringing pedestrians and cyclists closer 

to the goal of being able to travel almost anywhere 
around the Lake on facilities separated from vehicle 
traffic. 

• Transit facilities and services: The Region’s trans-
portation agencies have both capital investments 
and service changes planned to enhance transit 
service in the Basin. These include investment in 
waterborne transit facilities and service; operational 
enhancements for BlueGO and TART; establishment 
of a new transit service on the east shore of Lake 
Tahoe; and enhanced vanpool service for commuters. 

Impact on  
GHG Emissions

4%
The investments in transportation 

facilities and transportation demand 
management strategies proposed 
are forecast to reduce per-capita 

transportation GHG emissions 
by 4% by 2035.

Source: TRPA Transportation Model. See Appendix for Modeling Methodology.
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Figure 3-5 Major Transportation Capital and Transportation Demand Management Investments
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Transportation 
Management Programs

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs 
make it easier for travelers to shift some trips from driving 
alone to transit, bicycling, walking, and carpooling. Chap-
ter 5 of this plan describes the Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies that the Region will use to 
maximize system efficiency. 

The Employer Trip Reduction Ordinance requires large 
employers to implement reduced commute trips by their 
workers. While the Ordinance is in effect and most large 
employers participate in the program, there is more that 
could be done to improve trip reductions at large employ-
ment sites. Under this plan, TRPA will work with large 
employers to enhance participation. As a companion to 
the Trip Reduction Ordinance, the BlueCommute Program 
provides supporting marketing and training services. The 
program was in effect several years ago, but the strategies 
need rejuvenation to appeal to a broader audience. Under 
this plan, TMPO will invest in updating this program. 

Mobility 2035 also includes public information campaigns 
to educate visitors and residents on the convenient 
multi-modal options available to them to reduce their 
environmental footprint. Finally, it proposes a collabora-
tion between TMPO and the Region’s localities to develop 
parking management programs.

Transportation System Management

Transportation System Management (TSM) refers to a 
group of strategies that work together to improve safety 
and traffic operations, and maximize the performance of 
the existing roads infrastructure. Investments to manage 
vehicle traffic have the potential to moderate vehicle 
speeds, reduce congestion, promote safety, and in some 
cases reduce emissions. Chapter 5 of Mobility 2035 de-
scribes the Transportation System Management strategies 
that the Region will use to maximize efficiency. Highlights 
include improvements to signal timing, traffic monitoring 
stations, roadway rehabilitation, and real-time travel 
information for both motorists and transit users.

Section 3.3: Accommodating the 
Region’s Housing Needs

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(ii): Identify 
areas within the Region sufficient to house all the popula-
tion of the Region, including all economic segments of 
the population, over the course of the planning period of 
the Regional Transportation Plan taking into account net 
migration into the Region, population growth, household 
formation and employment growth.

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(iii): Identify 
areas within the Region sufficient to house an eight-year 
projection of the regional housing need for the Region 
pursuant to Section 65584.  

Local governments play a vital role in the supply and 
affordability of housing. California Housing Element 
law mandates that local governments plan to meet the 
existing and projected housing needs of all economic 
segments of the community. California jurisdictions 
must adopt housing element updates that demonstrate 
accommodation of an eight-year projection of housing 
need, called the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA). For Lake Tahoe, the projection of housing need 
is set by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG), in consultation with the TMPO. The RHNA 
requirements apply only to the portions of the Lake 
Tahoe Region that are in California.  

The passage of SB 375 strengthened the linkage between 
Regional Transportation Plans and the Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment. SB 375 requires that the land use 
plan in the Sustainable Communities Strategy accom-
modate the regional housing needs requirements; i.e., it 
should not prevent local jurisdictions from meeting their 
housing requirements. SACOG approved the 2013-2021 
RHNA for the California side of the Tahoe Basin in 
December 2011. 

The regional housing needs requirements for Tahoe’s 
California jurisdictions are shown in Figure 3-6. The 
Sustainable Communities Strategy must allow local 
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jurisdictions to provide enough housing to meet the 
total housing allocation (column 1), as well as the 
allocation for “low” and “very low” income households 
(column 3)4. Columns 2 and 4 in the table show that 
the Lake Tahoe SCS is expected to provide more than 
enough total housing units, as well as housing units that 
are available to be constructed as affordable to house-
holds defined as “low” or “very low” income. To meet 
the “low or very low” requirement, the draft Regional 
Plan update includes 1,474 “bonus units,” or permissions 
to build multi-family, affordable, or moderate-income 
housing in town centers over the life of the plan. All 
jurisdictions have an equal opportunity to utilize the 
bonus units. 

In an effort to incentivize the construction of affordable 
housing the TRPA Regional Plan proposes to set aside 
a certain number bonus units specifically for use in 
affordable housing projects. As described above, under 
“Forecast Distribution of Development,” other bonus 

units may be used for affordable housing as well. Al-
though a sufficient quantity of bonus units are available 
to be constructed as affordable housing, market viability 
can have a significant impact on the likelihood that 
units are actually constructed as affordable. Planners, 
developers, local jurisdictions and affordable housing 
advocates must maintain an on-going dialogue to hone 
new and existing development policies, and monitor 
the effectiveness of incentives to support a diversity of 
housing types.

Section 3.4: Meeting GHG, Air 
Quality, and Water Quality Goals
This section presents analysis showing that the pro-
posed transportation and land use changes will allow 
the Region to reach its major environmental goals–both 
local goals for air and water quality, and GHG emissions 
reduction goals as established under SB 375. 

The Bi-State Compact requires that the goal of transpor-
tation planning shall be to reduce dependency on the 
automobile and, to the extent feasible, reduce air pol-
lution caused by motor vehicles. Since adoption of the 
Compact, TRPA has monitored compliance with several 
environmental threshold standards and Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) water quality targets. This section 
reports performance with respect to these threshold 
standards. To these long-standing environmental goals, 
SB 375 added the goal of reducing per-capita GHG emis-
sions. This goal is entirely consistent with the Region’s 
own goals.  

Figure 3-6 Allocation of New Housing by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction
Total Housing 

Units RHNA  
Requirement 

Total  
Housing Units

Lake Tahoe  
SCS allocation2

Very Low + 
Low Income  

RHNA  
Requirement

Very Low + 
Low Income 
Lake Tahoe 

SCS allocation

Placer County (Tahoe portion) 328 562 154 n/a

El Dorado County (Tahoe portion) 480 654 225 n/a

City of South Lake Tahoe 336 605 92 n/a

Total 1,144 1,821 471 1,4743

2  The SCS overall allocation is based on the ratio of development 
rights remaining in each jurisdiction times the number of allocations 
that will be available over the 8-year period (under the TRPA Regional 
Plan staff proposal this would be 130 allocations x 8 years = 1,040 
allocations), plus bonus units. Total development rights by jurisdic-
tion is taken from the TRPA PARCEL_APO database. City of South 
Lake Tahoe=1,218 (28% of total); El Dorado County=1,412 (38%); 
Placer=1,051 (27%), Nevada Counties=410 (7%). Total development 
rights= 4091. Bonus units available for each jurisdiction for the 
purposes of this table are calculated as the total number of bonus 
units available over the entire life of the plan, divided evenly between 
the five jurisdictions (295 units per jurisdiction). Each jurisdiction 
has an equal opportunity to obtain bonus units, however, and is not 
limited to 295 units.

3  874 remaining bonus units from the 1987 plan plus 600 new 
bonus units. 

4  Defined as households with household incomes less than 80% or 
50%, respectively, of the area median income (AMI)
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REDUCING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
FROM TRANSPORTATION

Global climate change is a major threat to the future 
of the Lake Tahoe Region, where the quality of life and 
health of the recreational economy depends heavily on 
the health of the lake, forests, and snowpack. Local and 
regional governments have an important part to play 
in reducing and mitigating this threat. Under California 
Senate Bill 375, regions in the state are required to 
create a transportation and land use plan that will lead 
to reduction in CO2 emissions from cars and light trucks 
in California counties.

In comparison to the approximately 2 million miles 
driven daily Region-wide, currently, drivers to, from, and 
within the California portions of the Lake Tahoe Region 
drive approximately 950,000 miles per day, generating 
approximately 103,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions per 
year. Based on its authority under SB 375, the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) set a requirement that the 
Tahoe Region create a plan to reduce CO2 emissions 
from cars and light trucks by 7 percent per capita by 
2020, and 5 percent per capita by 2035, as compared to 
the 2005 base year. 

In order to determine whether or not the Tahoe Region 
will meet these targets, the TMPO has conducted an 
analysis of the impacts to Lake Tahoe baseline emissions 
(California side only) of the anticipated land use pattern6 

Figure 3-7 Total Daily California VMT and Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Capita

  2005 2020 2035

Population Forecasts for the California portion of the 
Tahoe Region 41,213 43,934 45,468

SCS Forecast

VMT per capita 23.04 21.06 22.39

Total Daily VMT 949,750 925,150 1,017,955

Total Daily CO2 equivalents (short tons)5 460 431 471

CO2 per capita (lbs) 22.3 19.6 20.7

% Reduction in CO2 per capita from 2005 values 12.1% 7.2%

combined with the set of transportation strategies 
outlined in Mobility 2035. For more details on the model-
ing methodologies, please see the Appendix. 

The results of the analysis are shown in Figure 3-7. 
This figure shows that investments in sustainable 
transportation systems and land use patterns spelled 
out in this plan are sufficient to reduce forecasted 
GHG on the California side of the Basin by the targeted 
amount. Despite a gradual increase in total vehicle miles 
traveled as a result of moderate population growth and 
economic recovery, per capita, GHG would be reduced 
from 2005 values by 12.1 percent by 2020 and by 7.2 
percent by 2035.7

TRPA AIR QUALITY AND WATER 
QUALITY THRESHOLD STANDARDS

Three of the TRPA air quality threshold indicators are 
directly associated with vehicle travel: US 50 Traffic 
Volumes, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and Atmospheric 
Nutrient Loading. Both VMT and Atmospheric Nutrient 
Loading also relate to water quality. The trends for traffic 
volumes and VMT are listed here, while information on 
atmospheric nutrient loading is provided under the 
“Clean Water Act Compliance, Total Maximum Daily 
Loads” heading, later in this section.  

5 EMFAC2011

6 The land use pattern modeled is TRPA’s currently proposed 
Alternative 3.

7   The greenhouse gas reductions per capita are greater in 2020 than 
in 2035 because the Tahoe Region is expected to reach build-out 
around 2030. At that time, the population will remain the same but 
visitor vehicle miles traveled will continue to increase slightly as new 
commercial floor area is constructed. 
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In Focus: Reducing Emissions through New Technology

In addition to reducing trips, changing the region’s 
vehicle fleet mix to cleaner technology will help 
reduce GHG emissions. Improvements to fuel technol-
ogy in the United States, and particularly California, 
are anticipated as a result of federal and state fuel 
economy standards. In addition, there are local 
measures that can be taken to improve fuel efficiency. 
As part of the Regional Plan Update draft, the TRPA 
staff proposal includes a new policy to incentivize 
rentals of low-emission vehicles through its Rental 
Car Mitigation Program. Purchase of low-emission 
vehicles by residents could also be encouraged 
through a public information campaign.

Example: Nevada’s Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
Readiness Task Force

In response to growing interest in electric vehicles, 
the State of Nevada has developed a program to 
position the state at the forefront of the new electric 
vehicle economy. The Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
Readiness Task Force is a statewide initiative, co-
chaired by the Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT) and the Nevada Department of Energy. The task force is working to update codes/standards, test 
drive vehicles, analyze fleet vehicle adoption, and consider other issues related to the transition from 
gasoline to electricity.  The task force hopes to not only build out local electric vehicle support infrastructure 
within specific state regions, but also “electrify” the tourist corridors on Interstate 15 and Interstate 80. One 
approach being explored is to establish electric vehicle car share pods in more urbanized areas, so that 
tourists arriving in larger cities via public transit can use electric shared vehicles for shorter local trips. 

As shown in the table, the investments in sustainable transportation systems and land use patterns 
spelled out in this plan are sufficient to reduce forecasted GHG on the California side of the basin by the 
targeted amount.
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VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (VMT)

TRPA adopted the Vehicle Miles Traveled Threshold 
standard in 1982 as an air quality threshold, although 
the indicator relates to water quality as well. The indica-
tor states that there shall be a 10 percent reduction in 
vehicle miles traveled below the 1981 peak summer day 
levels. In 1981, peak summer day VMT was determined 
to be 2.3 million miles. Therefore the attainment level 
for this indicator is 2.07 million miles.88

8  Vehicle Miles Traveled is a modeled value that is calculated 
approximately every five years using travel demand software 
programs. As the original 1981 VMT value was based on an early traffic 
modeling program, it is not directly comparable to the VMT results of 
TRPA’s most recent TransCAD modeling software. To provide a valid 
comparison to the threshold standard using traffic counts, the 1981 
value has been updated here to correlate with the current TransCAD 
output. The 1981 value was updated by developing a ratio between 
cumulative traffic counts from 20 count stations around the basin in 
2010 and the traffic counts from those same stations in 1981. This ratio 
was then applied to the 2010 VMT to obtain a 1981 VMT value.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Regional Trends and Perfor-
mance Measures, as a result of the decrease in traffic 
volumes, modeled vehicle miles traveled by passenger 
vehicles per weekday in the Region are shown to have 
decreased from a peak of 2.54 million miles per day 
in 1985 to 2 million in 2010, bringing the Region into 
compliance with the TRPA threshold standard.  

However, as illustrated in Figure 3-8, total VMT are 
forecast to increase gradually over the coming decades, 
driven by a recovery in the visitor economy and moder-
ate population growth, approaching the threshold 
standard by 2035. Continued investment in improved 
transportation choices will be required to keep the 
Region below the threshold standard for VMT as the 
economy improves.

Figure 3-8 Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled, 1981 - 2009
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TRAFFIC VOLUME ON US HIGHWAY 50

TRPA established threshold standards for traffic volume 
to reduce the level of carbon monoxide (CO) in the 
Region. Although this indicator was originally devel-
oped to specifically target CO reductions, it remains an 
important indicator for other air quality related thresh-
olds because a number of these thresholds are affected 
by vehicle traffic.  

The indicator for the TRPA traffic volume program states 
that there shall be a 7 percent reduction in the daily 
traffic volume on the US 50 corridor from the 1981 
values. This equates to a directional daily traffic count of 
less than 23,411 vehicles. TRPA evaluates this indicator 
by measuring the traffic volume on Saturday of the 
Presidents' Day Holiday weekend between 4:00 p.m. 
and 12 a.m. (midnight) at a site immediately west of 
the intersection of Park Avenue in the City of South 
Lake Tahoe.  

Traffic volumes have decreased by about 12,000 
vehicles between 1981 and 2009. The Region has not 
exceeded the threshold standard since 1989. The short-
term trend (2005-2009) shows a continual decrease 
(apart from a jump in 2009), from approximately 10,000 
to 13,000 daily vehicle trips. Figure 3-9 shows the trend 
since 1981.

Figure 3-9 US Highway 50 Traffic Volumes 1981 - 2009
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CLEAN WATER ACT COMPLIANCE: LAKE TAHOE 
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires states 
to compile a list of impaired water bodies that do not 
meet water quality standards. The Clean Water Act also 
requires states to establish Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the primary pollutants for such waters. Lake 
Tahoe is an impaired water body; the primary pollutants 
causing its degradation are phosphorus, nitrogen, 
and sediment. 

The Tahoe TMDL establishes strategies for reducing 
these pollutant loads so that Lake Tahoe can meet a 
deep water transparency standard (Secchi depth) of 
97.4 feet (29.7 meters). There are two sets of strategies 
that affect transportation projects: reducing roadway 
runoff from the urban uplands and reducing atmo-
spheric nitrogen from vehicle emissions.  

Reducing roadway runoff is the responsibility of local 
jurisdictions and state departments of transportation. 
Each of these entities in the Tahoe Region is in the 
process of developing TMDL Load Reduction Plans to 
meet their assigned waste load reduction allocations. 
The Regional Transportation Plan will provide a sup-
portive role to local jurisdictions and departments of 
transportation as they develop and implement these 
plans, and will help to coordinate funding sources and 
other local projects to facilitate completion of these 
water quality improvements.

The TMDL relies on the TMPO and TRPA’s air quality and 
transportation plans to manage the load of nitrogen 
to the atmosphere from mobile sources. The TMDL 
anticipates that these plans will result in a Basin-wide 
nitrogen load reduction of at least 1 percent within 15 
years9. Based on the proposed RTP strategies to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled and the anticipated improve-
ments in vehicle emissions technology documented in 
California’s EMFAC2011 model, the TMPO expects the 
reduction to dramatically exceed the 1 percent target.

9  Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Final Total Maximum 
Daily Load Report, approved by the US EPA on August 7, 2011; and the 
California Final Total Maximum Daily Load Report, approved by the US 
EPA on August 16, 2011.

FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT AND CALIFORNIA 
CLEAN AIR ACT COMPLIANCE

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(viii): Allow 
the Regional Transportation Plan to comply with Section 
176 of the federal Clean Air Act. 

Under the federal Clean Air Act, TRPA and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation must determine that 
the Regional Transportation Plan conforms to the State 
Implementation Plan for air quality. Conformity means 
that transportation activities will not create or worsen 
air quality violations, or delay the attainment of air qual-
ity standards. The conformity analysis, which for Mobility 
2035 focuses only on carbon monoxide, is included in 
the Appendix and in the Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The analysis of Mobility 2035’s impact on California air 
quality indicators is also addressed in the environmental 
impact report in accordance with the California Environ-
mental Quality Act. 
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Section 3.5:  
Protecting Resource Areas 

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(B)(v): Gather 
and consider the best practically available scientific 
information regarding resource areas and farmland 
in the Region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
Section 65080.01.

While it is home to over 50,000 full-time residents and a 
destination for millions of visitors, the Lake Tahoe Basin 
is also a precious natural environment. Protecting the 
health of Lake Tahoe and the surrounding wilderness 
areas is a fundamental responsibility of the Region’s 
public agencies as well as each citizen and visitor. Begin-
ning with the Bi-State Compact, an understanding of this 
responsibility has guided public policy in the Region. 

In accordance with the requirements of SB 375, TRPA 
has identified protected parkland, open space, and 
natural resource areas (SB 375 also requires that the 
Region identify farmland and mineral resource areas, 
however, the Tahoe Region does not have these 

types of land uses). Parkland, open space, and natural 
resource areas were identified using the best available 
information from TRPA resource databases. Currently, 
approximately 85 percent of the Region’s land area is 
in public ownership and is managed by the U.S. Forest 
Service, the California Tahoe Conservancy, California or 
Nevada State Parks, or other public land management 
agency, and has protection as public and open space or 
natural resource area. 

Figure 3-10 shows the distribution of parks, recreation 
areas, and protected natural resource areas.

PROTECTING THE REGION’S NATURAL HABITATS 
AND RARE, THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND 
CEQA SENSITIVE SPECIES

Natural habitat and rare, threatened, and endangered 
species are protected in the Lake Tahoe Region by 
the federal Endangered Species Act, the California 
Environmental Species Act, and the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances. Figure 3-11 identifies protected and buffer 
areas for wildlife species which are of concern when 
planning new transportation or development projects. 
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Figure 3-10 Parks and Protected Natural Resource Areas
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Figure 3-11 Protected Areas for Endangered, Threatened, or Sensitive Wildlife
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Sensitive plant communities, while not depicted here, 
are provided protection through other designations, 
such as prohibitions on development in stream environ-
ment zones. The following chapters of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances identify protections specific to Lake Tahoe: 

Chapter 30 – Land Coverage

Chapter 61 – Vegetation Protection and Forest Health

Chapter 62 – Wildlife Resources

Chapter 63 – Fish Resources

When considering natural habitats and endangered 
species, project and plan proponents work closely with 
the U.S. Forest Service and TRPA to identify protected 
habitats and ensure that projects do not encroach 
upon them. 

CONSIDERING AREAS SUBJECT TO FLOODING

The TRPA Code of Ordinances also sets rules with 
regards to development in the 100-year flood zone. 
Section 35.4 of the TRPA Code regulates development 
within the 100-year flood zone, shown in Figure 3-12.

Section 3.6: Mobility 2035 
Mitigation Strategies

23 CFR part 450.322(f)(7): A discussion of types of 
potential environmental mitigation activities and 
potential areas to carry out these activities, including 
activities that may have the greatest potential to restore 
and maintain the environmental functions affected by 
the metropolitan transportation plan.

Mobility 2035 is a comprehensive transportation plan-
ning document that contains a strong link to regional 
land use policy through its Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, and in itself provides important mitigations for 
existing and proposed development in the Lake Tahoe 
Region. Through the process of developing the RTP/
SCS, the TRPA and the TMPO identified multiple activi-
ties to protect environmental functions of the Region. 
These include specific mitigations identified through a 
detailed Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the RTP/SCS10, conduct-
ing large-scale restoration projects that can be used to 
mitigate cumulative impacts of transportation and land 
use projects, and new public-private partnerships to 
retire unused development. Each of these concepts is 
described in greater detail below. 

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION IDENTIFIED IN 
THE EIR/EIS

The main impacts tied to the RTP/SCS identified in the 
environmental document were construction-related 
impacts and impacts of new development on traveler 
delay and vehicle miles traveled. In mitigating the RTP/
SCS, the TMPO will coordinate with the TRPA on devel-
opment of several mitigation programs. These include 
programs that would be applied on a project-by-project 
basis, as needed, including a program to develop best 
construction practices, and a program to monitor and 
forecast travel delay and VMT in four-year intervals, 
addressing potential exceedences of TRPA standards 
through the implementation of non-motorized 
improvements, roadway system management, and the 
phased release of land use allocations.    

RESTORATION TO MITIGATE CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS

Mobility 2035 identifies a program of transportation 
projects, that, when implemented, have the potential 
to create significant benefits to the Region by providing 
a connected, coordinated, seamless transportation 
system that supports bicycling, walking, transit use, 
goods movement and efficient roadway management 
for drivers and other roadway users. By studying the 
set of financially constrained projects, the TMPO and 
partner implementing agencies, such as the Tahoe 
Transportation District, local jurisdictions, and state 
departments of transportation, have the opportunity 
to explore large-scale restoration projects that can 
serve to mitigate the impacts of more than one project 
at a time. Examples of locations where these types of 
mitigation activities could take place are in sensitive 

10  See the Mobility 2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement, www.tahoempo.org.
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Figure 3-12 100-Year Flood Zone
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areas, such as stream environment zones, areas of scenic 
disturbance, or high quality habitat areas as identified 
by the TRPA GIS database. Mitigation projects could 
include purchase and restoration of aging development 
that was placed in a stream environment zone, improve-
ments to a scenic corridor, or improving nesting habitat 
for special-interest species. The TRPA and the TMPO 
coordinate to share the significant mapping resources 
available for the Tahoe Region, allowing the TMPO to 
identify targeted areas for this type of mitigation. 

Also, the TRPA, through its Environmental Improvement 
Program (EIP), has identified the areas where environ-
mental restoration would have the most benefit for the 
Region. Implementing agencies such as Caltrans, NDOT, 
and local jurisdictions have been completing projects 
on the EIP, and work is continuing on remaining proj-
ects. These projects also serve as important mitigation 
for impacts to the Region caused by development, and 
future mitigations can tie back to these projects and 
identified areas. 

DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS TRANSFER AND 
RETIREMENT PROGRAM

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the possibility for 
public and private entities to work together to find 
sources of funding to retire unused development is 
another opportunity for mitigation and restoration 
of sensitive areas. Much of the early commercial and 
motel development at Lake Tahoe occurred in environ-
mentally sensitive areas. Now many of these units are 
underused and outdated, and the focus of the Regional 
Plan is to shift development to town centers, where 
environmental impacts are reduced through sharing 
of resources, such as parking, and business owners can 
benefit from the close proximity of other land uses. 
Identifying sources of funding that can be used to 
retire, or, in some cases transfer this development could 
lead to significant opportunities for restoration and 
environmental protection.    

The identification of these three potential types of 
mitigation is an important step in carrying out a 
coordinated, proactive mitigation strategy for Mobility 
2035 and the transportation system that it envisions. 

Policies to target environmental restoration through 
transportation projects highlight areas that would most 
benefit from restoration and ensure that future projects 
carry this restoration through future environmental 
analyses and mitigation programs.

Section 3.7: Public Participation 
in the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy

California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(E): Each 
metropolitan planning organization shall adopt a public 
participation plan, for development of the sustainable 
communities strategy. 

In July 2010, the TMPO updated its Public Participation 
Plan to include new guidance for additional outreach 
related to the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
Additional outreach includes workshops and hearings 
throughout the Region to provide the public, elected 
officials, and other stakeholders with a “clear under-
standing of the issues and policy choices.”11

As part of the update of both the Regional Transporta-
tion Plan and the Regional Plan, and in accordance 
with its Public Participation Plan, TRPA and TMPO have 
conducted a robust, on-going public process for solicit-
ing public input on the land use and transportation 
policies highlighted in this chapter. Beginning in 2005, 
TRPA and TMPO engaged the public in a collaborative 
visioning process that included place-based planning 
workshops in local communities, a planning forum 
made up of community members and agency partners, 
and extensive civic outreach to gather public input 
about the aspirations for the future of the Tahoe Region. 
This process continued with stakeholder meetings to 
give input on specific goals, policies, and implementa-
tion measures proposed for the Regional Plan.

At the beginning of November 2011, the TMPO 
conducted public workshops to receive direct input on 
the specific policies, projects, and programs proposed 
in this plan. Focus groups have also been conducted to 

11  California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(E)(iii). 
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include the viewpoints of groups less likely to partici-
pate in the public process, and online information and 
input tools allow the public to provide input on project 
and policy priorities.

More details on public outreach can be found in 
Chapter 7, Public Participation. 

Conclusion
For decades, planning in the Tahoe Basin has focused 
on preserving and restoring the ecology of the Region. 
The multimodal transportation system and sustainable 
pattern of land use outlined in this plan renew and 
reinforce those commitments, while also reducing the 
Region’s impact on the global climate. The remaining 
chapters of this document detail the supporting 
transportation investments and outline how they will be 
funded and implemented. 

IN FOCUS: ADAPTING TO CLIMATE CHANGE

In the midst of diligent activity to reduce green-
house gas (GHG) emissions and lower the threat 
of global climate change, the earth’s atmosphere 
and oceans are already responding to the actions 
of the past. Although work to reduce greenhouse 
gases can slow or reverse this process, climate 
change models project continued increases in 
temperatures, which are expected to result in 
increased risk of drought, flooding, forest fires, and 
other impacts in the coming decades. Therefore, in 
addition to mitigating emissions, adaptation will 
also be necessary to reduce the vulnerability of 
natural and human systems. 

Example: Tahoe Basin Sustainability Planning Guidebook 

The Tahoe Basin Sustainability Planning Guidebook, developed by a working group of Tahoe Basin envi-
ronmental partner agencies, defines a process for developing a collaborative sustainability action plan that 
identifies climate vulnerabilities, opportunities to build system resiliency, and opportunities to reduce GHG 
emissions.

The Sustainability Planning Guidebook encompasses both climate change adaptation and mitigation strate-
gies for the Tahoe Region. Many climate adaptation strategies also serve as mitigation strategies. Examples 
of some of these types of strategies suitable for Lake Tahoe include: 

• Incentivize reduction of per capita water use.

• Maximize riparian soil water retention via connection of floodplains and stream flow through stream 
environment zones.

• Incentivize the transfer of development out of sensitive areas, particularly those prone to flooding.

Adapted from “Tahoe Basin Sustainability Planning Guidebook,” USACE Climate Change Project
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4.  Existing and  
Planned Transportation System

Introduction
The Lake Tahoe Region’s transportation system is made up of regional road-
ways and local streets, sidewalks and bike paths, bus systems, water transit, 
and one airport. Together these facilities link the Tahoe Region’s communities, 
connect it to neighboring Regions, frame its public spaces, and shape the daily 
lives of residents, workers, and visitors. 

This chapter provides an overview of the Region’s existing transportation 
system and describes planned investments.  A full list of proposed projects and 
projected costs is provided in Chapter 6, Implementation and Funding Strategy. 
These investments aim to help build transportation networks that are efficient, 
sustainable, and support environmental goals and economic vitality for the 
Region. While these transportation investments are summarized in Chapter 3 
(See Figure 3-5), this chapter provides more detail on each planned investment.   

Figure 4-1 illustrates the breakdown of forecast expenditures by project type. 
Operations and maintenance of the existing system and stormwater manage-
ment take up the bulk of the funding. The focus of future transportation invest-
ments, however, is on bicycle, pedestrian, and transit investments.  Bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit investments make up over 65 percent of the remaining 
investment plan. Corridor and gateway revitalizations make up 9 percent of 
the expenditures, and Transportation System Management represents approxi-
mately 1 percent of expenditures.
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Figure 4-1 Major Project Expenditures by Project Category – Tier 1 

The projects have been selected with attention to the 
following criteria:

• The projects would improve the Region’s transpor-
tation system as defined by its goals and policies 
and measured by its transportation system perfor-
mance measures. Categories of system performance 
measures include environmental impact, system 
usage and mode share, access and mobility, and 
safety. The specific measures are detailed in Chapter 
1, Regional Trends and Performance Measures.  

• The projects can be funded within the next 23 years 
using revenue that is ‘reasonably foreseeable,’ as de-
fined by MAP-21, the federal transportation funding 
law. The details of this requirement, along with the 
Region’s funding strategy for planned investments, 
are described in Chapter 6, Implementation and 
Funding Strategy. 

• The projects respond to community needs, as 
expressed through participation in the public 
outreach process for this plan. The public outreach 
process for this plan and the public input received 
are summarized in Chapter 7, Public Participation. 

$13, 1%

$81, 5%

$143, 9%
Operations and Maintenance

TMDL / Stormwater Management

$664, 42%$253, 16%
Transit Strategies

Corridor Revitalization

$437, 27%

Bike and Pedestrian Strategies

Transportation System Management and ITS 
Strategies

Dollars shown in millions, projected for year of expenditure
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THE SUSTAINABILITY VISION:  
COMPLETE STREETS

The public rights-of-way (streets, roads, and paths) at 
Lake Tahoe serve many different purposes for residents 
and visitors. They provide:

• Access and mobility for people and goods

• Emergency service access

• Tourist facilities, and a means of access to the 
Region’s abundant natural and recreational areas

• Places of commerce and social exchange

• Recreational facilities 

• Public gathering spaces

• Gateways to the communities through which 
they pass

• Economic, social, and/or cultural assets

Recognizing the diverse roles of the public rights-of-
way, the investments in this plan aim to help develop 
complete streets. Complete streets are built and man-
aged to be safe and comfortable for all types of users. 
They accommodate the needs of all modes (including 
passenger vehicles, delivery trucks, transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians), and all types of users (including children, 
elderly, and people with disabilities). The elements 
needed to create a complete street depend upon the 
context, including the role that the street plays in the 
transportation network and surrounding land uses. 
In many cases, achieving complete streets requires 
investments that shift the focus away from auto travel to 
make space for other modes and activities.  

Consistent with the intent to reduce dependency on the 
private automobile called for in the Bi-State Compact, 
and the extremely limited potential for growth, there 
is minimal new roadway construction planned for 
the Tahoe Region.  The planned road work includes 
corridor revitalization projects which incorporate 
complete streets concepts, treating stormwater runoff 
or adding operational improvements to the existing 
roadway system. 

In most Tahoe communities, the state highway is the 
“main street” running through the center of each local-
ity.  Therefore, there are often multiple projects planned 
for the same stretch of roadway that include bicycle 
facilities, stormwater treatment, transit, and technology 
enhancements.  A primary role of the Tahoe Metropoli-
tan Planning Organization (TMPO) is to help coordinate 
projects and funding that can transform identified 
corridors into complete streets.  Many of the planned 
“major projects” below have already integrated multiple 
project goals and can be considered complete streets 
projects. Additional projects on the larger project list 
may become part of integrated projects in the future.  

The complete streets vision is also expressed through 
the transportation performance measures detailed in 
Chapter 1, Regional Trends & Performance Measures. 
For example, complete streets projects aim to provide 
attractive transportation alternatives to reduce Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions, and promote mode shift toward non-auto modes. 
They also help ensure that more of the Region’s dwell-
ing units, recreation sites, and commercial core areas are 
served by transit and have access to high-quality bicycle 
facilities. Finally, by improving pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and calming traffic, complete streets projects 
can reduce collisions. 

Trout Creek to Ski Run Boulevard
Proposed in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, this 
stormwater control project on US 50 in South Lake Tahoe, 
currently under construction, contains Complete Streets 
elements such as bicycle lanes and sidewalks.
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Streets and Roads/
Corridor Revitalization

EXISTING FACILITIES

There are 110 miles of state and federal highways in the 
Tahoe Region. These routes, managed by Caltrans and 
NDOT, form the backbone of the Region’s transportation 
system. The most important of these are the three major 
roads that ring Lake Tahoe: US Highway 50; Nevada 
State Route 28; and California State Route 89. These 
three roads connect community centers around Lake 
Tahoe to each other, and serve as the principal links to 
outside regions in both states. As mentioned above, in 
addition to their important role as regional connectors, 
these roads serve as the ‘main streets’ of the Region’s 
largest community areas. Intersecting and supplement-
ing these regional roadways are 619 miles of local 
streets. These local routes include a range of facility 
types from urban-style arterial streets and roadways in 
South Lake Tahoe, California and Stateline, Nevada with 
sidewalks and bicycle facilities, to rural county roads 
outside of urban centers. 

The Tahoe Region presents a unique set of challenges 
and opportunities for planning improvements to local 
and regional streets and roadways. Important chal-
lenges include:

• Seasonal peaks. As a major tourist destination, 
the Tahoe Region has more pronounced seasonal 
peak and weekend peak travel patterns than other 

regions.1 Roadways can be congested during these 
peak times, and at other times they provide far 
more vehicle capacity than is necessary to meet the 
needs of permanent residents.

• Weather. The Region’s high elevation and high 
precipitation result in regular accumulation of snow 
that is both a boon to the Region’s resort economy 
and a challenge for travelers. Caltrans, NDOT, and 
most local public works departments in the Region 
work to ensure safe and efficient use of the roadway 
network, and have basic equipment and routines 
for plowing state highways and local streets and 
roadways. However, during and after major snow 
storms many of the facilities dedicated to bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and transit riders are left unplowed, 
become iced-over, or are otherwise impassable, 
making it more difficult for travelers to rely on these 
travel choices during the winter.  

• Managing stormwater runoff. Because of 
the threat to regional water quality posed by 
stormwater runoff, street and roadway projects 
are subject to stringent drainage and treatment 
standards. Projects and programs that promise to 
reduce impervious surface and/or reduce vehicle 
travel on streets and roadways within the Tahoe 
Basin can be expected to have measurable water 
quality benefits.  

1  Traffic volumes on US 50 in South Lake Tahoe peak in July with 
approximately 124 percent of the annual average. 

Feedback from Mobility 2035 workshop participants, November 2011
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In Focus: Street and Road Maintenance

Keeping the Region’s transportation 
system in a state of good repair is an 
important goal and a major challenge 
for all transportation agencies in 
the Region. TRPA, Caltrans, NDOT 
and the Region’s localities share this 
responsibility. A large proportion of 
transportation funding goes toward 
maintenance of existing roads.   

The Region’s weather patterns make 
maintenance especially important: 
Snow and ice break down roadway 
surfaces and lead to increased 
maintenance costs.  Roadways must be 
re-striped frequently and cracks and potholes repaired. These high costs have led to a deferred maintenance 
burden for county and city public works departments, which makes it difficult to set aside funding for new 
transportation initiatives. Not all jurisdictions have quantified a deferred maintenance need, however. 
Douglas County reported a deferred maintenance need of approximately 90 percent of the total need (i.e. 
only 10 percent of needed maintenance is funded)1. The City of South Lake Tahoe reports a deferred mainte-
nance need of $34 million for their local roadways.2 

One benefit of the integrated nature of Tahoe Region transportation projects is that roadway maintenance 
may sometimes be addressed through other projects. For example, both Caltrans and NDOT are currently in 
the process of retrofitting many miles of state roadways with water quality improvements. The incremental 
cost of adding roadway re-surfacing to these projects is lower than it would be as a stand-alone project. 
Where re-surfacing can be combined with other projects, needed maintenance is completed and the road is 
upgraded with higher quality, more state-of-the-art materials.  

Road maintenance is an important component in how well the transportation system functions. Many 
jurisdictions have developed a performance measure for road maintenance. These measures use varying 
factors, including the amount of money spent on maintenance (as a percent of budget, an absolute amount, 
or a cost per capita); or the percentage of road miles needing rehabilitation. 

The TRPA tracks miles of roadway treated for stormwater runoff, however neither the TRPA nor the TMPO 
formally report on other road maintenance indicators. Individual jurisdictions have a variety of methods for 
monitoring maintenance needs over time.  

1  Jeff Foltz, Douglas County Public Works Department
2  City of South Lake Tahoe Pavement Management System Database, via Jim Marino, Capital Improvements Project Manager, City of 
South Lake Tahoe.
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PLANNED CORRIDOR 
REVITALIZATION PROJECTS

The Region has identified a group of corridor revitaliza-
tion projects that aim to improve the roadway network. 
All of these include complete streets elements and 
benefit users of all modes of travel. While the Region 
has no major unmet needs for new highway facilities, 
several of the projects below focus on improving the 
performance of the existing state highways, particularly 
as they pass through populated areas.

Projects that are specifically designed to improve 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, stormwater runoff, or 
transit, and that are not incorporated into one of the 
projects listed below are detailed in the next sections. 
Projects focused on improving management of the 
roadway network, including Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) programs and Intelligent Trans-
portation Systems (ITS) investments are described in 
Chapter 5, Transportation Management Programs.  

US 50 South Shore Community Revitalization Project 

Location: Stateline, Nevada and South Lake Tahoe, 
California

Lead Agency: Tahoe Transportation District (TTD)

Under the current "proposed action" for this project, 
US Hwy 50 would be realigned around the Stateline 
casino corridor area to the east, between Lake Parkway 
in Nevada and a location southwest of Pioneer Trail in 
California. The new US Hwy 50 alignment would include 
two travel lanes in each direction with left‐turn pockets 
at intersections.   

Between Pioneer Trail and Lake Parkway within the 
casino corridor, US Hwy 50 would become a local street 
and would be converted to two lanes, one way in each 
direction, with a landscaped median and turn pockets at 
major driveways and intersections. Expanded sidewalks, 
bicycle lanes, and traffic signals would be installed to 
improve the flow of traffic, improve pedestrian safety, 
and encourage the use of non-auto transportation 
modes along the roadway. 

Because the proposed project may affect housing 
availability for low-income, minority, and other 
underserved community groups, social justice issues 
must be carefully considered as part of this project. 
While in many ways this project has the opportunity 
to benefit these underserved communities by provid-
ing safer streetscapes, improved travel times, and 
upgraded housing, the displacement of residents and 
the re-location of highway lane miles in close proximity 
to the remaining residences must be carefully studied 
and mitigated to a less than significant level. As such, 
the Tahoe Transportation District is adhering to the 
federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. This will 
ensure equitable treatment of residents who may be 
displaced from their homes and help improve the 
overall housing conditions of these residents through 
appropriate compensation. In addition, outreach to 
residents in the area, including non-English speakers, to 
learn about their concerns is being conducted during 
the environmental analysis phase of the project.    
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State Route 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitaliza-
tion Project

Location: Tahoe City, California

Lead Agency: Placer County

Fanny Bridge is a two-lane bridge over the Truckee River 
just south of the intersection of State Routes 89 and 28 
in Tahoe City.  Large numbers of pedestrians frequent 
this area to patronize local businesses, begin cycling 
and rafting trips, and view wildlife. These visitors also 
gather on the bridge to view the mouth of the river. 
The bridge suffers from traffic congestion during peak 
times and is in need of a seismic retrofit. This project will 
invest in improved bicycle and pedestrian access and 
will provide the needed seismic retrofit. The project will 
provide a more inviting western gateway to Lake Tahoe, 
and will relieve vehicle congestion at this crossing, 
either by widening Fanny Bridge, or by creating a new 
alignment for State Route 89 through the 64-acre US 
Forest Service parcel located west of the existing State 
Route 89 alignment.

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project

Location: Kings Beach, California

Lead Agency: Placer County

Kings Beach is the largest commercially developed 
area on the North Shore of Lake Tahoe. The area has 
developed without consistent frontage improvements 
along the highway. State Route 28, the major com-
munity thoroughfare, is a four-lane highway connecting 
North Shore, California with North Shore, Nevada and is 
in close proximity to the waters of Lake Tahoe—much of 
it within 200 feet of the lake shore. Currently, there are 
minimal water quality treatment facilities or stormwater 
drainage controls along this portion of state highway. 
Additionally, few features exist for safe pedestrian and 
bicycle mobility. 

The Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project 
will convert the existing four-lane highway to one lane 
in each direction with a center turn lane and provide 
bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and on-street parking. The 
project will also improve and construct water quality 
treatment facilities to meet pollutant reduction control 
standards. In addition, it will convert two existing 
intersections into roundabouts.   

Kings Beach Computer Simulation Rendering
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Incline Gateway 

Location: Incline Village, Nevada

Lead Agency: Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT)

In 2007, residents of Incline Village identified the 
intersection of State Routes 28 and 431 as a problem 
area due to multiple traffic accidents and high seasonal 
traffic volumes. To slow traffic speeds, minimize idling 
vehicles, and present a visually appealing entrance to 
the Tahoe Region, NDOT replaced the former intersec-
tion with a roundabout. Construction was completed in 
late 2012.

Figure 4-2 shows a map of planned roadway and 
stormwater management projects.

Water Quality Management

EXISTING FACILITIES

Lake Tahoe’s amazing water clarity is one of the Region’s 
greatest assets; however it is also one of the most threat-
ened resources at Lake Tahoe, with lake clarity declining 
approximately 30 percent over the past 40 years. Long-term 
water quality monitoring and research has shown that fine 
sediment and nutrients in stormwater runoff coming from 
developed areas in the Lake Tahoe Region cause most of 
the lake’s clarity loss. In an undisturbed watershed, storm-
water is captured by vegetation, and absorbed and filtered 
through the soil. Development, such as roads, driveways, 
and rooftops alters the watershed by creating impervious 
surfaces that prevent stormwater from filtering into the 
ground. Instead, stormwater runs over the surface, collect-
ing pollutants such as sediment, nutrients, oil, and grease, 
entering the nearest storm drain or stream, and ultimately 
discharging into Lake Tahoe. Installing stormwater treat-
ments on roadways is critical for reducing the water quality 
impacts of roadway runoff. 

Over 300 miles of local roadways and state highways in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin have been retrofitted to treat stormwater 
runoff to some extent. In fact, almost all of the stormwater 
projects listed in the 2008 RTP have been completed. These 
existing treatments typically include sediment cans and 
drop inlets, rock riprap, and vegetation for source control 
on cut and fill slopes, and detention basins. Many of these 
treatments, however, were designed without consideration 
of fine sediment removal.  Local jurisdictions and state 
departments of transportation are required to implement 
stormwater load reduction plans (SLRPs) or their equivalent 
in order to meet the targets set by the Lake Tahoe Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). Some existing facilities will 
have to be retrofitted to address fine sediment removal 
and meet necessary load reductions. New projects may 
need to include advanced treatments that can achieve fine 
sediment reduction when infiltration is not feasible.  These 
advanced treatments may consist of a system that filters 
the stormwater using materials such as perlite, zeolite, 
sand, or granulated activated carbon.  Advanced treatment 
also includes the creation of treatment wetlands. TMDL 
science also shows the importance and need to increase 
maintenance of stormwater facilities to ensure maximum 
pollutant removal efficiency over the long term.
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PLANNED WATER QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT PROJECTS

Given the role that roadways play in delivering fine 
sediment to the Lake, stormwater improvement projects 
on regional roadways are an important component of 
the plan. These projects often represent opportunities 
for incorporating complete streets elements, such as 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements. Many of 
them already incorporate these elements.

US 50 Water Quality Improvement Project Phase II (“Y” 
to Trout Creek)

Location: South Lake Tahoe, California

Lead Agency: Caltrans

This project, which has programmed funding and a 
completed environmental document, will reconstruct 
drainage systems and construct stormwater improve-
ments along the major highway through the urban 
core of South Lake Tahoe. The project also includes 
curb-adjacent sidewalks, bus pads for transit shelters, 
lighting conduits, and bike lanes. Signal synchronization 
may also be included in this project. 

Placer County State Route 89 Water Quality Improve-
ment Project

Location: Placer County, California

Lead Agency: Caltrans

This project is in Placer County on State Route 89 from 
the El Dorado county line to Tahoe City. The main 
project goals are to reconstruct drainage systems and 
construct stormwater improvements. The project will 
also include shoulder widening and a signed bike lane 
through the community of Homewood. This project has 
programmed funding and is preparing for construction 
bids at the time of publication of this document. 

NDOT Water Quality Improvements

Location: Washoe County, Carson City, Nevada

Lead Agency: Nevada Department of Transportation

NDOT will conduct a variety of erosion control and 
water quality improvements along State Route 28, State 
Route 207 (Kingsbury Grade), and US Hwy 50 in the 
Tahoe Basin.

Completed Projects:  
State Highway Water Quality Projects
Over 30 miles of state highway have been retrofitted with 
water quality improvements since 2008.
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Figure 4-2 Roadway and Stormwater Management: Planned Projects
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

EXISTING FACILITIES

In a vital and sustainable community, walking and bicy-
cling are safe, convenient, and enjoyable ways to travel. 
In the Tahoe Region, walking and bicycling are not only 
important means to get from place to place, they are 
also a way to have fun and to experience the natural 
beauty of the Region. The attraction of recreational 
hiking and cycling are also important contributors to 
the Region’s tourism sector.

A wide range of pedestrian conditions currently exist in 
the Tahoe Region. The major regional roadways, which 
were built as rural highways and designed to facilitate 
vehicle throughput, generally lack pedestrian facilities. 
Sidewalks and marked or signalized pedestrian cross-
ings do exist on the regional roads to varying degrees 
in the Region’s largest communities (for example, along 
US 50 in Stateline; and along SR 28 in Tahoe City and 
Incline Village). 

Currently, most of the Region’s larger communities 
have nearly completed networks of bicycle paths, 
lanes, and routes. Critical gaps in these more urban 
networks have been identified by local jurisdictions as 
high priority projects. At the regional level, there are 
major gaps in the bicycle network. The East Shore has 
virtually no bicycle network, and while the West Shore 
has an excellent, nearly continuous 10-mile separated 
path connecting parks and beaches to Tahoe City and 
beyond, the steep terrain near Emerald Bay has thus 
far been an obstacle in connecting the facility to the 
South Shore.  

Completed Projects:    
North Shore Water Quality Improvements
Caltrans completed over 8 miles of water quality improve-
ments on California’s State Route 28 on Tahoe’s North 
Shore. The project also included bike lanes and wide 
shoulders from end to end.

PLANNED BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS

The Lake Tahoe Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, which 
is incorporated into this RTP by reference, outlines a 
program of investments to create an integrated network 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. These facilities include 
bicycle lanes, bicycle routes, sidewalks, crossings at 
roadways, and paved shared-use paths.  

The planned shared-use path projects would fill most 
of the remaining gaps around Lake Tahoe, allowing 
pedestrians and cyclists to travel almost anywhere 
around the Lake on facilities separated from vehicle 
traffic. South Lake Tahoe will focus on completing the 
sidewalk network and parallel shared-use pathways for 
year-round usage along Lake Tahoe Boulevard (US 50), 
while providing a larger network of shared-use paths 
throughout the city for summer use. In Kings Beach 
and Tahoe City, investments focus mainly on providing 
sidewalks or shared-use paths along main through 
roads. Incline Village, which already has an extensive 
network of paths and lanes, is working on extending 
the sidewalk along SR 28 and adding bicycle lanes to 
connector roads.  
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Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway

Location: East Shore of Lake Tahoe, Nevada

Lead Agencies: Tahoe Transportation District and a 
working group of partner agencies

The vision for the Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bikeway 
Project is to complete the Nevada portion of a premier 
separated bikeway circling Lake Tahoe. The bikeway 
will provide connections from North and South Shore 
communities to some of the most picturesque of Lake 
Tahoe’s beaches and recreation areas.  Currently these 
areas are difficult to access by bicycle or by foot, as 
there are extremely limited bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities on the East Shore. The bikeway is envisioned to 
eventually connect Stateline, Nevada with Crystal Bay, 
Nevada.  In 2011, a feasibility study for the full corridor 
was completed. Design work is moving forward for the 
first two phases of the bikeway, called “demonstration 
projects.”  The South Shore Demonstration Project will 
connect Stateline with Round Hill Pines Beach, and the 
North Shore Demonstration Project will connect Incline 
Village with Sand Harbor.  

South Tahoe Greenway

Location: South Lake Tahoe, California

Lead Agencies: California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC)

The CTC is developing a shared-use path that will 
represent the backbone of the bicycle and pedestrian 
network in South Lake Tahoe, connecting residents 
and visitors to community and recreation destinations 
and providing a high-quality alternative to private 
automobile use. The Greenway project includes 3.5 
miles of continuous separated pathway between the 
Sierra Tract in South Lake Tahoe and Stateline, Nevada. 
The project will incorporate a segment of existing trail 
to create a continuous 4 mile route. The project contains 
elements critical to successful trail projects: it travels 
through diverse landscapes and will provide conve-
nient transportation connections and a high-quality 
recreational experience. 

In 2011, the CTC completed environmental review and 
moved into designing this phase of the Greenway.

Lakeside Trail
The completed Lakeside Trail in Tahoe City will connect the popular Truckee River Trail to Dollar Hill. In 2010 and 2011, new 
phases were constructed connecting Commons Beach to the Tahoe City Marina.
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Sawmill Bicycle Path and Lake Tahoe Boulevard 
Enhancement Project

Location: Meyers, California

Lead Agency: El Dorado County

These two bicycle facilities are intended to provide a 
critical link in the regional bicycle path network and to 
stabilize soil, restore stream environment zones, and 
improve stormwater quality within the project areas. 
The two paths will connect Meyers and the Tahoe 
Paradise neighborhood with the South Tahoe “Y.”  The 
Sawmill bicycle path will be a shared-use path from US 
50 to Lake Tahoe Boulevard along Sawmill Boulevard 
that connects to existing paths in Meyers. The Lake 
Tahoe Boulevard Enhancement Project would install a 
shared-use path along Lake Tahoe Boulevard between 
Clear View Drive and the South Tahoe “Y.”

Figure 4-3 shows existing and planned bicycle and 
pedestrian projects. 

Completed Projects:  Sawmill Bike Path
Sawmill Bike Path Phase I was completed in 2008, a 1 mile segment connecting Meyers with Sawmill Blvd. Phase 2 of this 
project will provide a path along Sawmill Blvd, connecting the existing path to Lake Tahoe Blvd, and is anticipated to be 
complete by 2013.
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Figure 4-3 Existing and Planned Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities (includes Tier 1 and Tier 2 projects)
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Transit Facilities and Services

EXISTING FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Transit services, including bus, rail, and ferry, provide 
transportation choices for residents, workers, and visitors 
while providing vital mobility to those without access 
to a private vehicle. By providing residents and visitors 
with a safe and convenient alternative to auto transporta-
tion, transit also contributes to reducing pollution and 
roadway congestion. Finally, well-designed transit facili-
ties can also help to create a sense of place and anchor 
pedestrian and transit-oriented communities. The Tahoe 
Region’s major existing transit services include: 

• The Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) bus system 
serves the North and West Shores with service to 
Tahoma, Tahoe City, and Incline Village; and a shuttle 
between Truckee and Tahoe City.

• The BlueGO bus system serves the South Shore, in-
cluding El Dorado County and Douglas County with 
fixed-route, door-to-door, and flex-route service, as 
well as seasonal ski shuttles and the Nifty 50 Trolley.

• Squaw Creek Valley Shuttles serves skiers and 
employees at the Squaw Creek Valley Resort.

• Summer and winter water shuttles. Water shuttle 
services operate on the North and South Shores in 
the summer months. Lake Tahoe Cruises operates a 
waterborne skier shuttle in the winter.

A major investment listed in the 2008 RTP is the 
Tahoe City Transit Center south of the intersection of 
State Routes 28 and 89. This project is scheduled to 
be completed in 2012. Covering about 2.5 acres on a 
tract of public land west of SR 89, the center will serve 
as a hub for Placer County’s TART buses. The center is 
adjacent to hiking and bike paths and improves access 
to transit as well as pedestrian and bicycle mobility in 
and around Tahoe City. Parking is provided for commut-
ers and visitors at the transit center.

Rail service to the Tahoe Region is limited to one daily 
Amtrak California Zephyr train in each direction in 
Truckee. Travel between the San Francisco Bay Area and 
South Lake Tahoe by rail is possible using the Amtrak 
Capitol Corridor rail service to Sacramento, with connec-
tions via Thruway Motorcoach service to both Truckee 
and South Lake Tahoe. Greyhound intercity bus service 
is provided along I-80 with a stop in Truckee. There is no 
bus service provided from Truckee to the South Shore or 
to points on the North Shore.

There are several private airport shuttles from the 
Reno-Tahoe International Airport to Lake Tahoe includ-
ing the North Lake Tahoe Express (North Shore), the 
South Tahoe Express, and the Resort at Squaw Creek 
Airport Shuttle.

Completed Project:  
North Lake Tahoe Airport Express Shuttle
In 2008, North Shore partners launched the North Lake 
Tahoe Express, serving North Lake Tahoe communities and 
the Reno-Tahoe Airport. This service is funded by a wide 
range of groups, including Placer and Washoe Counties, 
hotels and resorts, convention and visitors’ bureaus, and 
the Reno-Tahoe Airport.

Complete Project: Transit Shelters
A major unmet need identified through public outreach for 
the 2008 RTP was for additional transit shelters throughout 
the Region.  Since 2008, twelve new transit shelters have 
been installed at high ridership stops, five on the North 
Shore and seven on the South Shore.
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Planned Transit Projects
The Region’s transportation agencies are planning 
future capital investments and service changes to 
enhance transit service in the Region. These include 
investment in waterborne transit facilities and service, 
operational enhancements for BlueGO and TART, estab-
lishment of a new transit service along the East Shore of 
Lake Tahoe, and enhanced vanpool service for commut-
ers. Major projects are described in detail below. 

Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit

Location: Multiple

Lead Agency: Tahoe Transportation District 

Lake Tahoe’s early history included steamboat service 
connecting rail travelers arriving in Tahoe City with their 
summer destinations on the South Shore. To reduce 
auto traffic and provide an efficient and attractive way 
to travel across the Lake for both residents and tourists, 
the Tahoe Transportation District (TTD) is examining the 
potential for re-establishing a regular Lake Tahoe Water-
borne Transit service between several sites on the North 
and South shores. The TTD is currently in the process 
of reviewing several service alternatives, including one 
which would provide the cross-lake service via a bus. 

Other Proposed Inter-Regional Services

Additional proposed inter-regional services include new 
bus connections between Reno, Truckee, and North 
Lake Tahoe communities, a South Shore vanpool, a 
Carson Valley - South Shore vanpool, and a shuttle from 
Sacramento to South Lake Tahoe.  This shuttle could 
serve the Sacramento Airport and South Shore ski resorts 
before continuing on to South Lake Tahoe and Stateline.  
This service could be combined with the existing Amtrak 
Thruway Connector service to save on costs.  

Operational Enhancement Strategies

Both BlueGO and TART have planned operational expan-
sions to meet the needs of their rider populations and 
improve service as whole. Specific improvements are 
listed in the Appendix. The costs listed correspond with 
the costs of the projects in Chapter 6, Implementation and 
Funding Strategy. 

Completed Project: Triangle Service  
(Stateline-Minden-Carson City)
This recently implemented transit service expansion 
provides commuter connections between Minden/
Gardnerville and Carson City (nearby Nevada com-
munities outside the basin) to Stateline, Nevada. The 
additional service added a connection between Carson 
City and Minden/Gardnerville and modified the route 
structure to improve operational efficiency.
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Equitable Access to Transit Service
TRPA monitors transit service changes to ensure that 
specific communities of concern have equitable access. 
These include minority populations in the area, such as 
Latino residents, as well as those more likely to depend on 
transit, such as seniors and households without access to a 
motor vehicle. In the Lake Tahoe Region, the proportion of 
these groups that live in the town centers, the areas best 
served by transit, is quite high. Figure 4-4 below shows the 
percentage of disadvantaged populations served by the 
existing and proposed transit system, compared to the 
population as a whole.  Figure 4-5 shows a map of existing 
and planned transit services in the Lake Tahoe Region.

Figure 4-4 Percentage of Disadvantaged Populations served by Transit*

 
Total  

Population 
Age 18+

Hispanic/ 
Latino Percent

Total  
Population 
(All Ages)

Seniors Percent

Total 45,746 8,056 18% 56,117 6,932 12%

Served by transit 21,929 5,429 25% 27,320 2,969 11%

* Defined as living within a ¼ radius of a transit route that operates year-round
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Figure 4-5 Existing and Planned Transit Services
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Goods Movement
The movement of goods in and out of the Tahoe Basin 
is essential to the economic well-being of the Region. A 
robust and well-managed goods movement system that 
utilizes multiple modes can help the Region meet its 
greenhouse gas reduction targets and serve an impor-
tant role during emergencies or major snowstorms.

Trucks using federal and state highways account for 
the vast majority of goods movement to and from the 
Region. The Tahoe Region is considered the final desti-
nation for goods. No freight rail serves the Region— the 
closest freight rail depot is in Truckee, which is served by 
the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway.

The Reno-Tahoe International Airport (RTIA) also 
presents an option for moving goods in and out of the 
Lake Tahoe Region, with freight comprising about 15 
percent of the total landed weight at RTIA.

There are no projects currently planned to specifically 
enhance the movement of goods. However, because 
most of the Region’s goods are delivered by truck, 
projects that improve roadway access will benefit 
truckers moving goods. While complete streets projects 
are focused on pedestrians and non-motorized travel, 
they can also be designed to accommodate over-sized 
vehicles such as delivery trucks.

The US Hwy 50 South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project and State Route 89/Fanny Bridge Community 
Revitalization Project would redirect truck traffic out of 
the heart of the Stateline and Tahoe City town center 
areas, allowing drivers to avoid high levels of pedestrian 
and bicycle traffic there. These projects are described 
more fully in the section on corridor revitalization 
projects earlier in this chapter. 
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Aviation and Airport Access

EXISTING FACILITIES

Passenger air service to the Tahoe Region is currently 
provided largely through the Reno-Tahoe International 
Airport, followed by Sacramento International Airport. 
In 2008, 10,500 passengers passed through RTIA daily, 
on 140 commercial flights. In 2010, the number of flights 
decreased by 11.4 percent, with only 124 commercial 
flights arriving and departing daily. As already noted, 
about 15 percent of the total landed weight at RTIA is 
freight, with several carriers, including DHL, FedEx, and 
UPS, providing roughly 10 flights per day. In addition, a 
small number of chartered flights use the airport (five to 
six a month).

The South Lake Tahoe Airport also has the capacity 
to provide air passenger service directly to the Tahoe 
Region, although no scheduled air passenger service is 
currently provided. Private operators have periodically 
offered air passenger service to the Lake Tahoe Airport, 
and the City of South Lake Tahoe is currently investigat-
ing the possibility for bringing passenger service back 
to Lake Tahoe. Meanwhile, a small number of general 
aviation planes use the South Lake Tahoe Airport. 
Special events such as the Celebrity Golf tournament in 
July bring higher levels of air travel through the airport, 
but since 2008 the number of flights has dropped 
slightly and several hangars are empty. 

As mentioned previously in this chapter, there are 
several private airport shuttles from North and South 
Lake Tahoe to the RTIA, which contribute to making air 
travel to the Region attractive, and help reduce traffic 
congestion and auto emissions.

Both the Reno-Tahoe airport and the South Lake Tahoe 
Airport offer viable options for visitors to the Tahoe 
Region, especially those traveling from a great distance 
for a short time. The majority of visitors from out of state 
or outside the US fly into the Tahoe Region. Of those 
visiting the North Shore in winter, 81 percent of inter-
national and 73 percent of out of state visitors came by 
plane; in the summer, these numbers increased to 84 
percent and 85 percent, respectively.2

2  TRPA IIRT Study, p. 75-76

PLANNED AVIATION PROJECTS

Funding for Lake Tahoe Airport improvements is largely 
generated through the Airport Capital Improvement 
Program, which leverages funding from the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) with local matches from 
the City’s general fund. Current plans at Lake Tahoe 
Airport include annual improvements averaging ap-
proximately $1.5 million for runway, apron, and taxiway 
rehabilitation projects, new and expanded buildings, 
and an estimated $800,000 for annual operating costs. 
The City of South Lake Tahoe also recently initiated 
a project that will reduce impervious coverage and 
provide for water quality improvements at the airport. 
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5.  Transportation  
Management Programs

Overview
Chapter 4, Existing & Planned Transportation System, discussed the Lake Tahoe 
Region’s transportation networks, and the plan to invest in them to move the 
Region toward its goals for strengthening the community, the economy, and 
the environment. Alongside those physical facilities, TMPO, TRPA and communi-
ties throughout the Region have programs in place that help to manage the 
transportation system, making it safer, more efficient, and more sustainable. 
TMPO and TRPA are also planning enhancements to some of these programs as 
well as new programs to improve the system even more. While less visible than 
the networks themselves, these programs are also important for reaching the 
Region’s goals.

This section describes those existing and proposed programs for manag-
ing transportation in the Region. The programs fall under the categories of 
Transportation Demand Management (incentives to use non-auto modes of 
transportation); Transportation System Management (programs that aim to 
make travel more efficient); and Transportation Security (plans for managing 
the transportation system during a disaster). Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3 identifies 
town center areas, where these strategies would primarily be deployed, or have 
the greatest impact. 
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Transportation Management Associations 

The Tahoe Basin has two Transportation Management 
Associations (TMAs): The Truckee North Tahoe TMA, 
serving the North Lake Tahoe-Truckee Resort Triangle, 
and the South Shore TMA, serving the greater South 
Shore area. The TMAs are community-based, non-profit 
organizations designed to foster public outreach, re-
ceive community input on transportation and air quality 
issues, and encourage and facilitate the public-private 
partnerships necessary to implement transportation 
projects. The TMPO works closely with the TMAs on all of 
the programs listed in this chapter.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs 
make it easier for travelers to shift some trips from driv-
ing alone to transit, bicycling, walking, and carpooling. 
TDM can include employer programs such as flexible 
work schedules; “Guaranteed Ride Home” programs to 
give employees the security to carpool or ride transit; 
information and marketing efforts; and financial incen-
tives such as subsidized transit passes.

TRPA has codified an Employer Trip Reduction Ordinance 
to encourage TDM by employers in the Region. This 
ordinance allows for close collaboration between TRPA 
and the business community to promote transportation 
options, reducing congestion and improving air quality 
in the Region. To support this ordinance, the TMPO is 
in the process of building a marketing and education 
effort called BlueCommute. These efforts are further 
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enhanced by the work of the North and South Shore 
Transportation Management Associations. Also, as part 
of the Regional Transportation Plan and Regional Plan 
updates, TMPO and TRPA are working with local jurisdic-
tions to encourage and support parking management 
programs tailored to community needs.

The Employer Trip Reduction Ordinance

The Employer Trip Reduction Ordinance, which is part 
of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, requires employers to 
invest in TDM programs.

All businesses are required to provide information to 
employees about transportation options and alterna-
tives to single-occupant vehicle commuting. Large 
businesses (those with more than 100 employees) 
must meet additional requirements. They must have an 
employee transportation coordinator on staff, provide 
preferential carpool and vanpool parking, and prepare a 
Trip Reduction Plan that includes TDM measures in the 
ordinance.1 These measures can include the following:

• Promote Rideshare:  Encouraging employees to 
share the ride to work, through vanpool programs 
or priority parking, can remove cars from the road.

• Offer a Shuttle Program: A number of large 
employers in the Tahoe Region currently operate 
employee shuttles or contribute to existing transit 
services to provide direct transportation from major 
transportation hubs to the work site.

• Transit Pass Subsidy: Employers can make transit 
more attractive and affordable for their employees 
by offering reduced-cost or free transit passes.

• Flex Schedules: When employees are able to stag-
ger their work hours, congestion is reduced during 
peak commute hours. Compressed work weeks 
(four 10- hour days, for example) can also reduce 
the total number of trips. 

1  Each of these transportation measures is assigned a specific number 
of “credits,” and each business with at least 100 employees must record 
at least 15 credits, while each business with at least 200 employees 
must record at least 22 credits. A complete list of transportation con-
trol measures along with the credits for each can be found in the TRPA 
Code of Ordinances Section 65.4, Employer Trip Reduction Program. 

• On-site Services: Employers can help to reduce 
the need for mid-day trips made by employees by 
ensuring that important services, such as banking 
(ATM, direct deposit), on-site childcare, a cafeteria, a 
gym, and postal services are available at or near the 
work site.

• Other Measures: The TRPA trip reduction ordinance 
gives credit for additional measures, including, but 
not limited to: Guaranteed Ride Home Program; 
secure bicycle parking facilities; showers and 
lockers to promote bicycle commuting; and shelters 
at transit stops.

As part of Mobility 2035 and the Regional Plan update, 
TRPA and TMPO will take expanded steps to improve 
communication with employers and increase under-
standing of this existing ordinance, ensuring that all 
large businesses do their part to reduce vehicle trips 
and promote sustainability. 
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BlueCommute/BlueVisitor Program

The BlueCommute Program was conceived of in concert 
with the Employer Trip Reduction Program to provide 
support, marketing, and education to assist employ-
ers in implementing TDM programs, and to assist 
all Tahoe residents in shifting their commute mode. 
While BlueCommute was active for several years, once 
employers had TDM measures in place, the need for 
the program lessened. Now, advances in technology 
and new opportunities available to both commuters 
and visitors to the Region call for a rejuvenation and 
expansion of the program. As part of this RTP update, 
the TMPO plans to work with the TMAs to re-introduce 
a BlueCommute/BlueVisitor program with a focus on 
educating and disseminating information on commute 
and travel options to both residents and visitors. This 
program may include: 

• Actively promoting ridematching and ridesharing 
programs, particularly inter-regional ridesharing 
opportunities offered by businesses such as Zimride 
or Avego, which assist drivers with unused capacity 
in their vehicles to find other riders to share the ride 
for a fee.

• Marketing to promote non-auto commute modes 
to all residents and outreach to businesses about 
how to promote non-auto commuting to their 
employees. 

• Technical assistance to employers in developing 
TDM programs.

• Public Service Announcements and advertising 
about transit, biking, and walking opportunities for 
visitors once they have arrived in Lake Tahoe.

• Travel training programs, which educate residents 
and visitors on how to ride public transit, use 
bicycle and pedestrian trails in the Tahoe Region, 
and how to telecommute or rideshare in a car 
or van.

Enhanced Usability of Transit

Transit services can offer passenger amenities that 
make riding the bus more competitive with the auto for 
comfort and convenience. Some ways that the TMPO 
and regional providers are planning to make transit 
more attractive are:

• Trip Planning Tools. Planning a ride on transit 
can be made simpler with on-line trip planning 
tools, such as Google Transit or, in the Bay Area, 
511. These tools allow riders to type their origin, 
destination, and time of arrival or departure into a 
search tool. The search tool quickly returns route 
and transit schedule information from which a rider 
can choose their best option. The Truckee-North 
Tahoe Transit Management Association currently 
uses Google Transit for north shore routes. 

• Real-time Information on Transit Service. People 
are more willing to ride transit if they can be 
confident in knowing when the bus will arrive. For 
residents and visitors traveling within the Region, 
real-time arrival information at transit stops, 
online, and/or via web-enabled mobile devices can 
increase ridership. Avego and NextBus are currently 
deployed systems that use Global Positioning Sys-
tems (GPS) to let passengers know, via signage at 
stops or through any web-enabled device, exactly 
where their bus is. The Tahoe Transportation District 
is currently in the process of employing Avego on 
BlueGO to provide real-time travel information to 
riders via phone and changeable message signs 
at transit shelters. Real-time travel information by 
phone should be available shortly, with changeable 
message signs following within a few years. 
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IN FOCUS: WORKING TOGETHER TO DEVELOP PARKING 
MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The price and availability of parking have a 
powerful impact on how the transportation system 
functions. Parking shapes each individual’s choice 
of travel mode, and the amount and design of 
parking plays an important role in the look and 
feel of a place. Parking regulations, such as mini-
mum parking requirements, can also shape where 
and how development occurs. 

Currently, land use regulations in the Tahoe Region 
work to ensure that some town center destinations 
have more than enough parking available to meet 
the demand for free parking at all times of day, 
through the use of minimum parking requirements 
in zoning codes. These policies subsidize the use 
of private autos for most trips, and ensure that 
a large share of the Region’s developed land is 
dedicated to parking lots, instead of buildings 
or open space. By contrast, some peer communi-
ties have had success restoring balance to travel 
choices and stimulating local economic develop-
ment by implementing parking policies that work 
to ensure that the supply of parking is determined 
by market choices. When parking subsidies are 
removed, transit, walking, and biking become more competitive. 

As part of this Regional Transportation Plan and the update of the TRPA Regional Plan, particularly the 
update of the community plans, TMPO and TRPA will work closely with communities in the Region to 
investigate and develop parking management policies that work toward environmental improvement 
and land use goals. There are multiple strategies that Basin communities may want to consider: 

• Shared parking between uses

• Reduction of minimum parking standards

• Creation of maximum parking standards

• In-lieu payment by developers to meet parking requirements

• On-street parking

• Parking along major regional travel routes

• Handicapped-disabled parking

• Creation of bicycle parking standards

• Market-rate parking charges (including parking charges based on congestion levels). 
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• Create one branded payment method. North 
Shore transit services have deployed smart pay-
ment cards for transit. In the future, the Region 
will implement a fare payment system that allows 
passengers to use one card to pay their fare on 
any public transit system, regardless of who is 
providing it.  

• Improved transit coordination between local 
and regional providers. Over time, transit in the 
Tahoe Region can knit together schedules and 
transfer points. This could include improvements to 
existing intra-regional transit, such as door-to-door 
packages that take “transfer anxiety” out of the 
equation with a single ticket for the entire trip, 
providing clear information about any transfers, 
coordinated transfer times, and a guarantee of not 
being stranded if one portion of the trip is delayed.

Transportation System 
Management and Intelligent 
Transportation Systems
Even as Lake Tahoe’s communities invest to increase 
the attractiveness of transit, walking, and cycling in 
the Region, private vehicles will remain an extremely 
important part of the transportation system. Managing 
vehicle traffic has the potential to moderate vehicle 
speeds, reduce congestion, and promote safety.

The term ‘Transportation Systems Management’ (TSM) 
refers to a group of strategies that work together to 
improve traffic operations and maximize the perfor-
mance of the existing roads infrastructure in moving 

people and goods. An important component of TSM is 
called Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)2, which 
focuses on using information technology to accomplish 
these goals. 

Mobility 2035 proposes several investments in 
Transportation System Management, falling under the 
following categories: 

• Signal timing. When traffic signals are synchro-
nized or timed correctly, or when they can respond 
to the presence of varying numbers of cars, traffic 
can move more smoothly. One such project is signal 
synchronization on US 50 from the “Y” to Stateline.

• Monitoring. Traffic monitoring stations can provide 
information needed to adjust signal timing and 
other traffic control tools. Monitoring stations are 
proposed for various locations in the Tahoe Basin.

• Traffic Management. Traffic in the Lake Tahoe 
area is highly variable depending on the season, 
the weather, and the time of year. While techni-
cal tools, such as signals and cameras, can help 
manage the flow of traffic, sometimes the most 
effective, and cost-effective, traffic management 
is done by people on the scene. A variety of traffic 
management programs have been established in 
response to this episodic traffic congestion during 
both winter and summer, such as chain controls, 
cone controls, and flaggers to manage intersection 
traffic. The Truckee/North Tahoe area has used 
traffic management very effectively to control traffic 
leaving ski resorts and special events.   

• Rehabilitation. Roads are designed for traffic to 
move at specific average speeds. When roadways 
are in bad condition, traffic moves erratically and 
more slowly than it could if the roads were in good 
repair. Maintenance and rehabilitation of roads 
can return traffic to more efficient movement. 
An Emergency Roadway Repair program, as well 
as rehabilitation projects in both California and 
Nevada, are proposed in Mobility 2035. These types 
of projects are considered capital improvement 
projects by the state departments of transportation. 

2  The RTP is consistent with the regional ITS architecture (Tahoe Basin 
Strategic Plan, 2003).
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IN FOCUS: MARKETING GREEN TOURISM

One promising strategy for reducing vehicle emissions while supporting prosperity in the Region is to 
promote Lake Tahoe as a ‘green’ tourist destination: one that focuses on protecting the environment, 
provides outdoor activities for active people, and where visitors can enjoy themselves without having to 
rely on a car for every trip.  

To do so, the Region’s businesses and public agencies will work together to both provide and educate 
visitors about non-auto transportation options. Currently, the Lake Tahoe Visitor’s Bureau hosts a web 
site with extensive information on activities in both the North and South Shore, and connects potential 
visitors with sites offering bus transit to skiing as well as information on local transit. In the future, this 
information, as well as tips on renting bicycles and low-emission vehicles, joining carpools, and the 
walkability of the downtowns, may be featured on all Tahoe-related sites to promote non-auto trans-
portation as the way to get to and around the Tahoe Region. Once visitors arrive, this information might 
be provided through an outreach campaign in partnership with hotels and restaurants. As transporta-
tion options develop, planning agencies, transportation management associations, and the business 
community will work together to develop this strategy.
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• Information on Driving Conditions. Keeping 
motorists informed of traffic and weather condi-
tions can let motorists know what to expect, and 
provide them with choices of routes or trip timing. 
Changeable Message Signs are proposed as a way 
to provide this real-time information to drivers 
traveling to, from, and within Lake Tahoe. 

Transportation Security
The possibility of large-scale security incidents or natu-
ral disasters creates the need to plan for a wide-scale 
evacuation in almost every area of California, including 
Lake Tahoe. Effective coordination and communication 
among different operating agencies in a Region is es-
sential to safely evacuating or stabilizing a community. 
Such coordination is needed to allow law enforcement 
and safety responses to occur in an expeditious manner, 
while at the same time permitting the transportation 
system to handle the public response to the incident. 
Regional public safety agencies must be prepared to 
provide clear and concise information to the public 
about the situation and what actions they should take.

The immediate organizational response to security 
incidents and disasters will be the responsibility of 
law enforcement and public safety agencies. At the 
state level, California has developed the Standardized 
Emergency Management System (SEMS) as the frame-
work for emergency procedures to be used in response 
to disasters by the state and all levels of government. 
Nevada has the Division of Emergency Management 
(DEM) to assist and coordinate during large scale events. 
Each county and the City of South Lake Tahoe have an 
Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan. 

In 2006, the Emergency Management Community 
Council (EMCC) was established for the South Lake 
Tahoe area. The EMCC consists of numerous emergency 
responders, including El Dorado, Douglas, and Alpine 
counties.  Their emergency guide can be viewed and 
downloaded here:   
http://southtahoeemergencyguide.com

Information regarding the California Standardized 
Emergency Management System can be viewed here: 
http://cms.calema.ca.gov/prep_SEMS.aspx; and

Nevada’s Division of Emergency Management can be 
viewed here: http://dem.state.nv.us/index.shtml.

As the TMPO’s strength lies in technical analysis and 
transportation planning, it provides support to on-
going local, state, and federal initiatives to address 
transportation system security, with a focus on better 
communication technologies to be used for coordi-
nated responses.  In the planning stages, the TMPO can 
assist in obtaining funding for new strategies, technolo-
gies, and projects that can help prevent events. 
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6.  Funding and  
Implementation Strategy

Introduction
Mobility 2035 presents an ambitious set of transportation capital projects as 
well as new and expanded demand management and system management 
programs. These investments will contribute to a more sustainable and 
prosperous Tahoe Region. This chapter presents a plan for putting these ideas 
into action.

To successfully implement the plan, the Tahoe Region will need to secure fund-
ing from a variety of sources. Funding needs include both capital funds to build 
facilities, as well as ongoing operations and maintenance funds. Finding the 
necessary funding to pay for ambitious programs will be a challenge, relying 
on both traditional funding sources and creative new approaches to revenue 
generation. This chapter represents the financial investment strategy that 
regional partners will use as a guide in raising the federal, state, and regional 
transportation funding needed to implement the transportation projects 
proposed in this plan. 

Putting the plan into action will also depend on close collaboration 
between the regional agencies, local jurisdictions, and the private sector. 
This chapter also identifies the important next steps for moving programs 
toward implementation.  
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Overview: Tier 1 (Fiscally 
Constrained) & Tier 2 (Fiscally 
Unconstrained) Project Scenarios
The federal transportation bill Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21 ) (in effect until 
September 30, 2014) requires1 that the Regional Trans-
portation Plan (RTP) be “fiscally constrained,” meaning 
that the costs of proposed projects over the 23-year 
plan must be within the “reasonably foreseeable” rev-
enues of the same period. Under California state law, the 
Region’s strategy for meeting greenhouse gas reduction 
targets (outlined in Chapter 3, Sustainable Communities 
Strategy) must also be fiscally constrained. Developing 
this constrained program of investments has many 
advantages; it allows for a realistic approach to planning 
while helping the Region to identify funding gaps and 
creating a plan for reducing these gaps.

In addition to addressing projected available funds and 
projected costs of constrained projects, the RTP can 
also “include recommendations for additional financing 
strategies” to inform an “unconstrained” list of projects, 
should additional funding be available in either the 
short or long term. In accordance with the Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines from the State of Califor-
nia, this chapter presents Tier 1 and Tier 2 transportation 
investment scenarios, representing  ‘constrained’ and 
‘unconstrained’ scenarios, respectively.

Funding Sources

FEDERAL FUNDING

This plan accounts for almost $300 million in federal 
funds that may be available over the life of the plan. 
Major federal sources of funds include the Congestion 
Mitigation & Air Quality Program (CMAQ), Federal 
Highways programs, Federal Transit Administration 
grants,  and others.

The Region received funding from the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), in accordance with the 
SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections Act of 2008 (Public 

1  23 CFR 450.322(f )(10)(i)

Law No. 110-244). This funding has been provided to the 
Tahoe Region specifically to carry out the transportation 
planning process, environmental review, and prelimi-
nary engineering and design to complete environmen-
tal documentation for transportation projects. As a 
partner to delivering transportation improvements, the 
Central Federal Lands Highway Division of FHWA main-
tains oversight of the funds, and coordinates with TMPO 
by reviewing the delivery plan, procurement processes, 
and project progress. The TMPO Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP) is used to program and 
monitor federal funding for transportation projects for 
a four-year term. Federal legislation requires projects 
to be included in the RTP and the FTIP in order to be 
eligible for federal transportation funding2. This RTP is 
consistent with the current FTIP and includes additional 
projects for programming in future FTIPs. Once a project 
has federal funding secured and is scheduled to use 
that funding within a four-year time frame, the project 
progresses from Mobility 2035 to the FTIP. While projects 
may be shown in Mobility 2035 when their funding is not 
yet certain, projects on the FTIP must have a guarantee 
of funding.  

The recent passage of a new federal transportation 
bill, entitled Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century (MAP-21), provided a two year authorization 
of federal transportation programs. MAP-21 was signed 
by the President of the United States on July 6, 2012 
and is effective October 1, 2012 through September 30, 
2014. The most significant changes from the previous 
authorizing bill, SAFETEA-LU, are program consolidation, 
performance based planning and funding allocations. 
While Tahoe-specific funding language was not carried 
forward in MAP-21, two programs provide opportunities 
for the Lake Tahoe Region. They are the Federal Lands 
Access Program and Federal Lands Transportation 
Program.  These new programs replace the Federal 
Lands Highway program going forward and look to 
improve connections to public lands from urban areas 
and circulation improvements within federally-managed 
recreation areas. TMPO will work with FHWA, Caltrans 
and NDOT to implement the new provisions of MAP-21 
and any subsequent bill as of October 1, 2014.

2  23 CFR 450.322(a) and 23 CFR 450.324(a)
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STATE FUNDING

Over $360 million in State of California and Nevada 
funds will be pursued over the life of the plan. Expected 
California and Nevada revenue sources include State 
Transit Assistance and Local Transportation Fund, the 
State Transit Improvement Program (STIP), California 
State Highway Operation and Protection Program 
(SHOPP), and Nevada State Funds. The first four years of 
the constrained scenario funding forecast (Figure 6-2) 
are consistent with the four-year State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) fund estimate. 

At the state level, transportation revenues are also 
linked to gasoline taxes, which have been outstripped 
by inflation and rising construction costs. Although 
overall state budget concerns linger in both California 
and Nevada, the passage of Proposition 22 in November 
2010 ensures that the State of California may not 
reallocate local transportation funds for other purposes.

LOCAL FUNDING

Local jurisdictions and agencies will pursue over $930 
million in local revenue to pay for transportation 
investment strategies, including stormwater retrofits 
and operation and maintenance of the existing system. 
Forecasted local revenue sources include: transit 
farebox revenues, hotel occupancy taxes (TOT), rental 
car mitigation funds, air quality impact mitigation funds, 
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds, 
and others. 

In addition to the local funding sources included in 
this ‘constrained’ funding scenario, there are additional 
local, regional, and super-regional revenue sources 
(revenue sources that draw from an area encompassing 
a region greater than the Lake Tahoe Basin) that Tahoe’s 
transportation partners are considering. Diversifying 
the Region’s revenue strategy with additional local 
and regional revenue sources could add stability to 
transportation funding in the Basin. Because the Region 
is still exploring additional local funding strategies, they 
are discussed in more detail in the Tier 2 scenario, and in 
the Appendix. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) is a 
restoration program unique to the Lake Tahoe Region. It 
was conceived in association with the 1997 Presidential 
Forum at Lake Tahoe, when President Clinton and others 
convened to focus efforts on protecting the Lake for 
future generations. The EIP is designed to help restore 
Lake Tahoe’s clarity and environment and encompasses 
hundreds of capital improvement, research, and opera-
tion and maintenance projects in the Tahoe Basin. Proj-
ects cover the areas of watershed protection, air quality 
and transportation, forest stewardship, and recreation 
and scenic resources. Many of the projects are geared 
toward helping meet the local commitment to the Lake 
Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load program (TMDL). 

Mobility 2035 lists environmental improvement projects 
and associated revenue sources related to roadway 
stormwater treatment and transportation. In 1997, 
the Lake Tahoe Presidential Forum helped renew and 
increase federal, state, and local commitments to 
the EIP. Through 2010, approximately $1.5 billion has 
been invested by the federal government, the states 
of California and Nevada, local governments, and the 
private sector to implement the EIP. Moving forward, the 
EIP will need additional resources to continue critical 
restoration projects, including TMDL projects; this fund-
ing will be sought through public-private partnerships. 
Given the scarce resources available, the program will 
prioritize projects to ensure those that receive funding 
deliver the most environmental gain. 

Currently, local jurisdictions have developed or are in 
the process of developing stormwater load reduction 
programs. While some reasonably foreseeable funding 
has been identified for these projects, many of the 
projects do not have identified funding sources. Mobility 
2035’s Tier 2 scenario explores possible funding sources 
for these projects.  

TRANSPORTATION PLAN STRATEGY PACKAGES/
ALTERNATIVES

As part of its effort to analyze a range of transportation 
alternatives, TMPO has grouped transportation invest-
ments into three groups, identified here as strategies A, 
B, and C. The three transportation strategy alternatives 
include subsets of transportation projects from the Tier 1 
(constrained) and Tier 2 (unconstrained) lists.  Each of 
these sets of transportation investments also relates to 
one of the five land use alternatives considered for the 
Regional Plan Update process. The strategy packages are 
as follows.

TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY A

Transportation Strategy A represents the status quo of 
projects in the Basin, assuming no additional revenues.  
This strategy includes operation and maintenance of the 
existing system and the construction of projects on the 
Tier 1 project list that are already significantly in progress. 
This strategy package aligns with land use Alternatives 
1 (No Project) and 5 (Similar Rate of Development and 
Regulatory Structure to the 1987 Regional Plan) in the 
Regional Plan Update process.

TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY B

Transportation Strategy B represents an optimistic 
scenario that assumes additional revenue in the future.  
It includes almost all of the projects on the Tier 1 project 
list and all projects on the Tier 2 list, including “intercept 
parking lots with transit shuttles.”  This strategy does not 
include waterborne transit. This strategy package aligns 
with land use Alternative 2 (Low Development, Increased 
Regulation) in the Regional Plan Update process.

TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY C

Transportation Strategy C represents the Tier 1 project 
list.  This includes the corridor revitalization projects, 
transit projects, bicycle and pedestrian projects, and 
Stormwater/TMDL projects.  This strategy aligns with land 
use Alternatives 3 (Low Development, Highly Incentivized 
Redevelopment) and 4 (Reduced Development, Incentiv-
ized Redevelopment) in the Regional Plan Update pro-
cess. Land use Alternative 3 is also the land use scenario 
presented in the Sustainable Communities Strategy.
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Tier 1 Revenue Forecast 
(Financially Constrained Scenario) 
A baseline forecast has been developed from funding 
sources that are “reasonably foreseeable” in the future. 
The forecasts are intended to reflect what has been 
historically available given variability in federal, state, 
and local funding priorities and resources, and what is 
likely to be available if regional partners work concert-
edly to secure funds. These forecasts also include 
inflation factors from flat to 2.5 percent, depending on 
the revenue source. 

As shown in Figure 6-2, under the baseline revenue 
forecast an estimated $1.6 billion will be pursued over 
the 23-year forecast period. Just over one billion is 
estimated to be available over the first ten-year period 
of the plan (2013-2023). This is similar to the amount 
that was estimated to be available during the first ten 
years of the 2008 RTP.  

Figure 6-1 Reasonably Foreseeable Forecast 
Revenue Percentages by Source (2013 – 2035)

LocalState

Federal
19%

58%23%
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Figure 6-2 Tier 1, Constrained Scenario Funding Forecast 2013-2035

Assumptions 2013-2023 2024-2035 Total

LOCAL SOURCES

Farebox Revenues  2% Annual increase $11,963,624 $16,395,186 $28,358,810 

Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission 2% Annual increase $1,946,994 $2,668,200 $4,615,194 

TRPA Rental Car Mitigation Fund Flat thru 2022/1% increase thereafter $1,132,725 $1,319,041 $2,451,766 

TRPA Air Quality Mitigation Fund  Flat thru 2022/1% increase thereafter $2,757,326 $3,210,863 $5,968,189 

TRPA Water Quality Mitigation Fund Flat thru 2022/1% increase thereafter $5,150,266 $5,997,404 $11,147,670 

Regional Surface Transportation Program 2% Annual increase $6,649,716 $9,112,902 $15,762,619 

Local Funds 2% Annual Increase $69,541,622 $75,590,292 $145,131,914 

Private Funds Tahoe Fund/Project Mitigation/South 
Tahoe Transit Partners $16,500,000 $14,700,000 $31,200,000 

Ferry Partnership (public/private) $4.6M starting 2015, 20% match thru 
2016 $50,181,568 $55,200,000 $105,381,568 

O&M (bike trail, ped facilities, roadway, stormwater) 2% Annual increase $183,235,482 $251,109,522 $434,345,004 

Environmental Stormwater/TMDL Stormwater/TMDL/Washoe Cty SNPLMA/
Tahoe Bond $145,963,846 $0 $145,963,846 

Total Local $495,023,170 $435,303,410 $930,326,580 

STATE SOURCES

State Transit Assistance and Local Transportation Fund 1.5% Annual increase $20,309,288 $6,140,962 $26,450,251 

Regional Improvement Program (STIP) Allocation every two years 2% increase $16,098,504 $18,108,156 $34,206,660 

California Proposition 1B (thru 2014) Discretionary grant $1,462,683 $0 $1,462,683 

California Tahoe Conservancy 2% Annual increase $5,194,548 $0 $5,194,548 

CA Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Existing allocation $425,000 $0 $425,000 

Nevada Bond Sales (Question #1) $5M expires 2013 $4,577,027 $0 $4,577,027 

Emergency Road Repair 2% Annual increase $1,216,872 $1,667,625 $2,884,496 

California SHOPP & Nevada State $266M Caltrans/NDOT $10.5M $287,284,143 $0 $287,284,143 

Total State $336,568,066 $25,916,743 $362,484,809 
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Assumptions 2013-2023 2024-2035 Total

FEDERAL SOURCES

Federal Lands Highway Program Existing allocation $14,500,000 $0 $14,500,000 

Federal Lands Transportation Program Annual through USFS 2% increase $2,433,743 $3,335,250 $5,768,993 

Federal Lands Access Program Tahoe set-aside plus discretionary 
awards 2% increase $11,603,571 $16,144,797 $27,748,369 

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Program Flat rate thru 2016/2% increase 
thereafter $4,302,884 $0 $4,302,884 

Demo Section 115 Existing allocation $1,655,000 $0  $1,655,000

Highway Bridge Program - California Flat rate thru 2017 $10,000,000 $0 $10,000,000 

Highway Safety Improvement Program 2% Annual increase $1,825,307 $2,651,437 $4,476,744 

Transportation Enhancements (CA/NV) Existing SAFETEA-LU allocation $784,000 $0 $784,000 

Transportation Alternatives (TE, SRTS) 2% Annual increase $3,283,737 $4,610,227 $7,893,964 

Tahoe Restoration Act Stormwater Management -10 years $72,000,000 $0 $72,000,000 

FTA 5308 Clean Fuels and Grant Program $1M expires March 31, 2014 $1,000,000 $0 $1,000,000 

FTA 5309 Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Flat rate thru 2016 $2,600,000 $0 $2,600,000 

FTA 5309  Fixed Guideway Capital Investment - New Starts Waterborne allocation $35,123,313 $0 $35,123,313 

FTA 5311 Rural Area Formula Grants Flat rate thru 2014/2.5% increase 
thereafter $24,589,814 $35,583,840 $60,173,655 

FTA 5339 Bus and Bus Facilities Flat rate thru 2016/2.5% increase 
thereafter $2,347,223 $3,361,708 $5,708,932 

FTA 5310 Enhancement Mobility of Seniors and individuals 
with Disabilities 

Flat rate thru 2016/2.5% increase 
thereafter $1,760,417 $2,521,281 $4,281,699

Scenic Byways Program $2,000,000 existing allocation $2,000,000 $0 $2,000,000 

Public Lands Highway $2,526,442 existing allocation $2,526,442 $0 $2,526,442 

Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement 
Program 

CSLT annual assumptions
$13,237,626 $8,956,605 $22,194,231 

Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery Discretionary grant award $7,000,000 $0 $7,000,000 

Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act Placer Cty $7M $7,000,000 $0 $7,000,000 

Total Federal $221,573,078 $77,165,146 $298,738,224 

Total Local/State/Federal $1,053,164,314 $538,385,298 $1,591,549,613 

For detailed revenue assumptions, see the Appendix.
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Tier 1 Project List (Financially 
Constrained Scenario)
Federal law requires that long-range transportation 
plans and Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) 
be fiscally constrained. To meet these requirements, 
this section presents the transportation projects and 
programs proposed in this plan (Figures 6-3 and 6-4), 
along with their estimated cost.

The Tier 1 project list is based on extensive discussions 
with the local jurisdictions, state departments of 
transportation, and regional planning and implementa-
tion partners. The list reflects high priority projects that 
are currently in development, or are needed to meet 
the vision and goals of transportation planning for the 
Region. Project implementers provided the projects, 
cost estimates, and expected timing for each project 
listed. Due to revenue constraints, in some cases TMPO 
pushed project timelines further out than was indicated 
by local partners. The timelines shown are for planning 
purposes only and in no way limit projects once funding 
becomes available.  

Some of the projects on the list may be wholly or 
partially funded by non-transportation dollars.  Water 
quality and TMDL projects in particular may fall into 
this category. 

As stated in the federal transportation bill3, costs of 
future transportation projects must use “year of expen-
diture dollars” rather than “constant dollars.” This means 
that they must account for inflation to better reflect the 
time-based value of money, and the potential change in 
costs at the time of implementation. In order to reflect 
this provision, the TMPO has adjusted projected costs 
for future projects assuming a two percent annual 
adjustment for inflation. This inflation adjustment does 
not assume any additions to project development 
costs due to regulatory changes. If costs do change in 
this regard, Mobility 2035 will be amended to capture 
these changes. 

3 Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(f ) (10) (iv)

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

The projects included on the Tier 1 project list have 
been selected as priority projects based on their 
potential to most expeditiously and effectively achieve 
the Vision, Goals and Policies presented in Chapter 2. 
Priority projects are those that help the Region meet 
TRPA environmental threshold standards, reduce 
greenhouse gas impacts, improve mobility, and serve 
the needs of traditionally under-represented groups. 
Priority projects for each project category are most 
often identified through more detailed studies or plans, 
such as short-range transit studies, or the Lake Tahoe 
Region Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
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Figure 6-3 Tier 1 Constrained Scenario Project List: Cost and Implementation Steps

No. Trans 
Alt A

Trans 
Alt B

Trans 
Alt C Project Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Complete Est. Cost in Year of 

Expenditure Dollars

 Corridor Revitalization 

1 A B C Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project $35,000,000 Bike/Ped/WQ Placer Placer 2015 $36,414,000

2 A B C State Route 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization Project $20,000,000 Bridge/ Intersection Placer Placer 2018 $22,081,616

3   B C US 50 South Shore Community Revitalization Project $75,000,000 Bike/Ped/WQ El Do/Douglas TTD 2017 $81,182,412

4   B C Sierra Boulevard Complete Streets Project from US HWY 50 to Barbara Avenue 
(includes US 50 and Sierra Boulevard intersection improvements)

$3,155,000 Safety/Bike/Ped/WQ CSLT CSLT 2015 $3,282,462

Corridor Revitalization Total $133,155,000         $142,960,490

Transit Strategies 

5 A   C Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit Project $42,200,000 Transit Capital NV/CA TTD 2015 $43,904,880

6 A   C Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit Operations $4,600,000 Transit Operations NV/CA TTD 2015-2023 $41,400,000

2024-2035 $55,200,000

7   B C BlueGo Service Operational Enhancements  $749,500 Transit Operations El Do/Douglas TTD 2016-2023 $7,009,091

2024-2035 $12,748,825

8   B C BlueGo Transit Capital Enhancements $9,940,000 Transit Capital El Do/Douglas TTD 2016 $2,122,416

2018 $3,312,242

2022 $5,903,757

9   B C TART Service Operational Enhancements $734,867 Transit Operations Placer Placer 2016-2023 $6,872,248

2024-2035 $12,499,921

10   B C TART Transit Capital Enhancements $1,896,300 Transit Capital Placer Placer 2016 $2,012,369

11   B C East Shore Service Operational Enhancement $518,000 Transit Operations Various locations Various 2016-2023 $4,845,927

2024-2035 $8,811,062

12   B C East Shore Transit Capital Enhancement $5,200,000 Transit Capital Various locations TTD 2016 $5,518,282

13   B C Inter-Regional Service Operational Enhancement (cost shown is annual subsidy 
required, not total cost)

$560,512 Transit Operations Various locations Various 2016-2023 $5,241,734

2024-2035 $9,534,182

14   B C Inter-Regional Transit Capital Enhancement $3,793,751 Transit Capital Various locations Various 2016 $4,025,959

15 A   C City of South Lake Tahoe (TVL) Aviation Capital $17,850,000 AIP Capital CSLT CSLT 2024 $22,194,231

Transit Strategies Total $88,042,930         $253,157,127
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No. Trans 
Alt A

Trans 
Alt B

Trans 
Alt C Project Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Complete Est. Cost in Year of 

Expenditure Dollars

Bike and Pedestrian Strategies

16   B C Pioneer Trail Pedestrian Upgrades Project from Lake Tahoe Blvd/US Hwy 50 to 
Larch Avenue  

$1,500,000 Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2014 $1,530,000

17   B C Harrison Avenue from Lakeview Ave to Los Angeles Ave $1,200,000 C-I/Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2014 $1,224,000

18 A B C Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway from Incline Village to Sand Harbor  $10,000,000 C-I/Shared Use or Class II/
Bike Lane

Washoe Washoe/NDOT/TTD 2023 $12,189,944

19 A B C Sawmill Road from Echo View Estates to US Hwy 50  $1,500,000 C-I/Shared Use El Do El Do 2014 $1,530,000

20   B C Lake Tahoe Blvd from D Street to Boulder Mountain Drive $2,700,000 C-I /Shared Use and Class 
II/Bike Lane

El Do El Do 2014 $2,754,000

21   B C Dollar Creek Shared-Use Trail $2,500,000 C-I /Shared Use Placer Placer 2015 $2,601,000

22 A B C South Tahoe Greenway from Sierra Tract to Stateline  Phase I $5,000,000 C-I /Shared Use CSLT CTC 2015 $5,202,000

23 A B C Nevada Stateline to Stateline South Demo from Stateline to Round Hill 
Pines Beach

$9,000,000 C-I/ Shared Use Douglas TTD 2014 $9,180,000

24 A B C US Hwy 50-El Dorado Beach Trail from El Dorado Beach to Ski Run Boulevard $2,950,000 C-I/ Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2015 $3,069,180

25   B C Homewood Multi-Use Trail from Fawn Street to Cherry Street $1,950,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer TCPUD 2014 $1,989,000

26   B C West Shore Bike Trail Extension - from Meeks Bay to Sugar Pine Point State Park $2,000,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer TCPUD/TTD 2015 $2,080,800

27   B C US Hwy 50 from Existing Linear Park Trail to Park Avenue $374,000 C-I/ Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2023 $455,904

28   B C South Lake Tahoe Bicycle Bridges Repair $230,000 C-I/ Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2013 $230,000

29   B C US Hwy 50 - From Kingsbury Grade to Lake Parkway $130,000 Sidewalk Douglas Douglas 2015 $135,252

30   B C Third Street - Safe Routes to School Improvements $300,000 C-III /Bike Route/Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2016 $318,362

31   B C Tahoe Island Drive Safe Routes to School Project $560,000 C-III Bike Route/Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2016 $594,276

32   B C Washington Avenue Safe Routes to School Project $180,000 C-III Bike Route/Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2024 $223,807

33   B C Blackwood Avenue Safe Routes to School Project $210,000 Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2024 $261,109

34   B C Spruce Avenue Safe Routes to School Project $300,000 Sidewalk CSLT CSLT 2024 $373,012

35   B C Nevada Stateline to Stateline from Crystal Bay to Incline $20,000,000 C-1/Shared Use Washoe TTD 2022 $23,901,851

36 A B C Washoe County Master Plan Bike/Ped Improvements $690,000 C-I, C-II, C-III, Sidewalk Washoe Washoe 2015 $717,876

37 A B C Lake Parkway Sidewalk $580,000 Sidewalk Douglas NDOT 2013 $580,000

38   B C Park Ave (West) - from Pine Blvd to US Hwy 50/End of Linear Park Path $121,000 C-I/ Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2025 $153,457

39   B C US Hwy 50 - City of South Lake Tahoe City Limits to Sawmill Blvd $2,900,000 C-I/ Shared Use El Do El Do 2024 $3,605,785

40   B C Al Tahoe Trail - from Lake Tahoe Blvd/US Hwy 50 to Al Tahoe Bike Trail $793,000 C-I /Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2016 $841,538

41   B C West Shore Trail Improvements - from SR 28/89 to Tahoma $700,000 C-I/ Shared Use El Do/ TCPUD El Do/TCPUD 2020 $804,080

42   B C Truckee River Trail Widening - from Tahoe City to Squaw Valley $1,875,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer TCPUD 2024 $2,331,327

43   B C Sunnyside to Sequoia Trail - from Sunnyside Resort to Lower Sequoia/SR 89 $975,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer TCPUD 2018 $1,076,479

44   B C National Avenue East Side - from Toyon Road to Existing Forest Service Path $480,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer Placer 2017 $519,567

45   B C Venice Drive - from Tahoe Keys to 15th Street $35,000 C-III /Bike Route CSLT CSLT 2019 $39,416

46   B C Class I Path Reconstruction $700,000 Class I CSLT CSLT 2014 $714,000

Bike and Pedestrian Strategies Total $72,433,000         $81,227,024
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No. Trans 
Alt A

Trans 
Alt B

Trans 
Alt C Project Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Complete Est. Cost in Year of 

Expenditure Dollars

Stormwater Strategies-Caltrans (Capital)

47 A B C ED  50 EA   1A731  Near South Lake Tahoe, from Johnson Pass  Road to Incline 
Road.  PPNO 3233A   

$21,672,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2014 $22,105,440

48 A B C ED  50 EA   1A732  In and near South Lake Tahoe, from  South Tahoe Airport 
entrance Road to SR 89.  PPNO 3233B

$18,761,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2014 $19,136,220

49 A B C ED  89 EA   1A842  In and near South Lake Tahoe, from US Hwy 50 to Cascade 
Road.  Stormwater + bike lanes from “Y” to SLT City Limits. PPNO 3453B

$30,023,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2014 $30,623,460

50 A B C ED 89  EA   1A843  Near South Lake Tahoe, from Cascade Road to north of Eagle 
Falls Sidehill Viaduct.  PPNO 3453C  

$21,553,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2016 $22,872,216

51 A B C ED  89 EA   1A844  Near South Lake Tahoe, from North of Eagle Falls Sidehill 
Viaducts to Meeks Creek.  PPNO 3453D

$31,072,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2015 $32,327,309

52 A B C ED 89  EA  1A845   Near Tahoma from Meeks Creek Bridge to Wilson.  PPNO 
3453E

$18,879,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2017 $20,435,237

53 A B C PLA  89 EA   2A920  Near Tahoe City from 0.2 mile south of the El Dorado/Placer 
County Line to the Truckee River Bridge.  (PM27.2/27.4 and 0.0/T8.5).  PPNO 
3454

$68,962,000 Erosion Control/WQ Placer Caltrans 2015 $71,748,065

54 A B C ED 50 EA 3C380  In South Lake Tahoe, north of SR 89 to Trout Creek Bridge.  
Stormwater + bike lanes and pedestrian improvements.  PPNO 3258   

$39,290,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2016 $41,694,862

55 A B C ED 50 EA 1A734  In South Lake, west of Ski Run Blvd to Nevada Stateline.  PPNO 
3233D    

$7,640,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2013 $7,640,000

56 A B C ED 50 EA 1F110 In South Lake Tahoe, from Herbert Avenue to Takela Drive. 
Stormwater runoff treatment. Financial Contribution Only (FCO).

$4,375,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do Caltrans 2013 $4,375,000

57 A B C PLA 89 EA 3F440 In Tahoe City, from Route 89/28 junction to 0.5 mile north of 
Alpine Meadows Road. Install drainage facilities. PPN O5286

$4,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ Placer Caltrans 2014 $4,080,000

Stormwater Strategies- Caltrans Total $266,227,000         $277,037,809

Stormwater Strategies-NDOT (Capital)

58 A B C DO20090015-12 US 50 Spooner Summit Storm Drain project from Spooner 
Summit to CC/DO county line.  DO 13.00 to 14.00 to conduct NEPA study for 
the construction of drop inlet replacement, placement of new drop inlets, 
slope flattening, grading, concrete curb and gutters, channel work

$45,000 Erosion Control/WQ Carson NDOT 2013 $45,000

59 A B C CC199808-12 SR 28 from the 0.13 ME of the CC/WA county line to the CC/WA 
county line.  CC 3.82 to 3.95 

$729,000 Erosion Control/WQ Carson NDOT 2013 $729,000

60 A B C WA20090176-12 SR28 Tahoe Blvd at the intersection of Mt. Rose Highway 
(SR431).  WA8.13 Construct a roundabout 

$2,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe NDOT 2013 $2,000,000

61 A B C DO2011001-13 US 50 from Cave Rock to SR 28 Spooner Junction.  Final 
design and construction of slope stability, water quality and erosion control 
improvements

$7,425,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas NDOT 2013 $7,425,000

62 A B C New TMDL and Retrofit Projects ($1M per year, starts 2016) $1,000,000 TMDL Various location NDOT 2023 $7,000,000

Stormwater Strategies- NDOT Total $11,199,000         $17,199,000
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No. Trans 
Alt A

Trans 
Alt B

Trans 
Alt C Project Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Complete Est. Cost in Year of 

Expenditure Dollars

Local Roadway TMDL Strategies

63 A B C CSLT Short-Term TMDL $25,850,000 Erosion Control/WQ CSLT CSLT 2015 $26,894,340

64   B C CSLT Long- Term TMDL Implementation $1,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ CSLT CSLT 2016-2023 $7,000,000

65 A B C El Dorado Short-Term TMDL $17,609,076 Erosion Control/WQ El Do El Do 2015 $18,320,483

66   B C El Dorado Long-Term TMDL Implementation $1,200,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Do El Do 2016-2023 $8,400,000

67 A B C Placer Short-Term TMDL $32,289,655 Erosion Control/WQ Placer Placer 2015 $33,594,157

68   B C Placer Long-Term TMDL Implementation $5,065,000 Erosion Control/WQ Placer Placer 2016-2023 $35,455,000

69 A B C Stormwater Washoe 
Central Incline Village Phase I

$2,500,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2013 $2,500,000

70 A B C Stormwater Washoe 
Central Incline Village Phase II

$3,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2013 $3,000,000

71 A B C Stormwater Washoe 
West Incline Village Phase I

$3,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2014 $3,060,000

72 A B C Douglas Short-Term TMDL $2,750,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas Douglas 2015 $2,861,100

73   B C Douglas Long-Term TMDL $250,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas Douglas 2023 $1,750,000

Local Roadway TMDL Strategies Total $94,513,731         $142,835,080

Transportation System Management and ITS Strategies            

74 A B C US 50 Signal Synchronization & Adaptive Signals / Enhancements $5,000,000 Signal Coordination CSLT Caltrans 2016 $5,306,040

75 A B C Tahoe City Traffic Management Program $25,000 Traffic Control Placer Placer 2013-2023 $310,302

2024-2035 $425,244

76   B C NDOT Complete Streets Project $100,000 Complete Streets NV NDOT 2018 $110,408

77 A B C Meyers Corridor Operations Study $700,000 Complete Streets El Do El Do 2016 $742,846

78 A B C Changeable Message Signs in Nevada $500,000 ITS NV NDOT 2018 $552,040

79 A B C Sierra Traffic Operation System (ITS at Various Locations in CA) $1,700,000 ITS El Do El Do 2018 $1,876,937

80 A B C Traffic Monitoring Stations in Nevada $200,000 ITS NV NDOT 2018 $220,816

81 A B C Intersection Detection Equipment (CSLT Various Locations) $150,000 ITS CSLT CSLT 2016 $159,181

82   B C SR 28 Circulation Improvements at Sand Harbor Entrance $100,000 Lane Configuration Washoe County TTD 2019 $112,616

83   B C East Shore Parking Improvements $2,000,000 Parking Management Washoe County TTD 2020 $2,297,371

84 A B C East Lake Tahoe Basin Aquatic Species Inspection Station $1,300,000 AIS Capital Douglas TRPA 2013 $1,300,000

Transportation System Management and ITS Strategies Total $11,775,000         $13,413,803
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No. Trans 
Alt A

Trans 
Alt B

Trans 
Alt C Project Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Complete Est. Cost in Year of 

Expenditure Dollars

Operations and Maintenance            

85 A B C Bike and Pedestrian Facilities O&M - Placer, TCPUD, ELDO, CSLT, Douglas, 
Washoe  (existing)

$502,272 Operations and 
Maintenance

Various locations Various 2013-2023 $6,234,245

2024-2035 $8,543,533

86 A B C Transit O&M - BlueGo, TART, Washoe, Placer, Douglas (existing) $7,207,119 Operations and 
Maintenance

Various locations Various 2013-2023 $89,455,408

2024-2035 $122,591,456

87 A B C Streets and Roads O&M - Placer, ELDO, CSLT, Douglas, NDOT, Caltrans, Washoe 
(existing, does not reflect future TMDL implementation)

$12,745,042 Operations and 
Maintenance

Various locations Various 2013-2023 $158,192,605

2024-2035 $216,790,268

88 A B C Stormwater Treatment Facilities O&M - Placer, ELDO, CSLT, NDOT, Washoe 
(existing)

$1,810,601 Operations and 
Maintenance

Various locations Various 2013-2023 $22,473,342

2024-2035 $30,797,912

89 A B C Safety and Rehabilitation Projects (Minor Projects-NV) $1,800,000 Roadway/ Rehabilitation NV NDOT 2030 $2,520,435

90 A B C Minor SHOPP Projects-CA $2,800,000 Roadway/ Rehabilitation CA Caltrans 2030 $3,920,676

91 A B C Emergency Roadway Repair Program $100,000 Roadway/ Rehabilitation CA/NV Caltrans/NDOT 2013-2023 $1,241,209

2024-2030 $942,847

Operations and Maintenance Total $26,965,034         $663,703,935

Program Total $704,310,695         $1,591,534,267
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1  Costs are staff costs to be incorporated into existing budgets, and not shown on the revenue scenario. 

Figure 6-4 Tier 1 Scenario Program List: Cost and Implementation Steps 

Program Annual Cost   
(2013 Dollars) Total Cost1 Next Steps

BlueCommute/BlueVisitor (including 
public information campaign)

$40,000 TDM TMPO 2013-2016 $164,864
TMPO will dedicate additional staff time to 
this effort beginning in 2013. 

Dynamic Ridesharing $40,000 TDM TMPO 2013-2016 $164,864
TMPO will dedicate additional staff time to 
this effort beginning in 2013.

Improve implementation of Employer 
Trip Reduction Program

$20,000 TDM TMPO 2013-2016 $82,432
TMPO will dedicate additional staff time to 
this effort beginning in 2013.

Real-time Information on Transit Service $40,000 Transit TMPO 2013-2016 $164,864
This is included in BlueGO’s planned 
operations budget. 

Create one branded payment method $40,000 Transit TMPO 2013-2016 $164,864 TMPO to work with TMAs to implement

Develop parking management strategies NA TDM TMPO 2013-2016 NA
TMPO will begin collaboration with 
localities to develop appropriate parking 
management strategies beginning in 2013.  

Programs Total $180,000 $741,888
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small in comparison to the size of the visitor base that 
the Region serves. This makes passing local or regional 
funding measures complicated—not only is it difficult 
to obtain the concurrence of multiple jurisdictions, but 
the funding mechanism may be perceived to be an 
undue burden on the relatively limited population base.

Nevertheless, Tahoe partners must find ways to turn the 
challenges of Tahoe’s multi-jurisdictional nature into 
opportunities for building strong support for a trans-
portation investment strategy that will not only improve 
mobility and environmental threshold attainment, but 
will also lead to economic development opportunities 
for the Region. In this way, a revenue generation and 
transportation investment strategy can help create its 
own stability, by creating jobs and an attractive, exciting 
place to visit for the long term.

In the future, as regional partners consider additional 
funding sources, they must look for ways to tie together 
packages of funding that clearly demonstrate the 
benefits to all stakeholders, that leverage each other, 
and that equitably share the burden for funding the 
Tahoe Region’s transportation vision. Potential funding 
options are briefly discussed below, with particular 
emphasis on strategies that could be applied locally or 
at a regional or super-regional level. Additional details 
on strategies that require further study are included in 
the Appendix. 

THE TRANS-SIERRA 
TRANSPORTATION COALITION

The Trans-Sierra Transportation Coalition is a developing 
concept that hinges on the idea that the Lake Tahoe 
Region affects and benefits populations far beyond its 
traditional planning boundaries. By acting as a larger 
partnership, local counties and communities, including 
those that border Lake Tahoe and the states of California 
and Nevada, can develop a package of transportation 
investments that benefit the larger Region as a whole. 
In so doing, this group could generate support among 
voters, regional jurisdictions, and state and federal 
legislative bodies for a comprehensive funding package. 
The funding package would support a full suite of 
road, rail, transit, aviation, and bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements throughout the Region. 

Tier 2  Revenue Sources
The projects shown in Figures 6-3 and 6-4 have identi-
fied funding streams that are assumed to be obtainable 
by local partners over the course of Mobility 2035. 
The TMPO has also identified additional projects or 
programs that may be implemented, should additional 
funding become available. These additional projects 
and programs, which do not have identified funding 
sources, are considered the Tier 2 projects, or the 
“unconstrained” scenario.

This section lists additional potential new or expanded 
revenue sources that the Region could pursue. Those 
that seem most likely are included in the TMPO’s Tier 
2 revenue list. The purpose of this section is not to 
match specific funding to specific projects, but rather to 
identify potential new revenue sources, with particular 
attention paid to innovative revenue sources that not 
only provide funding for priority projects, but do so in a 
way that furthers the Region’s sustainability goals. 

POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES

In the current economic and political environment, state 
and federal funding sources will likely be highly variable 
for the foreseeable future. Therefore Lake Tahoe part-
ners are considering new sources of locally-generated 
funding, even looking beyond traditional boundaries 
to new inter-regional funding partnerships in order to 
avoid delays to implementation of critically-important 
projects and programs. In fact, one key element of a 
sustainable transportation system is reliable funding, 
including stable sources of local revenue.

As federal and state funding becomes scarce, many 
communities are making the necessary choices to 
control their own destiny through various local ballot 
measures tied to a supported multi-year transportation 
investment program. There are a few unique challenges 
that the Tahoe Region faces when considering new 
sources of local funds, particularly those that must 
be decided through the ballot. One challenge is that 
the planning Region contains a complex combination 
of jurisdictions, cutting through five counties in two 
states. South Lake Tahoe is the only incorporated city 
in the Region. Also, local populations are relatively 
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This umbrella concept, led by the Tahoe Transportation 
District (TTD), has already generated initial support 
among Nevada jurisdictions and local transportation 
management associations. As the TTD continues to 
pursue this idea, multiple options for different funding 
opportunities may become more feasible. 

IMPLEMENTING LAKE TAHOE TRANSPORTATION 
MANDATES 

Between the level of visitation to public lands in Lake 
Tahoe and the federal and state mandate to reduce the 
dependency on the private automobile (Public Law 96-
551 and CA Govt. Code § 66801), it is clear that standard 
formula distribution of state and federal transportation 
funding based primarily on residential population is not 
sufficient to fund the federal and state share of Trans-
portation EIP improvements. In addition to new local 
funding sources under consideration it is necessary to 
improve federal and state funding participation in order 
to represent the over 85% public land ownership in the 
Lake Tahoe Region. TMPO will continue to work with 
federal and state partners to fine-tune existing funding 
formulas to utilize a blended population number that 
includes second homeowners, full-time residents, and 
visitors. This adjustment could accelerate sustainable 
transportation investments identified in Mobility 2035 
(Tier 1 & 2 projects).

PURSUE INCREASED FLEXIBILITY IN THE USE OF 
TRANSPORTATION FUNDS

Funding programs are divided into many silos and their 
use can be highly restricted. This makes project plan-
ning and development complex and time consuming.  
The Tahoe Region’s legislative platform could actively 
advocate for greater flexibility in the use of existing 
transportation funding at Lake Tahoe, as well as for new 
funding programs that may be on the horizon.

OTHER STRATEGIES

The TMPO and its partners will continue to research 
additional funding strategies. Other promising strate-
gies that require additional research for application at 
Lake Tahoe include:

• General Obligation Bonds

• Vehicle License Impact Fee

• Sales Tax

• Redevelopment Agency Tax Increment Funding 
(Nevada)

• Business Improvement Districts

• Strategic Parking Management

• Parking In-Lieu Fees

• Universal Transit Pass Program

• Public-Private Partnerships

• See the Appendix for more details on these funding 
strategies.

Tier 2 Project List  
(Unconstrained Scenario)
The TMPO has identified a set of projects that local 
partners will implement if some of the additional 
funding listed above becomes available (Tier 2 projects). 
These projects are listed in Figure 6-5. All of the projects 
on the Tier 2 unconstrained project list are included in 
Transportation Strategy Package B.
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Figure 6-5 Tier 2 Project List (Unconstrained)

No. Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Construction 
Complete

Est. Cost in Year of 
Expenditure Dollars

Transit Strategies            

1 Stateline Transit Center to Zephyr Cove/Kingsbury Elementary School via US 50 East $80,600 Transit Operations Douglas TTD 2017-2023 $669,958

2024-2035 $1,370,988

2 Meyers Circulator/South Y Transit Station to Meyers via LTCC & Lake Tahoe Airport $233,800 Transit Operations El Dorado TTD 2017-2023 $1,943,376

2024-2035 $3,976,885

3 South Lake Tahoe City Circulator/South Y Transit Station to Kelly Ridge $167,900 Transit Operations City of South Lake 
Tahoe

TTD 2017-2023 $1,395,607

2024-2035 $2,855,941

4 Intercept Parking Lots with Shuttles to Town Centers (Operations Only) $23,000,000 Transit Operations Basin-wide TTD 2024-2035 $396,822,382

5 TART Service Operational Enhancements (West Shore and North Shore Neighborhood Shuttles) $600,000 Transit Operations North/West Shore Placer 2024-2035 $10,351,888

6 Inter-Regional Transit Capital Enhancement $200,000 Transit Capital Various Locations Various 2016 $212,242

7 Lake Lapper Operational $240,000 Transit Operations Basin-wide TTD 2020-2023 $1,200,187

2024-2035 $4,082,345

8 Lake Lapper Capital $30,000 Transit Capital Basin-wide TTD 2020 $34,461

Transit Strategies Total $24,552,300         $424,916,259

Bike and Pedestrian Strategies            

9 NSR 207/Kingsbury Grade  From - Basin Bndy/US Hwy 50 $20,000,000 C-II /Bike Lane Douglas NDOT 2030 $28,004,828

10 Round Hill Bike Path Connector 2 - From Round Hill Bike Path to McFaul Way $3,131 C-III /Bike Route Douglas Douglas 2023 $3,817

11 South Ave - From Melba to Third Street $4,051 C-III /Bike Route CSLT CSLT 2023 $4,938

12 South Tahoe Greenway from Sierra Tract to Stateline Phase II $3,000,000 C-I /Shared Use CSLT CTC 2018 $3,312,242

13 South Tahoe Greenway “Y” Connector $3,000,000 C-I /Shared Use CSLT CTC 2018 $3,312,242

14 Blitzen Rd - From SR 89 Near Meyers to Santa Claus Drive $2,000,000 C-I /Bike Route El Dorado County El Dorado 2023 $2,587,213

15 US Hwy 50 - from H Street (South) to CSLT City Limits $884,390 C-I/ Shared Use CSLT CSLT 2023 $1,099,628

16 State Route 28 (North Side) - from Preston Field to Northwood Blvd $591,559 C-I/ Shared Use Washoe Washoe/NDOT 2018 $653,129

17 Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway - from Sand Harbor to Carson County Line $11,400,000 C-I /Shared Use or 
Class II/Bike Lane

Washoe Washoe/NDOT/ TTD 2023 $13,896,536

18 North Tahoe Bike Trail Phase II (Cedar Flats to North Tahoe Regional Park) $13,500,000 C-I /Shared Use Placer Placer 2021 $15,817,402

19 Brockway Vista Multi-Use Trail $3,000,000 C-I /Shared Use Placer Placer 2017 $3,247,296

20 Lake Forest Road Bike Trails - From SR 28 $242,783 C-I /Shared Use Placer Placer 2015 $252,591

21 Bijou Neighborhood Bicycle Route Improvements $153,928 C-II & C-III/Bike Lane CSLT CSLT 2015 $160,147

22 Pope/Baldwin Path Reconstruction and Expansion - From 15th St to Spring Creek/Fallen Leaf Lake $2,000,000 C-I/ Shared Use El Do USFS 2019 $2,252,325

23 Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway - from Washoe County Line to Douglas County Line $11,400,000 C-I /Shared Use Washoe/Douglas TTD 2023 $13,896,536

24 South Tahoe Greenway -  from Meyers to Sierra Tract  $14,187,000 C-I /Shared Use El Do CTC 2021 $16,622,332

25 Lakeside Trail Phase 2C - from Mackinaw to Commons Beach $3,000,000 C-I/ Shared Use Placer TCPUD 2020 $3,446,057

 Bike and Pedestrian Strategies Total $88,366,842         $108,569,261
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No. Strategies Cost 2013 Dollars Project Objective Location Implementing Agency Est. Year Construction 
Complete

Est. Cost in Year of 
Expenditure Dollars

TMDL Strategies- Caltrans            

26 TMDL Projects - amount unknown to be determined $0 Erosion Control/WQ El Dorado/Placer Caltrans 2013-2035 $0

TMDL Strategies- Caltrans Total $0         $0

   

TMDL Strategies- NDOT            

27 Tahoe Mobile BMP Project $2,550,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas/Washoe NDOT 2031 $2,550,000

28 Long-Term TMDL Strategies $144,150,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas/Washoe NDOT 2031 $144,150,000

TMDL Strategies- NDOT Total $146,700,000         $146,700,000

   

Local Roadway TMDL Strategies            

29 Long-Term TMDL CSLT $1,000,000 Erosion Control/WQ CSLT CSLT 2014-2035 $11,000,000

30 Long-Term TMDL EL Dorado $1,200,000 Erosion Control/WQ El Dorado El Dorado 2014-2035 $13,200,000

31 Long-Term TMDL Placer $5,650,000 Erosion Control/WQ Placer Placer 2014-2035 $62,150,000

32 Long-Term Washoe TMDL $500,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2014-2035 $5,500,000

33 Stormwater Washoe WC6 $3,300,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2015 $3,433,320

34 Stormwater Washoe WC7 $1,700,000 Erosion Control/WQ Washoe Washoe 2016 $1,804,054

35 Long-Term TMDL Douglas $250,000 Erosion Control/WQ Douglas Douglas 2035 $2,750,000

Local TMDL Strategies Total $13,600,000         $99,837,374 

   

Transportation System Management and ITS Strategies            

36 Caltrans Complete Streets Project $100,000  Complete Streets El Dorado Caltrans 2020 $114,869

37 South Lake Tahoe Basin Aquatic Invasive Species Inspection Station $1,300,000 AIS Capital El Do TRPA 2013 $1,300,000

38 North East Lake Tahoe Basin Aquatic Invasive Species Inspection Station $1,300,000 AIS Capital Washoe TRPA 2013 $1,300,000

39 North West Lake Tahoe Basin Aquatic Invasive Species Inspection Station $1,300,000 AIS Capital Placer TRPA 2013 $1,300,000

Transportation System Management and ITS Strategies Total $4,000,000         $4,014,869

Program Total $277,219,142 $784,037,762
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7.  Public Participation

Introduction
A successful regional transportation strategy is based on meaningful public 
participation. When developing the Regional Transportation Plan, the Tahoe 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) and Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) ensure that public input is the foundation of the plan’s direction 
and focus. The TMPO and TRPA involve the public in identifying and addressing 
transportation issues with the goal of creating a strong working relationship 
and developing plans that are responsive to the public’s needs.

To ensure input from a large number and broad range of residents and visitors 
of the Tahoe Basin, the TMPO and TRPA followed the guidelines of the Region’s 
Public Participation Plan, developed in accordance with the federal transporta-
tion bill1 and California Government Code 65080. Public comment gathered 
for Mobility 2035 includes input on project priorities, project selection criteria, 
transportation strategies, funding alternatives, meeting greenhouse gas emis-
sions targets, and other elements of the plan. 

1  23 CFR 450.316
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This chapter describes the public input process 
for Mobility 2035, including foundational docu-
ments, workshops, hearings, focus groups, 
opportunities for input over the internet, and 
feedback received. Overall, feedback received 
highlighted the need for increased invest-
ments in transit, walking, and bicycling, and 
maintenance of existing facilities. There was 
support for walkable communities, stormwater 
improvements, and waterborne transit, and 
mixed feedback for parking strategies that 
could include paid parking. These areas of 
interest are reflected in the proposed projects 
and transportation management strategies 
described in Chapter 4, Existing and Planned 
Transportation System, Chapter 5, Transporta-
tion Management Programs, and Chapter 6, 
Funding and Implementation Strategy. 

TMPO Public Participation Plan
Both federal and state legislation require that each 
metropolitan planning organization develop and adopt 
a Public Participation Plan (PPP) for the development of 
the Regional Transportation Plan. The Public Participa-
tion Plan must include:

• Outreach efforts to encourage the active participa-
tion of a broad range of stakeholder groups in 
the planning process, including, but not limited 
to, affordable housing advocates, transportation 
advocates, neighborhood and community groups, 
environmental advocates, home builder repre-
sentatives, broad-based business organizations, 
landowners, commercial property interests, and 
homeowner associations

• Consultation with congestion management 
agencies, transportation agencies, and 
transportation commissions

• Workshops throughout the Region to provide the 
public with the information and tools necessary 
to provide a clear understanding of the issues and 
policy choices
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• Public hearings on the draft Regional Transporta-
tion Plan

• A process for enabling members of the public to 
provide a single request to receive notices, informa-
tion, and updates

In accordance with federal and state requirements, 
during 2007 and 2008 the TMPO worked with the public 
and stakeholders to develop a Public Participation 
Plan. The development of this plan helped the TMPO 
identify the best ways for reaching out and connecting 
with the public, including using social media, posting 
flyers on transit and at bus stops, and meeting with 
stakeholder groups at their regularly scheduled meet-
ings. The PPP was adopted in July 2008; during the 
following two years, the plan was further updated and 
re-released in 2010 to incorporate new requirements in 
California’s SB 375. The full PPP document can be found 
in the Appendix.

Engaging the Community
Over the last decade, the TMPO and TRPA have elicited 
input from people throughout the Tahoe Region and 
beyond on transportation needs and improvements. 

PREVIOUS OUTREACH 

Prior to the development of Mobility 2035, the TRPA and 
TMPO engaged the public in a collaborative visioning 
process that included:

The Pathway Collaboration. In 2004 the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency began a comprehensive update of 
its Regional Plan. As part of this update, the Pathway 
Forum was developed to provide an opportunity for 
the public and partner agencies to help shape desired 
conditions for the Lake Tahoe Region, and was carried 
out in collaboration with key state and federal agencies 
at Lake Tahoe.

Place-Based Planning. From May to July of 2006, 
16 Place-Based Planning Workshops were held, with 
the purpose of encouraging community members to 
develop their vision of the Tahoe Basin’s future around 
specific geographic areas. Local vision summaries 
evolved from these workshops. Representation in the 

process was organized around four "Working Groups" 
of citizen advisors representing Placer County, Washoe 
County, the South Lake Tahoe Partnership (El Dorado 
County, Douglas County and the City of South Lake 
Tahoe), and Public Lands.

Transportation Roundtables. In March 2008, more than 
85 people attended two Transportation Roundtables to 
discuss draft elements of the Regional Transportation 
Plan update and to provide input. Major priorities 
included improving and adding sidewalks and bike 
paths, providing better trail connections and maintain-
ing access to these facilities in the winter. Additionally, 
relocation of transit facilities and services and overall 
enhancements to the transit system were identified 
as priorities.  

Unmet Transit Needs Workshops. Four Unmet Transit 
Needs Workshops were held between November 2009 
and November 2011 to allow the public to provide 
comments on existing or desired public transportation 
services within the Tahoe Basin.

As a result of these long-term and extensive outreach 
processes, the Transportation Vision, cited in Chapter 2, 
Goals & Policies, was developed.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR MOBILITY 2035

Building on the momentum from past plans, the TMPO 
continued its process of collaborating with the public 
throughout the development of Mobility 2035. 

Including Everyone

A major goal of the public outreach effort is to include 
the viewpoints of a wide range of people and groups, 
particularly those who are less likely to participate in 
planning processes. The TMPO and TRPA have proac-
tively taken steps to ensure that opportunities for public 
input were widely publicized online, in the media, and 
through flyers distributed throughout the area. Groups 
contacted include citizen advocates for transporta-
tion, businesses, housing agencies and advocates, 
environmental organizations, the Washoe Tribe, and a 
large number of public planning and transportation 
agencies at the federal, state, and local level. Where 
groups were not represented at large public events, the 
TMPO took additional steps to outreach to those groups 

in their own communities, particularly through one-
on-one surveys. Steps continue to be taken to ensure 
that diverse and underserved populations, as well as 
interested groups or members of the public, have ample 
opportunity to understand and provide meaningful 
input into the development of Mobility 2035. Listed 
below are the elements of the public outreach process.

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The TMPO 
convened a technical advisory committee consisting 
of the Tahoe Transportation Commission (TTC), as well 
as representatives from interested agencies inside and 
outside of the Tahoe Region that do not sit on the TTC 
board. The primary role of the TAC was to review early 
drafts of Mobility 2035 and to provide input on technical 
questions related to content. The technical advisory 
committee included representatives from federal, state, 
and local agencies, including transit agencies, California 
and Nevada State Departments of Transportation, and 
the Washoe Tribe. For a complete list of Technical Advi-
sory Committee members, please see the Appendix. 
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Public Workshops. The TMPO held four public work-
shops to elicit input from the general public. Two, on 
November 1, 2011 in Kings Beach and November 3, 
2011 in South Lake Tahoe, were held to get early input 
before the draft RTP was released. Approximately 
80 people attended these two workshops. Two later 
“open-houses” were held May 21, 2012 in Incline Village, 
and May 22, 2012 in Stateline, Nevada, after the draft 
RTP was released. Approximately 60 people attended 
these two events.

These workshops provided the public with information 
about proposed projects which had resulted from 
previous public input, and created a forum for conversa-
tion about additional projects to include in Mobility 
2035, including capital projects for roads, bicycle, 
and pedestrian improvements as well as stormwater 
projects. Attendees provided their priorities for projects, 
as well as their opinions on policies related to parking, 
transportation demand management, pedestrian and 
transit-oriented development, integration of land 
use and transportation strategies, and the concept of 
“complete streets.” 

Staff used a variety of visualization techniques to 
engage the public. In addition to traditional, paper-
based input methods, staff used map-based com-
puter technology at the workshops through an online 
crowd-sourcing tool, Crowdbrite, to capture input from 
attendees. Using Crowdbrite, participants could add 
new projects, comment on projects, and comment on 
the comments of others. Internet links to the materials 
online after the meeting encouraged both attendees 

and those participating remotely to continue to provide 
input throughout the month of November. The TMPO 
also developed an online tool for prioritizing the 
expenditure of transportation funding, raising aware-
ness of scarce transportation funding in relation to the 
long list of desired transportation enhancements.

TRPA staff, local officials, and representatives of the 
business community manned the stations and also gave 
a short presentation. 

The TMPO also provided child-care and child-oriented 
activities designed to increase understanding of 
transportation and how it affects everyone’s lives. 

The greatest number of ideas and comments submitted 
by workshop participants related to transit service, 
followed by increased bicycle and pedestrian amenities. 
Recurring themes were:

Planning Suggestions

• Focus planning efforts on walkable communities 
and complete streets.

• Design streets to prioritize safety, comfort, and 
efficiency of walking, biking, and transit.

• Parking is an issue that needs place-based strate-
gies consistent with local goals and values.

Implementation Suggestions 

• Focus on non-auto modes to complete the con-
nected mobility system: seasonal ferry, water taxi, 
bike sharing, trams, and improved transit service 
and convenience.
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• Accelerate construction of bike trails, walking paths, 
and needed sidewalk connections. 

• Decrease the cost of transit to the user, or provide 
free shuttles.

• Work towards additional dedicated funding 
sources at the state and regional level for 
transportation improvements.

• The most popular project type for North Shore 
participants was roadway stormwater control; 
for South Shore participants, the most popular 
project was the US 50 Corridor Revitalization and 
Complete Streets.

Further details on the workshops and input received can 
be found in the Appendix.

Community Surveys. A key element of outreach for 
Mobility 2035 is the inclusion of populations who have 
not traditionally attended workshops in the Region. 
The TMPO contacted this community by conducting 
a brief survey using pictures to highlight proposed 
projects. Surveyors went door-to-door in underserved 
communities, and spoke with people at transit stops 
and the grocery store. Over 200 surveys were collected 
in Spanish and English. Important themes from these 
surveys included: 

• Biggest priorities were to improve existing bus ser-
vices, invest in roadway and sidewalk maintenance, 
and invest in community revitalization projects. 

• Provide more information to the public on how 
major projects like State Route 89/Fanny Bridge 
Corridor Revitalization Project may disrupt transit 
service and traffic. 

• Provide information about travel times on Water-
borne Transit. There were some concerns expressed 
about investing in new, large-scale transit 
programs like Waterborne Transit when existing 
transit services still need improvements in on-time 
performance and increased frequencies. 

• Community needs to see how their comments were 
incorporated into Mobility 2035.
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Informational Meetings and Public Hearings. Expand-
ing on the federal requirements for public outreach, 
SB 375 specifies that, as part of the outreach for the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, the MPO must 
conduct informational meetings for members of 
each county Board of Supervisors and city councils. 
The purpose of these meetings is to discuss the SCS, 
including the key land use and planning assumptions, 
with these elected officials, and to solicit and consider 
their input and recommendations. 

SB 375 also requires that, for multiple-county MPOs 
such as Tahoe’s, at least three public hearings be held on 
the draft SCS in the RTP. The TMPO combined the Public 
Hearings with the Informational Meetings for elected 
officials. These meetings took place in May and June, 
2012. Please see the Appendix for a complete list of 
meeting dates and locations.

November 2011 RTP Public Workshops
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Online participation. The TRPA has created several ways 
for those unable to attend meetings to participate and 
share their views. 

• Anyone can sign up on the TRPA website to receive 
information about the Regional Transportation Plan 
update (www.tahoempo.org).

• Through an online application developed by the 
TMPO, members of the public have an opportu-
nity to prioritize capital projects, given a limited 
amount of funding (http://www.tahoempo.org/
project_picker_N.aspx). 

• For more active participation, the website devel-
oped for the public workshops remained available 
throughout November 2011 to gather comments 
throughout the RTP process. This highly interactive 
site allowed anyone to comment on projects and 
discuss ideas with other members of the public 
(www.crowdbrite.com).

Public review of Draft RTP. There was a 63-day public 
comment period on the Draft RTP, including the Sustain-
able Communities Strategy. There were three public 
hearings on the draft Sustainable Communities Strategy 
on the North and South Shores of Lake Tahoe, on the 
California side. 

A complete list of public outreach events and opportu-
nities as well as input gathered at outreach events can 
be found in the Appendix.
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APPENDIX A 
Public Participation Plan

Public Meetings

Websites

surveys

Newletters

Workshops

Roundtables

Emails

Interactivity

Mapping

Community

Presentations

Public Participation Plan 

The needs of the public are one of the most important
foundations for transportation planning.  Seeking 
comprehensive public participation is critical for developing 
meaningful transportation plans. The Tahoe Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (TMPO) proactively strives to involve 
the public in identifying and addressing transportation issues, 
with the goal of creating a strong working relationship between 
the TMPO and its constituents.  This plan is intended to 
ensure that public participation is an integral and effective 
part of the TMPO's activities and that decisions are made 
with the benefit and consideration of important public 
perspectives.

Amended July 2010
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TRPA and TMPO collaborate closely with several public 
agencies and a large number of private stakeholders 
in developing transportation and land use plans. This 
section lists the full range of partners consulted in 
development of this document (listed alphabetically 
within each category), as well the consultation proce-
dure documents as required by SAFETEA-LU and by CFR 
450.210 and CFR 450.316. 

Partners in Planning

LOCALITIES

• City of South Lake Tahoe – CSLT maintains local 
roadways, implements transportation projects, and 
provides public transit service. 

• Douglas County – Douglas County maintains local 
roadways, implements transportation projects, and 
provides public transit. 

• El Dorado County – El Dorado County maintains 
local roadways, implements transportation projects, 
and provides demand response transit service for 
unincorporated areas outside of the City of South 
Lake Tahoe.

• Placer County – Placer County maintains local 
roadways, implements transportation projects, and 
operates TART, a public transit service along the 
west and north shore of Lake Tahoe. 

• Tahoe City Public Utility District – TCPUD imple-
ments and maintains bicycle infrastructure projects 
along the west shore of Lake Tahoe. 

• Washoe County – Washoe County maintains local 
roadways, and implements transportation projects 
in the Incline/Crystal Bay portion of Lake Tahoe. 

LOCAL PLANNING AGENCIES

• Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(CAMPO) – Designated as the MPO for the Carson 
Urbanized Area, CAMPO provides inter-regional 
input on transportation issues. 

• Placer County Transportation Planning Agency  
– PCTPA works in conjunction with TRPA to coordi-
nate unmet transit needs, transportation planning 
over the I-80 corridor, and coordinates transit 
service to Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows along 
S.R. 89 between Tahoe City and the Town of Truckee. 
The PCTPA is the sister RTPA in Placer County. 

• Tahoe Douglas Transportation District – The TDTD 
coordinates development of the Douglas County 
five-year Transportation Improvement Plan and 
approves expenditures of county Transient Oc-
cupancy Tax (hotel tax), revenues for transportation 
purposes at Lake Tahoe. 

• Tahoe Transportation District – TTD facilitates, 
implements and delivers transportation projects 
in the Tahoe Basin. The District also provides 
operational authority for transit services within its 
boundaries, like Night Rider, the North Shore ser-
vice that runs after TART hours on winter evenings. 
Under this authority, TTD is currently managing 
BlueGO in South Lake Tahoe as well. 

• Washoe County Regional Transportation Commis-
sion (RTC) – Within the Basin, RTC contracts with 
Placer County to fund Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
(TART) operations in Incline Village and Crystal Bay. 

• Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California – As a voting 
member of the Tahoe Transportation Commission 
the Washoe Tribe provides input to the TMPO on 
Tribal issues. 

APPENDIX B 
Consultation and Cooperation
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STATE AND FEDERAL PLANNING AGENCIES

These Federal and State agencies play active and vital 
roles in all TMPO activities including planning, program-
ming and facilitation of TMPO activities.

• California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) – The CTC is 
a California State agency with responsibility for 
planning, programming, and coordinating state 
funded land restoration, public recreation, and lake 
access in the Basin.

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
– Caltrans is the state agency responsible for 
highway, bridge, and rail transportation planning, 
construction, and maintenance in California. 
Caltrans implements multiple roadway improve-
ment projects in the Lake Tahoe Region, and sits on 
the Tahoe Transportation Commission board. 

• Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) -- 
NDOT is responsible for the planning, construction, 
operation and maintenance of the highways and 
bridges which make up the Nevada state highway 
system. NDOT implements roadway improvement 
projects on the Nevada highways in the Lake 
Tahoe Region, and sits on the Tahoe Transportation 
Commission board.   

• US FHWA (Nevada and California Division Office 
& Central Federal Lands Highway Division) – The 
TMPO receives funding from the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA ), to carry out the transporta-
tion planning process, environmental review, and 
preliminary engineering and design to complete 
environmental documentation for transportation 
projects. As a partner to delivering transportation 
improvements, the Central Federal Lands Highway 
Division of FHWA maintains oversight of the funds, 
and coordinates closely with TMPO on project 
progress. 

• US Federal Transit Administration – The Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) is an active partner in 
providing transit capital and operating assistance to 
the Tahoe Region.   Region IX of FTA, located in San 
Francisco provides planning assistance and guid-
ance on various transit projects in the Region.

• United States Forest Services Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit(LTBMU) – The LTBMU manages 
over 75% of the area around the lake. This land 
includes beaches, hiking and biking trails, wilder-
ness, historic estates and developed recreation 
areas such as campgrounds and riding stables.  The 
LTBMU manages these lands to provide access for 
the public and to protect the natural resources of 
the area.  The LTBMU sits on the Tahoe Transporta-
tion Commission board. 

PRIVATE PARTNERS

A number of private organizations also have an interest 
in transportation in the Basin. These groups work closely 
with the TMPO in a collaborative partnership to identify 
issues, gather and disseminate information, engage in 
transportation planning and programming, and secure 
public and private funds for transportation projects and 
programs. 

• Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management 
Association (TNT-TMA) – Founded in 1990, the 
Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management 
Association is a public-private partnership dedi-
cated to solving traffic congestion and air quality 
problems in the greater Truckee-North Tahoe-
Incline Village Resort Triangle. The TNT/TMA is also a 
non-profit, community-based organization. 

• North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA) –The 
NLTRA serves as a forum for local input and recom-
mendations on the planning and development of 
tourism and community related infrastructure and 
transportation projects, including transit services, 
for which the Association is a funding partner. The 
source of NLTRA funding is a percentage of the 
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) funds generated in 
the North Lake Tahoe area of eastern Placer County. 
The Placer County Board of Supervisors grants 
these funds to the NLTRA on an annual basis. 

• Resort Triangle Transportation Planning Coalition 
(RTTPC) – A multi-agency coalition whose function 
is to coordinate, plan, program, monitor and imple-
ment capital and operational projects in the North 
Lake Tahoe-Truckee “Resort Triangle.”  Members 
include Placer County, Placer County Transportation 
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Planning Agency, Town of Truckee, Nevada County 
Transportation Commission, and the Tahoe Re-
gional Planning Agency, among others. 

• South Shore Transportation Management Associa-
tion (SSTMA) – Founded in 1994, the South Shore 
TMA is a non-profit community forum advocating 
transportation and mobility solutions. 

CONSULTATION PROCEDURE DOCUMENTS

Listed below are the consultation procedure documents 
as required by SAFETEA-LU and by the Code of Federal 
Regulations under sections CFR 450.210 and CFR 
450.316.

• Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan 
(CHSTP) – SAFETEA-LU requires a CHSTP, which 
requires projects receiving Job Access Reverse 
Commute (JARC) (5316), New Freedom (5317) 
and Formula Program for Elderly Individuals and 
Individuals with Disabilities (5310) be developed 
through a CHSTP. The CHSTP, adopted by TMPO on 
May 28, 2008, is a “unified, comprehensive strategy 
for public transportation service delivery that 
identifies the transportation needs of individuals 
with disabilities, older adults, and individuals with 
limited income, laying out strategies for meeting 
these needs, and prioritizing services,” that is 
developed through a public process. 

• Inter-agency Air-Quality Conformity Consultation 
– The Transportation Conformity Rule appears in 40 
CFR Parts 51 and 93 and applies to transportation 
plans developed pursuant to 23 CFR part 450 
or 49 CFR part 613 by a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization. The Transportation Conformity Rule 
requires all jurisdictions in non-attainment areas 
or who are under federally approved maintenance 
plans, to submit a conformity analysis if the plan-
ning or programming documents identify projects 
considered non-exempt. The previous conformity 
determination was made on November 3, 2008. In 
accordance with the Consultation Procedures, the 
TMPO requested consultation on the modeling 
and analytical assumptions being developed for 
the conformity analysis in conjunction with this Re-
gional Transportation Plan update. The conformity 

analysis for 2012 is included in t Appendix E, and a 
summary is included in the Air Quality chapter of 
the EIR/EIS for the Regional Transportation Plan. 

OTHER DOCUMENTS

• Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) – The 
Lake Tahoe TMDL focuses on reducing the load-
ing of nitrogen, phosphorus, and fine sediment 
particles to the lake. Roads and motor vehicles 
are recognized sources of particulate matter and 
nitrogen. The first part of the Lake Tahoe TMDL is 
projected to be implemented in a similar 20 year 
planning horizon as the RTP, and the TMPO, TRPA 
and other agencies responsible for water quality 
must work together to meet TMDL objectives.
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Overview
This memorandum describes the draft methodology 
developed by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) and Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(TMPO) for calculating vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions per capita for the Lake 
Tahoe region. Greenhouse gas emissions information 
is provided in accordance with California’s Senate Bill 
375 (SB 375), the Sustainable Communities and Climate 
Protection Act of 2008. The methodology utilizes three 
tools or components: 

• Lake Tahoe’s Activity-Based Transportation Model

• The Trip Reduction Impact Analysis Tool (TRIA),  a 
post-processor model

• Calculation of the share of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) attributable to the California portion of the 
Lake Tahoe Region; and modeling greenhouse gas 
estimates using ARB’s EMFAC2011 model

Background
Since the development of the bi-state Tahoe Regional 
Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551) in 1969, plan-
ning efforts in the Lake Tahoe Basin have engaged 
citizens in creating a vision for the future of Tahoe that 
will balance preservation of its natural beauty with 
its economic viability. A significant part of this vision 
is a reduction in dependence on automobiles as the 
primary means of transportation, in order to reduce the 
impacts on the environment and on the built form. 

Recently, mitigation of climate change impacts has 
emerged as a high priority for all communities in 
California. SB 375 requires regional metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPOs) to focus regional land 
use and transportation policies to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions (GHG) in order to meet targets estab-
lished by the California Air Resources Board’s Regional 
Technical Advisory Committee (RTAC). SB 375 calls 
for each MPO to develop a Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) with its Regional Transportation Plan, 
identifying how regional GHG will be reduced to meet 
the regional targets.

In addition to the State of California requirements, the 
TRPA adopted a threshold standard for VMT. The inte-
grated land use policies from the Regional Plan and the 
transportation policies from the Regional Transportation 
Plan (which also serve as the Transportation Element 
of the Regional Plan) must demonstrate achievement 
of the threshold standard. The sections below describe 
a methodology for estimating the vehicle miles trav-
eled and greenhouse gas impacts of the integrated 
strategy package.  

Component 1: The Lake Tahoe 
Transportation Model and 
Assumptions 
OVERVIEW:

TRPA maintains an activity-based travel demand model 
for the Tahoe Region. This model is an enhancement 

APPENDIX C 
Methodology for Estimating Vehicle Miles 
Traveled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
in the Draft Regional Plan, Draft Regional 
Plan EIS, Draft Regional Transportation 
Plan (Mobility 2035), and Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan EIR/EIS 
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over the more common four-step trip-based models 
because it considers non-home based travel and 
linked characteristics of a household’s travel patterns 
in addition to planned land uses and transportation 
system. The travel demand model predicts travel 
based on the daily activities of persons, households, or 
traveler groups. Several distinct groups are modeled 
in the TRPA model including year-round residents, 
seasonal residents, external workers, day-use visitors, 
and overnight visitors. Separate algorithms are included 
within the model to simulate each group’s population, 
demographic, socioeconomic characteristics, and travel 
preferences (e.g., mode split). The model aggregates 
the travel behavior of each travel group (known as 
tour types), estimates the expected mode split (auto, 
transit, walk, bike), and produces traffic projections 
for intersections and roadways on a daily basis, and 
for peak periods. Since these estimates are based 
on regional data, they are useful for understanding 
region-wide impacts. 

Output from the base year version of the TRPA travel 
demand model was reviewed to determine the effect of 
residential unit location and household characteristics 
on trip generation rates. The model predicted daily 
vehicle trip rates ranging from 7.7 to 12.2 trips per occu-
pied dwelling unit, with the rate varying based on unit 
location and home value. These results demonstrate 
that the model is sensitive to traffic analysis zone (TAZ) 
location, unit type, and other socioeconomic variables. 
They also show that the model is not using a single, 
fixed trip rate but a variable trip rate, which is appropri-
ate for the Region given its varying socioeconomic, 
geographic, and housing characteristics. For additional 
information concerning the Lake Tahoe Transportation 
Model please refer to the Lake Tahoe Resident and Visi-
tor Model; Model Description and Final Results; Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, August 2007.

The potential impacts of each Regional Plan alternative 
are influenced by the amount and distribution of new 
development (i.e. residential units, CFA, and TAUs). To 
assess the potential impacts of each alternative, the 
model was updated to include the total residential, 
commercial, and tourist accommodation development 
that would be allowable under each alternative. Since it 

is not possible to know the exact distribution of future 
development, TRPA had to make a series of assumptions 
related to the distribution of 1) residential allocations 
remaining from the 1987 plan, 2) residential bonus units 
remaining from the 1987 plan, 3) CFA remaining from 
the 1987 plan, 4) TAUs remaining from the 1987 plan, 
5) new allocations authorized under each action alterna-
tive, 6) new residential bonus units authorized under 
Alternative 3, 7) new CFA authorized under each action 
alternative, and 8) new TAUs authorized under Alterna-
tives 4 & 5. Each of these assumptions is described in 
more detail below.

DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
REMAINING FROM THE 1987 PLAN:

Residential allocations remaining from the 1987 plan: The 
model assumed 86 residential allocations authorized in 
the 1987 regional plan were allocated to local jurisdic-
tions, but not yet built. These remaining allocations 
were distributed in the same fashion for all alternatives. 
The remaining allocations were distributed propor-
tionately between the counties based on the percent 
of development rights associated with developable 
parcels within each county. Table 1 shows the ap-
proximate number and percent of developable parcels 
with development rights within each county. Once 
the proportional distribution of allocations between 
each county was determined, individual allocations 
were randomly assigned to developable parcels within 
each county.

Table 1 Approximate Number and Percent of Total 
Developable Parcels with a Development 
Right Within Each County

County

Approx. 
Developable 
Parcels with 

Development 
Rights Percent

El Dorado (including CSLT) 2,582 67%

Placer 1,030 26%

Washoe 162 4%

Douglas 109 3%

TOTAL 3,883 100%
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Residential bonus units remaining from the 1987 plan:  A 
total of 900 residential bonus units were included in 
the model as bonus units authorized under the 1987 
plan but not yet used. These remaining bonus units 
were distributed the same for Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5. 
Alternative 3 would make these bonus units available as 
incentives for transfers of residential development, so 
for Alternative 3 bonus units were distributed to reflect 
the transfer program as described in the section titled 
“Alternative 3 Residential Development Transfer As-
sumptions” beginning on page 8. For Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 
and 5, 460 of the remaining units were already assigned 
to Community Plans (CPs) or to specific projects under 
the Community Enhancement Program (CEP). These 
already assigned bonus units were distributed to the 
locations where they were assigned. The remaining 440 
units that were not already assigned were distributed 
randomly to CPs throughout the region.

CFA remaining from the 1987 plan: The model assumed 
347,000 sq. ft. of CFA was remaining from the 1987 
plan. This CFA was distributed the same way for all 
alternatives. Of the remaining CFA, an estimated 
160,000 was already assigned to individual CPs, and an 
estimated 187,000 was already assigned to specific CEP 
projects. Since the remaining CFA was already assigned 
to specific CPs and projects, it was simply distributed 
as assigned.

TAUs remaining from the 1987 plan: The model assumes 
347 TAUs are remaining from the 1987 plan. These 
TAUs were distributed the same way for all alternatives. 
Of these remaining TAUs, a total of 90 were already 
assigned to individual CEP projects, and these TAUs 
were distributed as assigned. The remaining TAUs were 
distributed to counties in the following proportions 
based roughly on the number of vacant and develop-
able parcels eligible for TAUs in each county. 

 El Dorado – 37% 
 Placer – 47% 
 Washoe – 4% 
 Douglas – 12%  

Within each county, TAUs were randomly assigned to 
TAZs that contained community plan areas.

Model Input Consistency with Revised Accounting of 
Remaining Allocations

The accounting of TAUs, CFA, and Residential Bonus 
Units remaining from the 1987 plan was revised dur-
ing the environmental review process to reflect new 
information after the model run was complete. Some of 
the revised estimates are slightly lower than the model 
inputs and some are slightly higher. In all cases the 
revisions account for less than 1% of the existing units. 
Revisions to allocation accounting that are not reflected 
in the model include:

• The revised accounting of Residential Bonus Units 
shows a total of 874 units remaining from the 
1987 plan. The model input of 900 remaining units 
slightly overestimated the number of remaining 
bonus units, which would result in slightly greater 
transportation impacts. Therefore, the model 
represents a conservative estimate of transporta-
tion impacts from remaining bonus units.

• The revised accounting of CFA shows a total of 
383,600 square feet remaining from the 1987 plan. 
The model input of 347,000 square feet slightly 
underestimated the amount of remaining CFA, 
which would result in reduced transportation im-
pacts. Therefore, the model slightly underestimated 
transportation impacts from remaining CFA.

• The revised accounting of TAUs remaining from 
the 1987 plan shows a total of 342 remaining TAUs. 
The model input of 347 remaining TAUs slightly 
overestimated the number of remaining TAUs, 
which would result in slightly greater transporta-
tion impacts. Therefore, the model represents a 
conservative estimate of transportation impacts 
from remaining TAUs.

DISTRIBUTION OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 
POTENTIAL PROPOSED UNDER REGIONAL PLAN 
ALTERNATIVES:

Residential allocations: Varying numbers of residential 
allocations are proposed under the different Regional 
Plan update alternatives. To result in development, each 
allocation must be paired with a development right. 
Where an alternative includes more allocations than 
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development rights, the number of new residential 
units that were included in the model equal the total 
number of development rights. Table 2 shows the num-
ber of new residential allocations proposed under each 
alternative, and the number of development rights used 
in the model to identify the amount of new residential 
development for each modeled alternative. Once the 
number of new residential development was deter-
mined for each alternative, these new residential units 
were distributed in the same manner described above 
for residential allocations remaining from the 1987 plan. 
Residential units were distributed proportionately to 
counties based on the percent of all developable parcels 
within each county.

During the environmental review process, all model 
inputs were evaluated to ensure they represent the 
maximum amount of development that could occur 
under each alternative. As shown in Table 2, residential 
development under Alternatives 4 and 5 was limited by 
the number of available development rights. However 
the estimate of development rights (3883) reflects 
development rights associated with developable 
parcels. The estimate of total development rights includ-
ing those associated with unbuildable parcels is 4091. It 
is possible that development rights could be transferred 
off of unbuildable parcels, and used for multi-family 
developments on buildable parcels. Therefore, the 
number of residential units modeled in Alternatives 4 
and 5 underestimates the total number of possible resi-
dential units by 117 and 208, respectively. To ensure that 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would not result in any impacts in 
addition to those evaluated by the model, Alternative 5 
was remodeled to reflect 4091 new residential units. The 
revised model showed approximately a 1.5% increase in 

Table 2 Number of New Residential Allocations, Development Rights, and New Residential Units Modeled for 
Each Alternative

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

New Allocations 0 2,600 2,600 4,000 5,200

Development Rights 3,883 3,883 3,883 3,883 3,883

New residential  units 0 2,600 2,600 3,883 3,883

VMT from the earlier model. This increase in VMT would 
not change any of the impact determinations or mitiga-
tions in the EIS. The revised Alternative 5 model output 
was analyzed for LOS impacts to roadway segments 
and intersections and it showed no additional impacts 
over the previous model run. Therefore the Alternative 4 
and 5 models adequately reflect all impacts associated 
with the maximum development possible under those 
alternatives.

Residential bonus units: Alternative 3 proposes 600 
new residential bonus units. These bonus units would 
serve as a match for transfers of existing development 
or development rights, and would result in additional 
residential development beyond that described above. 
Details on residential transfer assumptions and the 
distribution of the new residential bonus units are 
included on page 8.

New CFA: Varying amounts of new CFA were proposed 
under the different Regional Plan update alternatives 
(Table 3). While the total amount of new CFA varies be-
tween alternatives, this CFA was distributed in the same 
proportion for all alternatives. New CFA was distributed 
to counties in the same proportions described above in 
TAUs remaining from the 1987 plan. Within each county, 
new CFA was distributed to individual TAZs following 
the same approach used for TAUs remaining from the 
1987 plan. 

New TAUs:  Alternatives 4 and 5 propose new TAUs 
(Table 3). These new TAUs were distributed to CPs in the 
same proportions for both alternatives, using the same 
approach that was used for TAUs remaining from the 
1987 plan and new CFA.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TRANSFER ASSUMPTIONS

Overview:  A total of 874 residential bonus units (RBUs) 
remain from the 1987 regional plan. To be conservative, 
the model inputs were rounded up to 900 RBUs for all 
alternatives. For Alternative 3, the model assumes a 
total of 1500 RBUs are available including 900 remaining 
from the 1987 plan and 600 new units.  Of these, 188 are 
already allocated to specific CEP projects, and the model 
assigned them to the CEP projects they are allocated 
to. The remaining 1312 RBUs are available for existing 
programs and as an incentive to property owners who 
transfer existing residential development or develop-
ment rights from areas less suitable for development 
to within Town Centers, the Regional Center, or the 
High Density Tourist District (i.e. receiving areas). For 
transfers, different numbers of RBUs are offered depend-
ing on whether existing development is torn down and 
the parcel restored or whether a development right is 

transferred off of an undeveloped parcel and the parcel 
is then protected from future development. More RBUs 
are offered for transfers of residential development 
from more sensitive lands than for transfers from less 
sensitive lands. More RBUs are also offered for transfers 
that are from parcels further from major transportation 
routes. Any one parcel may combine RBUs offered based 
on the sensitivity of the sending parcel with RBUs of-
fered based on the distance from transportation routes 
or receiving areas. This results in a total of 30 different 
possible combinations based on the land capability of 
the sending site, its distance from receiving areas and 
transportation routes, and whether existing develop-
ment is present.  Based on these factors, each eligible 
parcel could earn a total of between 0 and 5 RBUs. 
Table 4 shows the number of RBUs offered for different 
categories of sending parcels. 

Table 3 New Residential Bonus Units, CFA, and TAUs proposed under each alternative.

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Residential Bonus Units 0 0 600 0 0

New CFA 0 200,000 200,000 400,000 600,000

New TAUs 0 0 0 200 400

Table 4 Bonus Units Available for Transfer

Transfer Existing Development (ERU, 
CFA, TAU) to Town Centers, Regional 

Centers and/or the High Density Tourist 
District and restore and retire parcel

Transfer Development Right to 
Town Centers, Regional Centers 
and/or the High Density Tourist 

District and retire parcel

SEZ 1:3 1:1.5

Sensitive Lands (1a, 1c, 2 and 3) 1:2 1:1.25

Non-Sensitive lands (4, 5, 6 and 7) 1:1 1:1

Distance from Town Centers, Regional 
Centers, the High Density Tourist District 
and Primary Transit Routes.

Additional transfer ratio based on distance from non-residential support services 
and transit (only for transfers of Residential Development Rights and Existing 
Residential Units into Town Centers, Regional Centers and/or the High Density 
Tourist District

Less than ¼ Mile or on the Lake-ward side of 
primary transit routes.

1:1

¼ Mile to ½ Mile 1:1.25

½ Mile to 1 Mile 1:1.5

1 Mile to 1½ Mile 1:1.75

Greater than 1½ Mile 1:2
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To evaluate the potential effects of the residential 
transfer incentives shown in Table 4, TRPA modeled 
likely transfers of residential uses. Since it is impossible 
to know exactly how many and which parcels would 
utilize the residential transfer incentives, it was neces-
sary to make a series of reasonable assumptions based 
on the best available information. These assumptions 
are described in more detail below, and relate to 
the following: 1) the total number and rate of RBU 
utilization, 2) the proportion of existing development 
to development rights transferred, 3) the number of 
transfers from each combination of land capability and 
distance categories, and 4) the proportion of develop-
ment transferred to each receiving area. To assist in 
evaluating whether these assumptions were reasonable, 
TRPA enlisted an outside firm to complete an economic 
pro forma analysis of residential projects utilizing the 
transfer incentives. The evaluation found that the bonus 
units provide feasible options for future development, 
provided market conditions show modest recovery in 
the next few years.  This finding was tested using the 
low-high range of the incentive program ratios, and a 
low-high range of potential costs for each development 
right purchase based on past experience (BAE  2012). 
Once these assumptions were made, TRPA modeled the 
resulting changes in the distribution and number of 
residential units. The changes in residential use patterns 
were then input into the transportation model to assess 
effects on air quality, vehicle miles traveled, traffic, 
population, and other resource areas.

Residential Transfer Assumptions

Total Number and Rate of RBU Utilization: A total of 1312 
RBUs were modeled as available and unassigned (i.e. not 
already allocated to a pending CEP project) in Alterna-
tive 3. This included an estimated 712 RBUs carried over 
and available from the RBUs authorized in the 1987 
Regional Plan, as well as 600 new RBUs. Since 1987 a 
total of 526 RBUs have been used. Under the existing 
Regional Plan, these RBUs could only be used for proj-
ects that constructed deed-restricted less than market 
rate housing, or they could be earned through comple-
tion of mitigation above and beyond that required for 
project approval, as described in Code section 52.3.3.B. 
Alternative 3 would provide more opportunities to earn 

these RBUs and it is estimated that over 19,000 parcels 
would be eligible for transfer incentives. 

In addition, Alternative 3 includes a substantial number 
of other incentives that would promote transfers into 
receiving areas. These other incentives are described 
in Chapter 2 and include: increasing the maximum 
coverage allowed for a redevelopment project in a 
receiving area, allowing transfers from sensitive land 
to keep non-conforming coverage, allowing coverage 
to be transferred across HRA boundaries, increasing 
maximum heights in some receiving areas, and 
increasing allowable residential density for mixed use 
projects, among other incentives. In combination with 
the residential bonus units, these additional incen-
tives would provide a very strong set of incentives to 
transfer residential units for redevelopment projects in 
receiving areas.

The existing sensitive lot retirement program has 
demonstrated that demand exists for incentives that 
would encourage property owners to retire sensitive 
lots. The sensitive lot retirement program provides an 
allocation to property owners who retire a sensitive lot. 
Over the eight years the program has been in existence, 
213 lots have been retired in exchange for an allocation. 
The allocation offered under this program is substan-
tially less of an incentive than the bonus units offered 
in Alternative 3 (i.e. the one allocation earned under the 
sensitive lot program still needed to be paired with a 
development right, up to 5 bonus units can be earned 
for transferring one unit under Alternative 3, and these 
bonus units do not require a development right). 

Given the large number of properties that would be 
eligible for the residential transfer incentives, the 
additional incentives that could be combined with the 
RBUs to further incentivize transfers to receiving areas, 
and the high amount of demand demonstrated by 
participation in a more limited program that offered 
fewer incentives, it is reasonable to assume that the 
majority of available RBUs would be used for the trans-
fer of residential development. Therefore, the model 
assumes that approximately 90% of the available RBUs, 
or 1186 RBUs would be used to facilitate the transfer of 
residential development.
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Very little information is available on the likely rate of 
transfer incentive utilization. As mentioned above, the 
sensitive lot retirement program offered much less of an 
incentive than would be available under Alternative 3. 
The existing sensitive lot retirement program utilized 
up to 47 allocations a year. Based on the increased 
incentive offered by the bonus units and transfer ratios 
in Alternative 3, and the numerous other incentives for 
redevelopment included in the alternative, utilization 
of approximately 80 bonus units per year was used as 
a reasonable, if not conservative, assumption for the 
model. This resulted in utilization of approximately 
643 bonus units by 2020 and a total of 1186 by 2035 
(Tables 4 and 5).

Proportion of Existing Development to Development 
Rights Transferred: Alternative 3 offers different numbers 
of RBUs based on whether existing development is 
removed, restored, and the development right trans-
ferred, or whether a development right is transferred 
off of an undeveloped parcel. It is necessary to make 
an assumption about the proportion of transfers that 
would occur from developed and from undeveloped 
parcels. Undeveloped parcels are less expensive than 
developed parcels and therefore more likely to be ac-
quired by a project proponent acquiring development 
rights for transfer. Many undeveloped parcels eligible 
for RBUs under Alternative 3 are in sensitive lands. These 
sensitive parcels are subject to greater development 
restrictions and, therefore, they are very unlikely to be 
developed. The most likely use for these parcels is a 
transfer of development rights. While there are more 
eligible developed parcels than undeveloped parcels 
and a higher number of RBUs are offered for transfers of 
existing development, the lower cost and limited uses 
of undeveloped sensitive parcels would make it likely 
that significantly more development rights would be 
transferred than existing development. Therefore, the 
model assumed that approximately 80% of transfers 
would come from undeveloped parcels and approxi-
mately 20% would come from developed parcels.

In order for a development right to be utilized, it needs 
to be paired with an allocation to create a new residen-
tial unit. Each development right that was modeled as 
being transferred into a receiving area was paired with 

one new allocation and the resulting new residential 
unit was assigned to that receiving area.

Number of Transfers from Each Combination of Land 
Capability and Distance Categories:  Fifteen possible 
combinations of land capability categories and distance 
categories exist for transfers of development rights (e.g. 
SEZ and 1 - 1.5 mile). An additional 15 categories exist 
for transfers of existing development. Once the propor-
tion of transfers of development rights and transfers of 
existing development was established, it was necessary 
to make assumptions about the number of units moved 
within each combination of land capability and distance 
categories. Tables 5 and 6 show each possible combina-
tion of land capability and distance categories for both 
developed and undeveloped parcels, list the transfer 
ratio for each combination and show the number of 
bonus units received per unit transferred.  The tables 
show the number of units transferred and bonus units 
provided by the years 2020 and 2035, and the percent 
of all eligible parcels utilizing the transfer incentive 
program within each category. 

The number of units transferred within each combina-
tion of land sensitivity and distance category was 
determined based on the sensitivity of the sending 
parcel, the amount of incentive provided, and the 
number of available parcels. New development on 
undeveloped parcels in SEZ or other sensitive lands is 
restricted and many of these parcels are unbuildable, 
increasing the likelihood that development rights would 
be transferred from the parcels. These undeveloped 
sensitive lands would also generate or send more bonus 
units than less sensitive lands. The model assumed that 
625 development rights would be transferred from 
undeveloped sensitive lands, more transfers than from 
other categories of sending sites. Undeveloped parcels 
on high capability lands could be developed and would 
receive less of a transfer incentive. As a result, fewer 
development rights, 270 in total, were assumed to be 
transferred from high capability parcels (Table 5).

As described above, fewer transfers were expected 
from developed parcels. The transfers from developed 
parcels were anticipated to follow a similar pattern as 
the transfers from undeveloped lands. More transfers 
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were assumed to come from sensitive lands because 
they receive more transfer incentives, and redevelop-
ment and expansion of those parcels is constrained by 
coverage limitations and other restrictions. A total of 
190 eligible developed SEZ or sensitive parcels were 
assumed to participate in the transfer program. Fewer 
developed parcels on high capability lands were as-
sumed to transfer due to the lower incentives offered for 
those parcels and the lack of constraints to expansion 
or redevelopment of those parcels. A total of 60 eligible 
high capability developed parcels were assumed to 
participate (Table 6).

Proportion of Development Transferred to Each Receiving 
area: Once the assumptions described above were 
made regarding sending parcels, an assumption was 
necessary about the distribution of the transferred 
development rights and RBUs within the various receiv-
ing areas. The proportion of transferred development 
rights and RBUs assigned to each receiving area was 
determined based on the level of redevelopment that 
has already occurred within each receiving area and the 
size of receiving areas. TRPA and local jurisdiction staff 
familiar with development trends in the receiving areas 
were consulted to determine the level of development 
or redevelopment likely to occur within each receiving 
area. Receiving areas that have experienced more 
redevelopment recently were expected to provide fewer 
opportunities for future redevelopment and receive 
fewer transferred development rights and RBUs. Smaller 
receiving areas were presumed to offer fewer opportu-
nities for receiving transferred development rights and 
RBUs than larger receiving areas. The assumed percent 
of development transferred to each receiving area was 
as follows:

• High Density Tourist District: 20%

• Regional Center: 20%

• South “Y”: 20%

• Kings Beach: 15%

• Incline Village: 5%

• North Stateline: 5%

• Tahoe City: 5%

• Kingsbury: 5%

• Meyers: 5%

Model Approach

To run the residential transfer model and produce an 
output to be used in the transportation model, TRPA 
used the best available GIS data to perform the follow-
ing steps:

1. Identified the land capability category (e.g. 1b), 
and the distance category (e.g. > 1.5 miles) for each 
parcel in the Region.

2. Identified which parcels contain single family 
development and which parcels were undeveloped 
but contain a development right.

3. Assigned the appropriate transfer ratio to each 
eligible parcel based on land capability category, 
distance category, and whether the parcel was 
developed or undeveloped.

4. Selected all eligible parcels within each 
combination of land capability, distance, and 
development categories.

5. Randomly selected the appropriate number of 
residential units and development rights within 
each combination of land capability, distance, and 
development categories based on the assumptions 
shown in Table 2.

6. Removed those residential units and development 
rights from the sending Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ), 
and assign those residential units to receiving areas 
at the proportions shown above (and distribute 
evenly across all TAZs within the receiving area). For 
transfers of development rights, one new alloca-
tion was used in conjunction with the transferred 
development right and the resulting residential unit 
was assigned to the receiving area.

7. Calculated total number of units leaving each TAZ 
and total number to be received by each TAZ and 
incorporate into the transportation model.
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Table 5 The transfer ratios and number of bonus units earned for transfers of existing development, the mod-
eled number of units moved from each sending category, the number of bonus units provided, and the 
percent of eligible parcels within each category that utilized transfers in the model

Existing Development
Transfer 

Ratio
Bonus Units 
Per Transfer

Units Moved 
2013 - 2020

Units Moved 
2020 - 2035

Total 
Units 

Moved
Bonus 
Units

% of  
Eligible Units 
Transferred 
from Each 
Category

< .25 mile, SEZ 1:3 2 20 10 30 60 1.6%

< .25 mile, Sensitive 1:2 1 15 10 25 25 2.6%

< .25 mile, High Capability 1:1 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

.25 - .50 mile, SEZ 1:3.75 2.75 10 10 20 55 7.4%

.25 - .50 mile, Sensitive 1:2.50 1.5 10 10 20 30 6.0%

.25 - .50 mile, High Capability 1:1.25 0.25 10 5 15 3.75 0.3%

.50 - 1 mile, SEZ 1:4.5 3.5 10 10 20 70 4.8%

.50 - 1 mile, Sensitive 1:3 2 10 10 20 40 7.6%

.50 - 1 mile, High Capability 1:1.5 0.5 5 5 10 5 0.3%

1 - 1.5 mile, SEZ 1:5.25 4.25 5 5 10 42.5 8.9%

1 - 1.5 mile, Sensitive 1:3.5 2.5 5 5 10 25 15.6%

1 - 1.5 mile, High Capability 1:1.75 0.75 10 5 15 11.25 0.8%

> 1.5 mile, SEZ 1:6 5 10 10 20 100 6.8%

> 1.5 mile, Sensitive 1:4 3 10 5 15 45 15.3%

> 1.5 mile, High Capability 1:2 1 10 10 20 20 1.2%

Totals 140 110 250 532.5
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Component 2: The Trip Reduction Impact Analysis (TRIA) Tool
TRPA/TMPO developed the Trip Reduction Impact 
Analysis (TRIA) model to evaluate the trip reduction 
impacts of various transportation policies and programs 
under consideration as part of the Regional Plan and 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy development.  While the Tahoe Transporta-
tion Model is robust, it cannot capture more nuanced 
strategies that can have a significant effect on travel 

demand such as parking policies, employer-trip reduc-
tion incentive programs, or construction of new bike 
trails and sidewalks. The purpose of the TRIA model is to 
provide planning-level, order-of-magnitude, compara-
tive estimates of the quantitative impacts on auto trips 
of the continuation of existing policies and programs 
compared to the impacts of implementing new policies 
and programs in the areas of transit service expansion, 

Table 6 The transfer ratios and number of bonus units earned for transfers of development rights, the modeled 
number of units moved from each sending category, the number of bonus units provided, and the 
percent of eligible parcels within each category that utilized transfers in the model

Development Rights
Transfer 

Ratio

Bonus 
Units Per 
Transfer

Units Moved 
2013 - 2020

Units Moved 
2020 - 2035

Total 
Units 

Moved
Bonus 
Units

% of 
Eligible Units 
Transferred 
from Each 
Category

< .25 mile, SEZ 1:1.5 0.5 160 90 250 125 76.0%

< .25 mile, Sensitive 1:1.25 0.25 60 60 120 30 61.5%

< .25 mile, High Capability 1:1 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%

.25 - .50 mile, SEZ 1:1.875 0.875 20 20 40 35 83.3%

.25 - .50 mile, Sensitive 1:1.5625 0.5625 20 25 45 25.3 77.6%

.25 - .50 mile, High Capability 1:1.25 0.25 40 40 80 20 10.8%

.50 - 1 mile, SEZ 1:2.25 1.25 15 20 35 43.75 72.9%

.50 - 1 mile, Sensitive 1:1.875 0.875 25 15 40 35 88.9%

.50 - 1 mile, High Capability 1:1.5 0.5 50 40 90 45 18.4%

1 - 1.5 mile, SEZ 1:2.625 1.625 10 10 20 32.5 90.9%

1 - 1.5 mile, Sensitive 1:2.1875 1.1875 10 10 20 23.75 87.0%

1 - 1.5 mile, High Capability 1:1.75 0.75 55 45 100 75 31.8%

> 1.5 mile, SEZ 1:3 2 15 15 30 60 68.2%

> 1.5 mile, Sensitive 1:2.5 1.5 10 15 25 37.5 86.2%

> 1.5 mile, High Capability 1:2 1 40 25 65 65 23.2%

Totals 530 430 960 652.8
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bicycling and walking, and transportation demand 
management.  The assumptions used in the TRIA model 
are summarized below. 

TRIA Methodology

As far as possible, the model is based on current 
conditions in the Tahoe basin, or existing forecasts 
developed locally. The impact of individual policies was 
estimated based on a review of the available literature 
and studies of places where these policies have already 
been implemented. Where research showed that a 
policy might vary in effectiveness the more conservative 
approach was chosen, so as not to overstate the trip 
reduction potential.

The methodology for developing the TRIA spreadsheet 
centered on estimating the number of trips that could 
be transferred from vehicles to other modes through a 
combination of policy changes, programs, infrastructure 
investment and incentives. The TRIA model is built 
around analysis of the main modes of transporta-
tion and analysis of how the land use changes and 
transportation policies proposed in the Regional Plan 
alternatives impact these modes. The main categories 
considered in the model are:

• Bicycling and walking

• Public transit

• Transportation Demand Management measures

• Parking policy changes

The model is structured in such a way as to estimate 
the potential growth for each mode, for example the 
potential for new transit riders who were previously 
vehicle drivers, and to take this growth as reductions in 
vehicle trips.

The estimates of vehicle trip reductions that could likely 
be achieved with implementation of the proposed 
transportation policies and programs were drawn 
from a library of best practice case studies as well as 
a literature review. Wherever possible, the estimates 
were based on quantitative data (empirically derived or 
modeled). Where available, data from the TRPA Regional 
Transportation Model was used. When appropriate, pro-
fessional judgment was used to refine the estimates for 

the proposed policy alternatives, based on consultant 
and TRPA/TMPO staff experience in developing, analyz-
ing, and implementing vehicle trip reduction strategies. 
At every step, the TRPA/TMPO strove to find the right 
balance between making conservative assumptions and 
analysis in order to avoid overstating potential benefits, 
while at the same time avoiding the inverse error of 
being overly conservative—and thereby understating 
potential benefits. 

The TRIA tool is intended to be a post-processor to the 
regional traffic model in that it provides percentage 
vehicle trip reductions which are applied to the trip 
table, an output of the model.  Each trip reduction is ap-
plied to one of three different trip types, depending on 
where the strategy is likely to have the greatest effect. 
These three trip types are: 1) trips originating or ending 
in town centers; 2) trips beginning or ending outside 
the Region; and 3) all trips in the Region. More details 
on how the TRIA links to the regional traffic model are 
provided in the last section of this document. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECT

While the effect of each policy was analyzed individu-
ally, the cumulative effect of these policies was also 
estimated based on the understanding that all selected 
policies would eventually be implemented. 

The cumulative effect of these policies cannot simply 
be the sum of individual effects. The impact of some 
policies depends on the origin and destination – for 
example whether they affect trips that start in Tahoe but 
end outside the region, or if the entire trip takes place 
within the Tahoe Basin. Other policies may be mutually 
exclusive – i.e. the measures could not reasonably be 
implemented at the same time.

Where there are several trip reduction measures that 
are not mutually exclusive, the total cumulative trip 
reduction does not equal Measure A + Measure B. Once 
Measure A has been applied, the Measure B will then 
apply to a base that has already been reduced by the 
measure A. For example, if two trip reduction measures 
would each give a 10% trip reduction, the total cumula-
tive reduction is not 20%. Rather, it would be equal to 
100% - (90%*90%) = 19%.
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MODEL ANALYSIS BY MODE

The TRIA model was finalized and run in November of 
2011 in order to have enough time to incorporate the 
results into the region-wide VMT and GHG estimates. 
As such, it was not able to capture policies and strategy 
nuances among alternatives that were developed later 
in the planning process. In particular, most of the strate-
gies below were evaluated as “whole” strategies, and 
applied either in whole, or not at all, to each alternative.  
For example, TRIA does not assume that one alternative 
will implement only half of the bicycle trail strategies; 
it assumes either 100% or 0% of the strategies will 
be implemented. Since the trip reductions from each 
individual strategy where this is the case are relatively 
small (i.e., ranging from between 0.1 – 2% of trips to or 
from urban areas or 0.2 -- 1% of trips region-wide), this 
difference among alternatives is also small. However, 
cumulatively, the TRIA model is likely slightly under-
estimating variation between alternatives because of 
this assumption. Table 7 shows which strategies were 
assumed for each alternative. 

Bike and Pedestrian Facilities

The TRIA model for bicycle and pedestrian trips was 
developed based on the TMPO’s Bicycle Trail User Model 
(available at www.tahoempo.org). In addition to the 
projections for new bicycle and pedestrian trips which 
replace existing trips for existing Tahoe residents, the 
TRIA model incorporates population growth by adding 
new bicycle and pedestrian trips from new projected 
residents based on the TRPA Regional Plan population 
forecasts. Trip reductions from bicycle and pedestrian 
strategies were applied region-wide.1 

Transit Services and Facilities

The transit portion of the TRIA model is based on rider-
ship projections from the Tahoe Area Regional Transit 
Systems Plan Study (2005), and the Tahoe Interregional/
Intraregional Transit Study (2006), both prepared by the 
TRPA. These new services were too small to be captured 
by the model, and therefore are analyzed as part of 

1  Trip reductions from bicycle and pedestrian strategies were applied 
region-wide because the estimates were based on existing studies 
which considered region-wide effects. 

the TRIA. The ridership projections were grouped into 
service improvements and capital projects. For example, 
adding a public bus service between the Reno Airport, 
Truckee and Tahoe was included as a service improve-
ment, since the capital investment is low and the 
change could be implemented by an existing company, 
potentially as a modification to existing services. 
Conversely, the Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit project, 
which would see ferry service between South and North 
Lake Tahoe, was included as a capital project, because it 
would require a significant investment of public funds in 
infrastructure in order to be realized. 

Starting with the ridership projections provided in the 
studies, the TRIA model assumes that 95% of the pro-
jected ridership would come from existing trips.2 Where 
transit alternatives were obviously mutually exclusive, 
only the project with the highest projected ridership 
was included. Otherwise, all projects were included and 
assumed not to affect the ridership of other services. 
Trip reductions from transit services and facilities were 
applied region-wide.3

Improved Transit Coordination

The transit coordination strategy assumed that ridership 
would increase if the timing between transfers of both 
internal transit and internal transit and inter-regional 
transit could be reduced. To determine potential 
ridership increases, ridership elasticities with respect to 
wait-time, based on the literature, were applied to exist-
ing ridership estimates for Lake Tahoe, to achieve new, 
additional ridership due to reduced transfer anxiety. It 
was assumed that up to a 20% reduction in transfer pen-
alty could be achieved by 2035. Trip reduction strategies 
from improved transit coordination were applied to 
trips originating or ending in town centers. 

Real-Time Transit Travel Information

Both BlueGO transit on the South Shore and Tahoe Area 
Regional Transit (TART) on the North Shore are in the 

2   This is due to the nature of the service changes, which are either 
inter-regional, or late-night services which are unlikely to attract users 
from modes other than a private vehicle.

3  Trip reductions from transit facilities and services were applied 
region-wide, because the estimates were based on existing studies 
which considered region-wide effects. 
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midst of employing real-time transit information for 
their riders, including information on actual bus arrival 
time available by phone and by changeable message 
sign, as well as on-line. Documentation from other 
areas where real-time transit information has been 
implemented showed ridership increases of 6-40%, 
although not all of the ridership increases could be 
positively correlated to real-time transit information 
alone. The TRIA assumed conservatively that these 
types of improvements could result in a 10% ridership 
increase in Lake Tahoe by 2035. Trip reduction strategies 
from real-time transit coordination were applied to trips 
originating or ending in town centers. 

Regionally Implemented Dynamic Ridesharing

Newly established dynamic ridesharing programs 
such as ZimRide and Avego allow people to find ride 
partners in pre-vetted groups such as colleagues or 
Facebook friends, and are being marketed strongly in 
the Tahoe Region. At Lake Tahoe, these services seem 
most applicable to visitor trips, particularly for skiing or 
weekend leisure travel. Based on trip reductions from a 
similar real-time rideshare program from Massachusetts, 
the TRIA assumes a 1% trip reduction for all alternatives 
which is applied to internal-external trips only.  

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Measures

The TRIA model primarily compares the effect of 
improving the participation rate of existing TDM ordi-
nances through increased outreach. The model assumes 
that participation rates for small companies will achieve 
the target compliance rate of 75% (up from 30%), 
medium companies will achieve 90% (up from 50%) and 
large companies will achieve 100% compliance (up from 
80%). Trip reduction strategies from improving existing 
TDM ordinances were applied to trips originating or 
ending in town centers. 

Parking Management

Where available, the parking calculations in the TRIA 
model are based on observed parking occupancy statis-
tics and estimates of the total parking supply provided 
by existing studies. Where occupancy and turnover data 

was not available, trip generation rates were based on 
data from Trip Generation, 8th Edition4. 

Using data on the existing trip generation rates and 
number of spaces, TRIA estimates the total number of 
trips. Assuming no changes to trip generation rates 
or parking regulations, the future baseline amount of 
parking was estimated, and hence the future number 
of trips. TRIA then analyzes the effects of proposed 
changes to parking requirements on the total amount 
of parking available under different growth scenarios 
embodied in the TRPA Regional Plan Update, and hence 
on the number of trips. Comparing these to the baseline 
“status quo” scenario yields the percentage reductions 
that can be expected from the proposed changes to 
parking requirements. TRIA assumes that parking for 
new development will be provided at a regional average 
of 40% of current requirements. Trip reduction strate-
gies from parking management were applied to trips 
originating or ending in town centers.

Intercept Lots and User Fee

Alternative 2 includes new policies that would encour-
age the Tahoe Transportation District to implement 
a fee that impacts people who choose to drive into 
the Tahoe Region, which would fund shuttles from 
intercept lots and other multi-modal transportation 
improvements. The shuttle program would primarily 
cater to day-use and overnight visitors. Sixty percent of 
motorists entering the Tahoe Region were assumed to 
be visitors5.  The analysis assumed that a fee would be 
charged that is sufficient to induce 10 percent of visitors 
entering the Tahoe Region to park in an intercept lot 
and use the shuttle service. If this policy were to be 
implemented, the amount of the fee would be varied 
until the desired shift was achieved (research from the 
California Air Pollution Controls Officers Association 
and the Center for Clean Air Policy suggests that a 16 to 
22 percent reduction in vehicle trips may be achieved 
through road cordon pricing. Given the unique chal-
lenges (e.g., luggage space needs, intra-region travel, 

4  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(2008)

5   The Lake Tahoe Origin-Destination Survey Report (RSG, Inc. January 
2012, pg. 7),
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etc.) some Tahoe Region visitors may encounter to use a 
shuttle system, a lower percent (10%) was deemed more 
reasonable).  Therefore, the number of internal-external 
and external-internal trips was reduced by 6 percent 
(i.e., 60% x 10%).  It is acknowledged that the shuttle 
system will add bus VMT to the region, which the model 
did not estimate.  However, this added VMT is more than 
offset by the elimination of visitor intra-region auto trips 
that would otherwise occur.

ASSUMED IMPLEMENTATION TIMING  
FOR SCS POLICIES

In developing the model, the TMPO used existing data 
sources and the TRPA model forecasts to estimate the 
time at which various policies will be implemented. 
For example, for the modes where population growth 
is built into the model, such as bicycling, walking and 
transit, the population forecasts from the TRPA regional 
model were used. 

Table 8 shows assumptions regarding implementation 
timing for the various policies, programs, and projects 
under consideration in the RPU and RTP.

Table 7: TRIA Strategies by Alternative

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

Regional network of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Transit Capital Improvements  
(Waterborne Transit)

Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Transit Operational Improvements No Yes Yes Yes No

Improved transit coordination and real-time 
travel information

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Dynamic Ridesharing Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Improvements to Employer Trip 
Reduction Program 

No Yes Yes Yes No

Parking Management No Yes Yes Yes No

Intercept Lots and Road User Fee No Yes No No No
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Table 8 Assumed Implementation Timing for SCS Policies

Vehicle Trip Reduction Strategy

Implementation Year

2020 2035

Parking Management

     Adjust parking requirements and implement shared parking 100% 100%

Transportation Demand Management

     Improve existing employer vehicle trip reduction program 100% 100%

Transit Service and Facilities*

     Intra-regional transit capital projects (Lake Tahoe ferry service) 100% 100%

     Transit operational changes
Please see 
footnote *

100%

     Real-time arrival information at transit stops, online, and/or via web-enabled mobile devices. 100% 100%

     Improved transit coordination among providers 100% 100%

     Dynamic ridesharing 100% 100%

Bike and Pedestrian Facilities

     Complete regional network of bike facilities (includes expanded bike parking) 40% 100%

     Complete regional network of pedestrian facilities 40% 100%

     Snow removal on important bike and ped routes 100% 100%

* Assumes that all transit strategies will be fully implemented by 2020, with the exception of: 
     - Half-hour service on North Shore (year round, all day) 
     - Extend North Shore service (year round, until 10 pm, CA only)

Component 3: Calculating VMT and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Because the Tahoe Transportation Model spans 
both California and Nevada in its region-wide VMT 
calculations, to calculate achievement of the California 
greenhouse gas targets, it is necessary to develop a 
methodology for splitting out the VMT attributable 
to the California portion of the basin. In addition, in 
accordance with the RTAC protocol for accounting for 
half of the VMT of all trips with an origin or destination 
outside the region, and none of the VMT for trips that 
cross through the region without stopping, additional 
post-processing of the Transportation Model results 
is necessary.  This section explains how the TRIA is 
integrated into the model results, and how total VMT 
and GHG emissions for the California portion of the 
region are calculated.  

TRPA/TMPO developed an “accounting-based” approach 
to improve the accuracy of VMT estimates in the Tahoe 
Basin.  As described below, this approach accounts for 
every vehicle trip in the TRPA model. By doing so, it 
does not have to rely on any interim assumptions, and 

produces accurate VMT estimates that can be readily 
reviewed/confirmed by others.

VMT CALCULATION FOR 2005 TRPA TRAVEL 
DEMAND MODEL 

This section outlines the process TRPA/TMPO undertook 
to calculate VMT for 2005 and 2010, and the 2020, and 
2035 models.  As noted in previous work products, VMT 
is estimated for a peak summer weekday. 

Step 1: Obtain Daily Trip Table

The daily trip table is a large matrix displaying the total 
number of vehicle trips on a daily basis that travel from 
one particular traffic analysis zone (TAZ) to another.  
Trip tables also include the number of trips that remain 
internal to a particular TAZ and trips that have an origin 
or destination to an external gateway.  Below is an 
illustration of TRPA’s trip table.
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Step 2: Apply TRIA Adjustments

As described above, the TRIA spreadsheet is a tool 
which quantifies the trip reduction benefits of various 
transportation programs and policies that are part of 
the SCS. Since the traffic model is not capable of model-
ing changes in behavior due to these strategies (e.g., 
employer shuttles, parking management, subsidized 
transit, etc), for the 2020 and 2035 forecast years, it was 
necessary to model these behavior changes through 
‘post-processing’ of the trip table. Specifically, trips were 
reduced in accordance with the TRIA percentages in 
those TAZs where travel behavior would be affected by 
these strategies. 

The aggregate trip reductions for 2035 by alternative, by 
location, are shown in Table 9. 

Step 3: Estimate Distance of Trips

A distance-skim matrix is used to estimate the travel 
distance between all TAZs within a model.  It is a matrix 
of identical size to a trip table, but whose contents are 
expressed as miles versus vehicle trips.

Step 4: Calculate Zone-to-Zone VMT

The TransCAD software program allows for matrix 
multiplication. The TRIA-adjusted trip table in Step 2 is 
multiplied by the distance skim in Step 3 to yield a new 
matrix whose content is VMT (i.e., number of daily trips 
multiplied by distance) between all zones in the model. 
For the VMT estimates in the RPU and RTP, this is the 
number that is used.

Step 5: Aggregate Zones into Districts

To show achievement of the greenhouse gas targets 
associated with SB 375, VMT must be calculated for the 
California side only. The TRPA model contains 289 TAZs, 
of which 184 represent land uses on the California side 
of the Tahoe Basin and 105 represent land uses on the 
Nevada side of the Tahoe Basin and external gateways.

Step 6: Apply RTAC’s VMT Calculation Methodology

The Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) 
established under SB 375 recommends the following 
accounting of various trip types for California VMT 
purposes:

• Include 100% of internal-internal (I-I) trips

Table 9 Vehicle Trip Reduction Estimates from TRIA-identified Strategies

Area
2035

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Urban Centers 2.66% 3.50% 4.32% 4.12% 2.78%

Other Area 1.28% 1.55% 2.19% 2.13% 1.40%

Internal-External & External-Internal Trips 0.78% 6.7% 0.78% 0.78% 0.78%

Total Trip Reduction 1.3% 1.6% 2.0% 1.9% 1.4%

Source: TRIA Spreadsheet, TMPO, 2011
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• Exclude external-external (X-X) trips

• Count 50% of internal-external (I-X) and external-
internal (X-I) trips6

Since the SB 375 evaluation is for the California side of 
the Tahoe Region, I-I trips are those that begin and end 
in the California side of the Region.  An example of an 
I-X trip is a trip from Meyers, CA to Incline Village, NV.  An 
example of an X-X trip is a trip from Echo Summit, CA to 
Incline Village, NV.

The zone-to-zone VMT matrix from Step 4 was manipu-
lated based on the aggregation of zones in Step 5 and 
the above VMT calculation methodology.  

The results of this six-step process yield the VMT for 
the California side of the Tahoe Basin using the RTAC-
recommended calculation method.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION ESTIMATION

The California Air Resources Board released a memo 
dated July 2011, called “Description of Methodology for 
ARB Staff Review of Greenhouse Gas Reductions from 
Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) Pursuant to SB 
375.”  Regarding modeling greenhouse gas emissions 
from VMT estimates, this methodology directs MPOs to 
use the EMFAC model for both 2005 estimates and 2020 
and 2035 estimates. ARB’s methodology document 
states:   

“The EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model is a Califor-
nia specific computer model that calculates daily 
emissions of air pollutants from all on-road motor 
vehicles including passenger cars, trucks, and 
buses for calendar years 1970 to 2040. The model, 
developed by ARB, estimates emissions using 
vehicle activity provided by regional planning 
organizations and emission rates developed from 
testing of in-use vehicles. In addition to statewide 
emissions, the model can also estimate emissions 
at the county, air district, and air basin levels. The 
current EMFAC2007 model estimates exhaust and 

6  TRPA/TMPO has decided that only the portion of the I-X and X-I 
trip occurring within the Tahoe Basin would be counted because ac-
curate estimates of trip lengths outside the basin would be difficult to 
develop.

evaporative hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, 
oxides of nitrogen, particulate matter, oxides 
of sulfur, methane, and carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions.”

After calculating the VMT attributable to the California 
side of the Tahoe Basin in accordance with RTAC 
procedures, the TMPO used this VMT as an input to 
EMFAC2011, the most recent version of EMFAC available.  
The resulting GHG emissions were then divided by the 
2005, 2025, and 2035 residential populations to obtain 
GHG emissions per capita.  
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APPENDIX D 
Detail on Proposed Transit Investments

Inter-Regional Transit Capital Enhancement Cost

8 Buses and Bus Amenities $3,793,751 

Ticket Coordination (unconstrained) $200,000 

Total $3,993,751 

Inter-Regional Service Operational Enhancement (Annual Subsidy) Cost

South Shore Vanpool $61,969 

Reno-Truckee-North Tahoe Bus $362,596 

Sacramento-South Shore Shuttle $135,947 

Total $560,512 

BlueGO Service Operational Enhancements Cost

Minden to Gardnerville Vanpool Service $394,600 

Limited fixed route to Meyers    $94,900 

Reduced Headways US 50   $166,400 

Summer service to Zephyr Cove $93,600 

Total $749,500 

BlueGo Capital Enhancements Cost

5 35-foot buses $850,000 

1 Trolley $220,000 

20 Electronic fareboxes $250,000 

Data Collection system $50,000 

Facility and Fleet security $70,000 

Operations IT infrastructure (computer aided dispatch, infrastructure) $30,000 

Purchase non-revenue vehicles 70,000

Purchase and install 10 passenger shelters $400,000 

BlueGo Maintenance Facility $8,000,000 

Total $9,940,000 
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TART Service Operational Enhancements Cost

Mainline Route  

Half-Hourly North Shore Service-Year Round (Incremental) $241,004 

Evening Service-Summer All Mainline Until 10 PM $41,312 

SR 89/SR 267 Service  

Second Winter SR 267 Pk Period Service (Incremental) $52,551 

Year-Round All-Day 60-Minute SR 267 Service $400,000 

West Shore Neighborhood Shuttle (unconstrained) $300,000 

North Shore Neighborhood Shuttle (unconstrained) $300,000 

Total $1,334,867

TART Capital Enhancements Cost

TART Fleet Expansion - 3 buses $1,405,300 

ADA Van for Service Contractor $70,000 

10 Bus Stop Shelters $400,000 

North Stateline Bus Bay $21,000 

Total $1,896,300 

East Shore Service Operational Enhancements Cost

Seasonal Fixed Route Service, Incline Village to US 50 $518,000 

Total $518,000 

East Shore Transit Capital Enhancements Cost

Improve bus stop locations $600,000 

Bus Equipment: Bike Racks & Personal Storage $200,000 

Construction of 2 Park & Ride Lots $3,000,000 

Transit/Visitor Center $800,000 

Operations Facility $200,000 

2 Buses $400,000 

Total $5,200,000 
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APPENDIX E 
2012 Conformity

Purpose
The purpose of conformity is to ensure that regional 
transportation planning and programming remain 
consistent with state and local air quality planning 
efforts to achieve and/or maintain the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  As the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) and the Regional Trans-
portation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Tahoe Region, 
the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) 
has prepared this analysis pursuant to the 1990 federal 
Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) and the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for California and Nevada.   

The Transportation Conformity Rule requires all 
jurisdictions in non-attainment areas or who are under 
federally approved maintenance plans to submit a 
conformity analysis if the planning or programming 
documents identify projects that have been defined as 
non-exempt. The CAAA also directs MPOs to facilitate 
the expeditious implementation of the Transportation 
Control Measures (TCMs) that are included in the SIP. No 
TCMs are applicable to the Tahoe Region therefore no 
control measures are identified for implementation.  

Emissions Tests 
The TMPO is responsible for conducting conformity 
determinations for both the California and Nevada 
portions of the Basin where conformity requirements 
apply. EPA requires two 10 year CO maintenance plans. 
In California, EPA has approved the Lake Tahoe Air Basin 
(LTAB) second 10 year maintenance plan which ends 
in 2018.  In Nevada, the first 10 year maintenance plan 
ends in 2014. Please refer to Table A for the current 
conformity designations by County. 

Pursuant to the conformity regulation, a regional emis-
sion analysis which incorporates all conformity non-ex-
empt projects must meet the established emission tests 
before Mobility 2035 can be determined to conform 
with the State Implementation Plans (SIP). For California 
counties, the MPO must demonstrate that proposed 
transportation programs and plans are consistent with 
the SIP by showing that emissions associated with these 
plans and programs do not exceed applicable carrying 
capacities or “emission budgets” previously adopted by 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB).   In Nevada, 
conformity is determined by applying a build/no build 
assessment for those areas that are either classified as 
non-attainment or are under a Maintenance Plan. Both 
Douglas and Washoe Counties have been designated 
as Limited Maintenance Areas, where the emissions test 
only applies for to non-attainment areas.  

Table A Pollutant and Conformity Designation by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Pollutant Reason for Conformity Analysis

El Dorado County CO Current Maintenance Plan

Placer County CO Current Maintenance Plan

Douglas County CO Limited Maintenance Plan

Carson City County CO Limited Maintenance Plan
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Modeling and Analytical 
Assumptions (California)
Pursuant to the conformity regulation, a regional 
emissions analysis which incorporates all conformity 
non-exempt projects must meet the emissions budget 
test before Mobility 2035 can be determined to conform 
to the SIP.  This analysis is holistic in scope, with final 
conformity being based on the program rather than on 
a project-by-project basis.  

On November 30, 2005, the EPA took direct and final 
action to approve a State Implementation Plan revision 
that was submitted by the California Air Resources 
Board.  The revision titled “Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans and Designation of Areas for Air 
Quality Planning Purposes; Carbon Monoxide Mainte-
nance Plan Update for Ten Planning Areas; Motor Vehicle 
Emissions Budgets: Technical Correction” (Federal Reg-
ister/Vol. 70, No 229/Wednesday, November 30, 2005/
Rules and Regulations) provides a 10-year update to the 
carbon monoxide maintenance plan, for 10 planning 
areas of which the LTAB was included. As part of this 
update the following Motor Vehicle Emission Budget 
(MVEB) was developed for the LTAB.

Emission Budget

CO 
Maintenance Area Area Included 2010 2018

Lake Tahoe 
North Shore

Eastern Placer 11 11

Lake Tahoe 
South Shore

Eastern El Dorado 19 10

Note: Winter Seasonal emissions are in tons per day. 
Emissions budget represent CARB’s seasonal on-road 
motor vehicle emission inventory

The conformity regulations requires that a conformity 
analysis must include the attainment milestone year of 
the SIP, the forecast horizon year of the applicable RTP 
and have no analysis gaps greater than 10 years.  Based 
on these requirements, the conformity analysis years 
selected for this analysis are: 2010, 2020, and 2035.  
A description of the conformity modeling planning 
assumptions is provided in Table B. 

Table B

Modeling Assumptions
2012 RTP
Conformity Assumptions

Socio-economic growth assumptions TRPA Regional Plan Update Growth Forecasts  

Vehicle Activity Levels (trips, VMT)
(LDA, LDT, MDT, UB, MCY, SBUS, HHDT, HDGT,)

ARB Default Activity (2010, 2020, 2030) –TMPO Model  (2010, 
2020, 2035)

VMT by Speed Class Distributions
(LDA, LDT, MDT, HDDT, HDGT, SBUS, MCY)

ARB Default Activity (2010, 2020, 2030) 

Transportation Model Networks TMPO Travel Model ( 2035 -Build-No Build)

Infrastructure Improvements &  Schedules Programmed Projects: 2012 FTIP: Planned Projects: 2012 RTP

Emission Model EMFAC2007 v. 2.3 (ARB) and EMFAC2011 v. 1.0

Vehicle Type/Technology & Demographic Distributions EMFAC2007 v. 2.3 (ARB) and EMFAC2011 v. 1.0

Vehicle Population ARB Default Activity (2010, 2020, 2030)

Vehicle Starts EMFAC2007v.2.3 and EMFAC2011 v. 1.0 ARB Default Activity 
(2010,2020,   2030) 

Emission Budgets 2005 40 CFR  ( 2010, 2018)
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Mobility 2035 TransCAD Modeling 
and Network Analysis 
The Mobility 2035 impact on travel behavior is assessed 
at the regional scale using the TMPO TransCAD Tour-
Based Travel Demand Model. The TransCAD model iden-
tifies the impact on region-wide circulation patterns and 
vehicle miles of travel (VMT).  The socio-economic data 
inputs for the regional network travel demand model 
were derived from the most recent growth allocations 
(2020 and 2035) identified through the TRPA Regional 
Plan Growth Alternatives (Table C). Both Non-Exempt 
projects required modifications to the 2020 TransCAD 
street networks. New roads or road extensions were 
coded by creating new links; widening projects required 
re-coding the number of lanes on affected links; chan-
nelization improvements entailed increasing the coded 
lane capacities, and passing lanes and/or roadway 
improvements/upgrades were reflected by increasing 
the average free flow speeds on affected links.

Note: Additional Information concerning the TMPO 
TransCAD Model Development and Calibration can 
be found in Lake Tahoe Resident and Visitor Model: 
Model Description and Final Results: Parsons, Brickerhoff 
Quade & Douglas. August 2007.  Additional information 
concerning the TRPA Growth Assumptions can be found 
in the TRPA Regional Plan Update Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement; TRPA, April 25, 2012.

Non-Exempt Projects - The Lake Tahoe Basin is subject to 
a transportation conformity analysis on specific types of 
projects (termed “non-exempt projects) that are included 
within the planning and programming documents.  
Exempt projects generally include projects that will not 
increase roadway capacity or VMT, safety improvements, 
maintenance of existing transit systems, such as bus 
replacement and the addition of bus shelters to be 
implemented in the Lake Tahoe Region.  The following 
non-exempt projects have been identified for the 
Tahoe Region. 

US50 South Shore Community Revitalization Project - 
Scheduled for completion in 2017 this project will realign 
U.S. Highway 50 near the casino corridor to improve 
bicycle, pedestrian and transit opportunities. The project 
straddles the California/Nevada Stateline area in El 
Dorado County and Douglas County and is proposed to 
reduce the existing U.S. Highway 50 to two eastbound 
lanes with westbound traffic redirected on Lake Parkway.  

State Route 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization 
Project – Scheduled for completion in 2018 this project 
addresses seasonal traffic congestion at the Tahoe City 
Wye in Placer County and the structural and seismic 
deficiencies of Fanny Bridge on the Truckee River.  Fanny 
Bridge will be upgraded to provide improved pedestrian 
and bicycle safety with a new SR 89 alignment through 
the 64-acre United States Forest Service parcel located 
west of the existing State Route 89. 

Table C  TRPA Regional Plan Alternative Growth Allocation and Development Rights Accounting

Allocations/ Development Rights Additional Allocations Proposed In The Regional Plan

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Residential Allocations 0 2600 2600 4000 5200

Residential Bonus Units 0 0 600 0 0

Tourist Bonus Units 0 0 0 200 400

Commercial Floor Area (Total) 0 200,000 200,000 400,000 600,000

Placer County

Washoe County

Douglas County

El Dorado County

City of South Lake Tahoe

TRPA Special Project and CEP Pool
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On-Road Motor Vehicle 
Emissions Analysis
The on-road mobile source emissions estimates for 
Mobility 2035 were produced with the EPA approved 
EMFAC2007 (v. 2.30 November 6, 2006) emission inven-
tory model developed by the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) for use in California. EMFAC calculates 
emission factors that are used as input to the activity 
module to produce an on-road mobile source emissions 
inventory. Additional analysis was completed with the 
updated EMFAC2011 which ARB has updated with the 
latest information on vehicle populations and miles 
traveled in California. Both models were used because 
EMFAC2007 is the current model accepted by EPA for 
purposes of conformity analysis, but it is anticipated 
that EPA will accept EMFAC2011 in the fall of 2012 
and will use the model for conformity analysis there-
after. Both models use inputs on the types of vehicles 
in use, vehicle speeds, vehicle operating conditions 
(e.g., cold starts, hot starts, hot stabilized running etc.,) 
and temperature corrections (for diurnal and hot soak 
evaporative processes) to generate on-road vehicle 
emission factors. These emission factors are applied to 
the appropriate on-road activity data (e.g., VMT, VMT by 
speed class, and number of trip starts for each vehicle 
type and technology group) stratified by time of day 
(to account for diurnal ambient temperature variations) 
to produce a countywide on-road mobile source 
emissions estimate. 

The emissions associated with VMT and vehicle starts 
are accounted for in the EMFAC models based on the 
distribution of these trips by vehicle classification, 
vehicle technology class, operating mode and activity 
by time of day. ARB default distributions were used for 
this purpose. The Emission Budget Results and On-Road 
Activity Data can also be found in Table D.  

California Conformity 
Determination
As a result of the emission results identified in Table D, 
the TMPO finds the proposed new transportation 
programs discussed in this document do not affect CO 
attainment nor exceed the CO budget in either Placer 
or El Dorado Counties for the life of this plan. For this 
reason, the TMPO stipulates that this plan is consistent 
with the California’s State Implementation Plan for air 
quality and is therefore in full compliance with the 
conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act.

Nevada Conformity 
Nevada’s conformity analysis differs slightly from 
California’s in that there is no emissions budget to form 
a conformity determination. As mentioned previously, 
Carson City and Douglas Counties are working under a 
limited maintenance plan for CO (NDEP’s Carbon Monox-
ide Redesignation Request and Limited Maintenance Plan 
which was adopted by the EPA February 2004). Areas 
with Limited Maintenance Plans do not need to conduct 
a regional emissions analysis, however the limited 
maintenance plans for these areas includes provisions 
for interagency consultation procedures should CO 
concentrations exceed a pre-determined “trigger.” This 
trigger includes two verified 8-hour average concentra-
tions in excess of 7.65 ppm (85% of the CO NAAQS) at 
any one monitoring site in any CO season (November 
through February) as the pre-violation action level. 
Since Mobility 2035 is working under a Limited Main-
tenance Plan in Nevada, it is not required to satisfy the 
regional emissions analysis for a given pollutant.  

In March 2012, NDEP drafted another revision to Nevada 
SIP for Carbon Monoxide titled 2012 Revision to the 
Nevada State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide; 
Updated Maintenance Plan for the Nevada side of the 
Lake Tahoe Basin, NDEP 2012.  Under the transportation 
conformity rule, EPA guidance asserts that in limited 
maintenance plan areas, emissions budgets may be 
treated as not constraining because the area is unlikely 
to grow enough that a violation of the NAAQS would 
occur and that emissions need not be capped for the 
maintenance period. 
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Table D Mobile Source Emissions Modeling Results

Alternative 1 El Dorado County  Placer County 

Vehicle Activity Data VMT Daily Trips VMT Daily Trips

2010 760,129 131,050 428,545 46,864 

2018 (interpolated) 804,354 132,617 452,395 49,038 

2020 815,410 133,009 458,357 49,582 

2026 (interpolated) 819,544 134,857 464,484 50,792 

2035 825,745 137,629 473,675 52,606 

   

 EMFAC 2011
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 7.95 19 4.35 11

2018 3.32 10 1.86 11

2026 1.76 - 1.05 -

   

 EMFAC 2007
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions 
Budget

2010 6.84 19 3.25 11

2018 3.15 10 1.48 11

2026 1.62 - 0.82 -

Alternative 2 El Dorado County  Placer County 

Vehicle Activity Data VMT Daily Trips VMT Daily Trips

2010 760,129 131,050 428,545 46,864 

2018 (interpolated) 784,549 134,868 443,752 50,638 

2020 790,654 135,823 447,554 51,581 

2026 (interpolated) 812,462 138,813 458,837 53,502 

2035 845,175 143,298 475,762 56,384 

   

 EMFAC 2011
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 7.95 19 4.35 11

2018 3.23 10 1.82 11

2026 1.75 - 1.04 -

   

 EMFAC 2007
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions 
Budget

2010 6.84 19 3.25 11

2018 3.11 10 1.46 11

2026 1.62 - 0.82 -
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Alternative 3 El Dorado County  Placer County 

Vehicle Activity Data VMT Daily Trips VMT Daily Trips

2010 760,129 131,050 428,545 46,864 

2018 (interpolated) 793,012 136,891 447,963 48,114 

2020 801,233 138,351 452,818 48,427 

2026 (interpolated) 818,631 141,077 464,386 52,473 

2035 844,728 145,167 481,739 58,542 

   

 EMFAC 2011
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 7.95 19 4.35 11

2018 3.27 10 1.84 11

2026 1.76 - 1.05 -

   

 EMFAC 2007
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 6.84 19 3.25 11

2018 3.15 10 1.46 11

2026 1.63 - 0.82 -

Alternative 4 El Dorado County  Placer County 

Vehicle Activity Data VMT Daily Trips VMT Daily Trips

2010 760,129 131,050 428,545 46,864 

2018 (interpolated) 804,354 136,939 452,395 49,707 

2020 815,410 138,411 458,357 50,418 

2026 (interpolated) 841,554 142,531 476,448 54,046 

2035 880,770 148,710 503,585 59,487 

   

 EMFAC 2011
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 7.95 19 4.35 11

2018 3.32 10 1.86 11

2026 1.81 - 1.08 -

   

 EMFAC 2007
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 6.84 19 3.25 11

2018 3.18 10 1.48 11

2026 1.67 - 0.84 -
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Alternative 5 El Dorado County  Placer County 

Vehicle Activity Data VMT Daily Trips VMT Daily Trips

2010 760,129 131,050 428,545 46,864 

2018 (interpolated) 812,027 138,223 456,019 49,762 

2020 825,001 140,016 462,887 50,487 

2026 (interpolated) 853,383 143,469 482,494 54,499 

2035 895,956 148,648 511,904 60,516 

   

 EMFAC 2011
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 7.95 19 4.35 11

2018 3.35 10 1.87 11

2026 1.84 - 1.09 -

   

 EMFAC 2007
El Dorado County

Total CO (TPD)
Emissions

Budget
Placer County
Total CO (TPD)

Emissions
Budget

2010 6.84 19 3.25 11

2018 3.21 10 1.49 11

2026 1.69 - 0.85 -
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FUNDING SOURCES (Detailed) - CONSTRAINED ("Tier 1") SCENARIO
2013 TRANSPORTATION BASELINE REVENUE ESTIMATES

LOCAL SOURCES  (CONSTRAINED)

Farebox Revenues - Revenues collected by transit operators from passenger fees.
2011 North Shore:  $454,300 
2011 South Shore:  $528,846
Sources:  Jan Colyer, BlueGo

Washoe County Regional Transportation Commission - The RTC provides operating assistance to TART 
for transit service in Washoe County.
Annually $160,000
Sources:  Will Garner, Washoe County 2011 Budget

TRPA Rental Car Mitigation Fund - Cars rented in the Basin are assessed a mitigation fee of $5.25 per day.   
This fee is used for transit operations.       
Annual $102,975
Source:  TRPA, average of past four years

TRPA Air Quality Mitigation Fund -  This fee offsets impacts from indirect sources of air pollution in 
the Basin.  The current program charges $324.84 per trip per vehicle for new residential units. 
Annual $250,666
Source:  TRPA, average of past four years

TRPA Water Quality Mitigation Fund -  This fee is assessed for each square foot of additional land cover-
age created.  The current fee is $1.86 per square foot. 
Annual $468,206
Source:  TRPA, average of past four years

Regional Surface Transportation Program -  In California, federal funds that are exchanged for 
State funds
Annual $546,460
Source:  Caltrans 2011 RSTP Budget table 

APPENDIX F 
Funding Source Detail
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Local Funds - Funds that local jurisdictions generate and use towards capital transportation projects.
Annual $4,623,468  FY 2012/2013 $14,000,000 
Sources:  CSLT Budget $250,000, Placer County Development Fees $100,000, Placer County Budget 
$1,300,000
North Lake Tahoe Resort Association Transient Occupancy Tax $1,336,100 - Ron Treabess NLTRA Budget 
Average of FY 10/11 & 11/12 
Tahoe Douglas Transportation District Transient Occupancy Tax $437,368 - Douglas County Actual 
FY 10/11
North Lake Tahoe Resort Association $4,000,000 (Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project 
FY 2013/2014)
Placer County Redeveloping Agency $10,000,000 (Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project 
FY 2013/2014)
PUDs, GIDs and Other $1,200,000

Private Funds - Private funding consists of revenue from BlueGo transit operations, skier shuttles, the 
Tahoe Fund, and mitigation fees from large projects in the Basin. 
Annual $1,600,000
Sources:  BlueGo $1.2M, Tahoe Fund $3M over 10 years, Mitigation Fees from large projects $100,000 every 
four years

Ferry Partnership - Public and private funds to operate waterborne transit. 20% match for ferry capital 
thru 2016.
Annual $4.6 million starting in 2015

Operations and Maintenance - Estimates of funding expenditures to maintain bike trails, pedestrian 
facilities, roadways, and stormwater in the basin.
Annual $15,057,915
Sources:  Placer County $1,115,000, TCPUD $95,000, El Dorado $3,963,500, CSLT $1,111,245, Douglas 
$28,400, Washoe $1,705,0004
NDOT $1,859,115, Caltrans $5,180,651 

Environmental Stormwater Capital - Funding for EIP Projects in the basin from 2013-2023.  
Short Term $78,498,731, Washoe County $8,500,000 & Long term $7,515,100 
Source:  EIP project list

STATE SOURCES (CONSTRAINED)

State Transit Assistance and Local Transportation Fund - The Transportation Development Act of 1971 
provides two funding sources: the Local Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit Assistance Fund 
(STA).   LTF is derived from a 1/4 cent of the general sales tax collected statewide and STA is derived from 
the statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel.
Annual $1,715,119
Source:  Transportation Development Act (TDA) Allocations 
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Regional Improvement Program -  The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is a 
capital improvement program that provides 
transportation funding for projects on and off the State Highway System. 
Every two years $2,600,000.  Funding for 2010 & 2012 equals $5,168,000 in 2014. 
Source:  Caltrans 2010 STIP Document

California Prop 1B - The California 2006 Proposition 1B Transportation Act established a series of discre-
tionary funding programs through voter approval on November 7, 2006.  Funding expires in 2014.  
TSSDRA $75,431 annually over next three years
PTMISEA $1,916,548 over next three years 
Source:  Caltrans

California Tahoe Conservancy - The California Tahoe Conservancy provides funding for projects in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin to restore and sustain a balance between the natural and the human environment and 
between public and private uses.  
$2,072,124 in 2012.  $3,000,000 over the next five years  (Dedicated funding for Lakeside Trail $3,226,209 - 
expended $1,154,085 remaining $2,072,124)
Source:  California Proposition 84

Safe Routes to School - Existing allocation. California State Legislative program that was created to 
increase the number of children who walk or bicycle to school by funding projects that remove barriers 
that currently prevent them from doing so.
Existing grant allocation $425,000
Source:  Caltrans

Nevada Bond Sales (Question 1) - Nevada passed State Question 1 which provided a total of $5 
million to plan and construct bicycle facilities on the East Shore of Lake Tahoe. To date $422,973 has 
been expended. 
Balance of $4,577,027 expires 2013
Source:  Nevada Division of State Lands

Emergency Road Repair -  State funds set aside for unforeseen emergency repairs on roadways.
Annual $100,000
Source:  Caltrans, NDOT

California SHOPP and Nevada State Funding - Estimates of revenues to maintain state roadway opera-
tional improvements
CA $266,375,000
NDOT $10,500,000
Sources:  Caltrans SHOPP and Nevada AWP 
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FEDERAL SOURCES (CONSTRAINED)

Federal Lands Highway Program - Existing allocation from SAFETEA-LU. This federal program is ad-
ministered by the Federal Highway Administration and provides funding for transit facilities serving 
public lands.
Existing allocation $14,500,000
Source:  Tahoe Transportation District

Federal Lands Transportation Program - Administered through the United States Forest Service
Annual $200,000
Source:  MAP-21

Federal Lands Access Program - Tahoe set-aside plus discretionary awards
Annual $800,000
Source:  MAP-21

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds - The CMAQ program funds projects and activities that 
reduce congestion and improve air quality.  Local jurisdictions within El Dorado County are eligible for 
CMAQ funding in the Tahoe Basin. Expires in 2018.
$710,000 actual for 2011
Source: Caltrans 2012 Estimate CMAQ table

Demo Section 115  - Existing Earmark allocation from SAFETEA-LU.  Expires December 2012.
Existing allocation $1,655,000
Source:  CSLT

Highway Bridge Program - The Highway Bridge Program provides funding to enable states to 
improve the condition of their highway bridges through replacement, rehabilitation, and systematic 
preventive maintenance.  
Allocation $10,000,000 thru 2017
Source: Federal Highway Administration

Highway Safety Improvement Program - Federal program that strives to achieve a significant reduction 
in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads through the implementation of infrastructure-
related highway safety improvements.  
Annual $150,000
Source:  Federal Highway Administration

Transportation Enhancement - Existing allocation from SAFETEA-LU. These funds are set aside from the 
Surface Transportation Program funds that can only be spent on enhancements.  Projects must be over 
and above the normal work. 
Existing allocation $784,000 (CA $201,000, NV $583,000)
Sources:  Caltrans, NDOT

Transportation Alternatives -  Federal program including transportation enhancement and Safe Routes 
to School funds.
Annual $200,000, every 4 years $425,000
Source:  MAP-21
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Tahoe Restoration Act - The Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011 will continue the federal commitment at 
Lake Tahoe to improve water clarity, reduce the threat of fire, and restore the environment.  This portion 
funds Stormwater Management and Watershed Restoration. 
$72,000,000 over the next 10 years
Source:  Lake Tahoe Restoration Act of 2011.  This bill is pending.

FTA 5308 Clean Fuels Grant Program - This discretionary grant program funds emerging clean fuel and 
advanced propulsion technologies for transit buses and markets for those technologies. 
$1,000,000 expires March 31, 2014
Source:  Tahoe Transportation District (TTD)

FTA 5309 Fixed Guideway Capital Investment - This FTA program makes funding available to urbanized 
areas for transit capital and operating assistance for transportation related planning.  
Annual $650,000 through 2016
Source:  TTD

FTA 5309 Fixed Guideway Capital Investment (New Starts) -  This FTA program funds construction of 
new fixed guideway systems.  Waterborne allocation. 
Allocation $35,123,904 through 2016
Source:  TTD

FTA 5311 Rural Area Formula Grants -  This formula-based program provides funding to states for the 
purpose of supporting public transportation in rural areas.
Annual $1,890,000
Source:  TTD

FTA 5339 Bus and Bus Facilities  - This FTA program assists in financing the evaluation of all reasonable 
modal and multimodal alternatives and general alignment options for identified transportation needs in a 
particular, broadly defined travel corridor.
Annual $200,000
Source: TTD

FTA 5310 Enhancement Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities - This FTA program is 
intended to serve the special needs of transit-dependent populations beyond traditional public transpor-
tation services and Americans with Disabilities Act complementary paratransit services.
Annual $150,000
Source: TTD

Scenic ByWays Program - This discretionary grant program provides funds for planning, design and 
construction of transit related facilities and projects located on National or State Scenic Byways.  
Existing allocation $2,000,000 
Source:  Federal Highway Administration 
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Public Lands Highway - These funds are available for any kind of transportation projects eligible for 
assistance under Title 23, US Code, that is within, adjacent to or provides access to federal lands or facili-
ties, e.g. transportation planning, research, engineering, and construction of the highways, roads and 
parkways, and of transit facilities, also including operation and maintenance of transit facilities located on 
Federal public lands.
Existing allocation $2,526,442 
Source:  Federal Highway Administration

FAA Airport Improvement Program - This Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) program provides 
federal funds for airport improvement projects.  The South Lake Tahoe Airport is eligible for these funds.
Total cost $22,194,281 through 2024 in year of expenditure dollars (original cost $17,850,625).  
Source:  City of South Lake Tahoe

Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) - Discretionary grant program that 
provides funds that are awarded on a competitive basis for projects that will have a significant impact on 
the Nation, a metropolitan area or a region.  
$7,000,000 one time allocation
Source:  TTD

Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA) - These federal funds are used towards 
transportation projects.  SNPLMA funding ends in 2011.  
Below are existing funds from past round.
Placer County $7,000,000
Source: Washoe County Round 10 and Placer County
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FUNDING SOURCES (Detailed) - UNCONSTRAINED SCENARIO
2013 TRANSPORTATION BASELINE REVENUE ESTIMATES

LOCAL SOURCES

Advertising - Advertising provides for a limited amount of revenue to support transit operations. 
Annual $30,000
Source of estimate:  TMPO

Basin Wide Local Funding - local regional revenue generation
Annual $500,000
Source of estimate:  TMPO

Various Local Program Funds - to support future multi-regional events
Amount Unknown

STATE SOURCES

California Bicycle Lane Account - Discretionary fund to support the construction of bicycle facilities.
Annual $400,000 every four years
Source of estimate:  Caltrans

Various State Program Funds - to support future multi-regional events
$10,000,000 over four years
Source of estimate: TMPO

FEDERAL SOURCES 

Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation - FHWA program
Annual $300,000
Source of funding:  FHWA

Federal Formula Transit Operating Assistance (5307)
Additional $2M annually above current estimated amounts for transit operating assistance
Source of funding: Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

Various Federal Program Funds - to support future multi-regional events
Amount unknown
Source of funding: FTA and FHWA
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General Obligation Bonds
A general obligation bond is typically used for large 
capital projects, and requires a two-thirds vote of 
residents. While historically a difficult threshold to meet, 
especially in challenging economic times, transporta-
tion capital projects typically do very well with voters 
and are generally more successful than other types of 
general obligation bonds.  

VEHICLE LICENSE IMPACT FEE

Local and regional jurisdictions can assess a vehicle 
license impact fee on top of the state fee charged for 
vehicle licensing and registration. Revenues from these 
local fees are often used to mitigate the impacts of 
vehicle operations. The funds may go towards programs 
and projects to reduce air pollution, water pollution, 
vehicle congestion, or vehicle collisions. The revenue 
potential of these fee programs can be large compared 
to development impact fees (described below) and 
highly stable due to the annual assessment. A vehicle 
license impact fee could have particular value at a 
“super-regional” level by funding projects that have 
regional significance throughout the region in which 
the fee is collected. Determining the appropriate 
boundary for the fee would help to keep the cost low 
and prevent vehicle owners from leaving the region to 
register a vehicle.

SALES TAX INCREASE

Many jurisdictions impose a local or regional sales 
tax dedicated to funding transportation projects and 
programs. The 1998 Regional Revenue Study explored 
a half cent region-wide sales tax, forecasting that it 
would raise about $33 million over 10 years in 1998 
dollars. In 2000, regional leaders disagreed on the merits 
of this proposal, with some opposing it on the basis 
of a relatively high cost burden on residents. Polling 
conducted in 2000 found that 74 percent of residents 
supported this proposal. In the context of the Trans-
Sierra Transportation Coalition, it is possible that such a 

tax applied over a larger region could provide a greater 
benefit and be more likely to meet with success.

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Communities often impose impact fees on new develop-
ment to mitigate the impact of that development on 
existing community infrastructure. Impact fees on 
development can be used to ensure that private parties 
who benefit from public investments in transportation 
infrastructure contribute to those investments. There are 
two existing fee programs in Lake Tahoe that fall into this 
category.

One development impact fee is the Tahoe Resorts Benefit 
District portion of Placer County’s Countywide Traffic 
Impact Fee Program. This program allocates fee revenues 
to construct roads and other transportation facilities 
needed to accommodate new developments. The total 
fee for DUE (Dwelling Unit Equivalent) in the Tahoe 
Benefit District is $4,587.

TRPA assesses an Air Quality Impact Mitigation Fee on 
new developments in the region. This fee is essentially 
an impact fee on new vehicle trips generated by new 
development and is used to pay for mitigations that 
reduce vehicle traffic and air quality impacts. The existing 
fee,  last updated in 2006, assesses a charge of $325.84 
per daily vehicle trip for new residential units, new tourist 
accommodation units, and new campground site or 
recreational vehicle site; and $36.20 per daily vehicle trip 
for new commercial floor area. These are one-time fees.   

These two sets of development impact fees have 
been successful in the Lake Tahoe region, and should 
be revisited on a consistent basis to ensure that they 
adequately mitigate development impacts and are in line 
with regional community development and economic 
goals. Although they generate local funds that can be 
used with relative flexibility, they are not necessarily a 
stable source of funding, as the pace of development 
often reflects national economic trends. Also, in Lake 
Tahoe, new development is limited, and the region will 
eventually reach a build-out scenario in which very little 
new development may occur.

Potential Revenue Sources
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY TAX INCREMENT 
FUNDING

Many local redevelopment agencies use tax increment 
funds (TIF) to construct transportation capital projects 
that benefit the redevelopment district. When a 
development or public project is carried out, there is 
often an increase in the value of surrounding real estate, 
and perhaps new investment (new or rehabilitated 
buildings, for example). This increased site value and 
investment can generate increased tax revenues; these 
increased tax revenues are the “tax increment.” TIFs are 
used in both Nevada and California; however, in Cali-
fornia, legislative actions and legal challenges between 
the legislature and local redevelopment agencies over 
funding continue to jeopardize TIFs and the agencies 
themselves.

Projects funded in this way can include a variety 
of scales, from large transit capital projects such as 
streetcars to smaller projects such as new or expanded 
sidewalks, bike lanes, or other improvements to the 
pedestrian realm (e.g. street trees, lighting, etc). 

BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS (BIDS)

A Business Improvement District (BIDs) is a useful local 
funding mechanism for commercial district economic 
development and improvement.  These types of districts 
exist in some form in most states. They provide a 
means for businesses to assess themselves to improve 
downtowns. 

Traditionally the money collected by BIDs is used to 
fund marketing, streetscape improvements (like street 
cleaning, street furniture, public art, and landscaping), 
commercial tenant recruitment and retention programs, 
and transportation improvements such as sidewalks, 
bicycle trails, and lighting.

STRATEGIC PARKING MANAGEMENT

Numerous jurisdictions have used parking management 
as a means to make it easier for drivers to find parking 
and avoid tickets, in part by increasing availability of 
legal spaces, but also by providing real-time information 
on availability. Other actions include relaxing time limits 
and providing more payment options, such as credit, 

debit, and prepaid parking. For this reason, market-
based pricing of parking may not necessarily result in 
additional revenues. However, market-based pricing 
programs in some cities, such as Pasadena, California, 
have been used to generate additional revenues, which 
were then reinvested in the surrounding area. Such a 
parking benefit district (PBD) is typically used to fund 
streetscape and transportation improvements that 
would otherwise not be made. Market-based parking 
pricing programs also provide an excellent example of a 
revenue source that is both equitable and aligned with 
policy goals. Key issues include:

	 Overcoming public resistance to changes to 
“traditional” parking management strategies.

	 Parking policy is usually an issue of local 
control; achieving any form of regional consen-
sus could be difficult.

	 Costs associated with parking studies and 
management implementation/operation.

	 Parking management strategies as part of 
this RTP are proposed to be implemented by 
the local jurisdictions, but encouraged and 
supported by the TMPO and TRPA. For more 
information see Chapter 5, Transportation 
Management.  

PARKING IN-LIEU FEES

An “in-lieu of parking” fee can assessed on both new and 
re-development projects. This in-lieu fee program would 
allow developers to pay a pro-rata fee in exchange for 
permission to forgo construction of some portion of 
their required parking. The fee would be used to provide 
funding for programs that reduce parking demand 
such as the transit service improvements and the TDM 
programs.  In order to be effective at managing down-
town congestion and providing on-going funding for 
RTP project and program recommendations, the in-lieu 
fee program must adhere to three conditions:

	 Payment of the fee must be on an annual basis 
rather than a one-time payment.

	 All proceeds from the fee must be dedicated to 
implementation of an RTP project and program 
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recommendations that reduce vehicle trips and 
parking demand.

	 The in-lieu fee should be set as low as possible 
to encourage its use and ensure the provision 
of only enough parking demanded by market.

As these recommendations make clear, the in-lieu 
of parking fee is not recommended for use to build 
additional parking, and for this reason the fee level 
should not be based on the costs of building a new 
public parking space. Instead it is recommended that 
the fee revenues be used for programs that reduce the 
need for parking by commuters, residents, and visitors. 
To accomplish this, the fee level should be based on 
the average per-person programmatic costs of shifting 
one downtown peak hour auto trip to another other 
mode (carpool, transit, bike, or walk). Implementation 
of an in-lieu parking fee as recommended will not be a 
large revenue generator for building new public parking 
garages, but will instead be a supplemental revenue 
source for implementing RTP recommendations. Placer 
County is currently advancing a program of parking 
in-lieu fees, and can be a source of local experience. 

UNIVERSAL TRANSIT PASS PROGRAM

Universal transit pass programs are an excellent tool 
to encourage transit use and decrease congestion. 
Universal transit pass programs are not free transit, 
but a way of paying for transit that provides “fare-free” 
transit passes to employees of major employers, 
visitors to large cultural or tourist destinations, student 
populations (usually high school and college students), 
and other large groups. The transit operator benefits 
through increased ridership and a new source of 
guaranteed revenue, as the parties typically enter into 
multi-year contracts for these programs. This type of 
program enhances transit revenues in the following 
ways: 

	 Bulk pass sales are a stable source of income.

	 Passes increase ridership, which may help 
local transit operators meet threshold goals 
and qualify the system for additional external 
funding.

	 Because there is usually excess capacity on 
transit systems, extra income can be absorbed 

with little additional cost of adding service (low 
marginal costs).

	 The use of passes reduces fare collection costs, 
a significant cost for bus operations.

	 Passes reduce dwell times (through elimina-
tion of cash fare payments) thereby reducing 
operating costs (less time spent waiting means 
more time en route and more service provided 
at same operating cost).

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS

Public-private partnerships have become more com-
mon in recent years, and can provide a means of build-
ing support for investments by engaging stakeholders 
in a collaborative process. Public-private partnerships 
usually consist of direct funding contributions to 
capital and operating expenses, although they may 
also take the form of a sponsorship. Due to the benefits 
that transportation investments can deliver, “win-win” 
scenarios often exist where both the public good and 
private interests can be served simultaneously. 

Currently, the Tahoe Region’s BlueGO transit service 
operates as a public-private partnership, as does TART 
and the North Lake Tahoe Express airport shuttle on 
the North Shore.  Another good use of public-private 
partnerships is for maintenance of local streetscape 
infrastructure. Public maintenance costs for streetscape 
improvements are significant and ongoing.  A financial 
and political barrier to the implementation of new 
streetscape improvements is often the lack of an identi-
fied funding source for maintenance of those improve-
ments. This is especially true in the Tahoe region, where 
existing maintenance needs outpace public agency 
resources, creating significant maintenance backlogs.

Maintenance costs can be reduced and maintenance 
service levels increased if public agencies partner with 
local community organizations.  These partnerships 
consist of providing a direct financial contribution to 
maintenance and/or in-kind contribution of taking 
responsibility for defined maintenance tasks.  Such 
arrangements can create a greater sense of public 
accountability and community stewardship over the 
public realm. 

A likely institutional partner for this approach in the 
Tahoe region would be BIDs, as discussed above.
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Appendix G-1 CA Senate Bill 375 Requirements for Public Outreach
The table below lists the requirements for Public Outreach as specified in SB375, with an indication of how the Tahoe 
RTP process has met the requirement.    

SB 375 Requirement Outreach Activity / Event Date

Government Code Section 65080. (a) Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 29532.1 shall 
prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation 
system, including, but not limited to, mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement, 
and aviation facilities and services. The plan shall be action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the short-term and 
long-term future, and shall present clear, concise policy guidance to local and state officials. The regional transportation plan 
shall consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the United States Code. Each transportation planning agency shall 
consider and incorporate, as appropriate, the transportation plans of cities, counties, districts, private organizations, and state 
and federal agencies.

(2) A sustainable communities strategy prepared by each 
metropolitan planning organization as follows:

(2Aii) The metropolitan planning organization shall hold at 
least one public workshop within the region after receipt of 
the report from the Regional Targets Advisory Committee.

Tahoe Transportation Commission 
Meeting (TTC)
Tahoe Transportation District 
Open-Houses

December 10, 2010

January 19 & 20, 2011

(2D) The metropolitan planning organization shall conduct 
at least two informational meetings in each county within 
the region for members of the board of supervisors and city 
councils on the sustainable communities strategy and alterna-
tive planning strategy, if any. The metropolitan planning 
organization may conduct only one informational meeting 
if it is attended by representatives of the county board of 
supervisors and city council members  representing a majority 
of the cities representing a majority of the population in the 
incorporated areas of that county.

TTC Meetings

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (TMPO) Governing 
Board (South Shore) 

South Lake Tahoe City Council 
Meeting

El Dorado County Board 
of Supervisors

May 11, 2012 
(South Lake Tahoe, CA)

May 23, 2012 
(Kings Beach, CA)

June 5, 2012

June 25, 2012

(2E) Each metropolitan planning organization shall adopt a 
public participation plan, for development of the sustainable 
communities strategy and an alternative planning strategy

TMPO / TRPA Public 
Participation Plan

2008, amended July 2010

(2Ei) Outreach efforts to encourage the active participation 
of a broad range of stakeholder groups in the planning 
process, consistent with the agency’s adopted Federal Public 
Participation Plan, including, but not limited to, affordable 
housing advocates, transportation advocates, neighborhood 
and community groups, environmental advocates, home 
builder representatives, broad-based business organizations, 
landowners, commercial property interests, and homeowner 
associations.

Stakeholder Milestone Meetings

Public workshops and 
focus groups

See Appendix G-3 for additional 
details on outreach

January – May 2012

November 2011 -- June 
2012

(2Eii) Consultation with congestion management agencies, 
transportation agencies, and transportation commissions.

Contacted by letter and phone
On-going consultation with the 
TTC, see above

September 2011
On-going
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SB 375 Requirement Outreach Activity / Event Date

(2Eiii) Two workshops throughout the region to provide the 
public with the information and tools necessary to provide 
a clear understanding of the issues and policy choices. Each 
workshop, to the extent practicable, shall include urban simu-
lation computer modeling to create visual representations of 
the SCS and the alternative planning strategy.

Public Workshops November 1, 2011
November 3, 2011

Two additional public 
workshops were held 
in May 2012, in Nevada 
locations

(2Eiv) Preparation and circulation of a draft SCS and an alterna-
tive planning strategy, if one is prepared, not less than 55 days 
before adoption of a final regional transportation plan.

Release of Public Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, 
Mobility 2035

April 25, 2012

(2Ev) Two public hearings shall be held. To the maximum 
extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different parts of 
the region to maximize the opportunity for participation by 
members of the public throughout the region.

Tahoe Transportation Commission 

TMPO Governing Board

May 11, 2012 
(South Lake Tahoe, CA)
May 23, 2012 
(Kings Beach, CA)

(2Evi) A process for enabling members of the public to provide 
a single request to receive notices, information, and updates.

The public can sign up for updates 
on the TRPA website: http://www.
tahoempo.org/Mobility2035/ 

Ongoing

(2Ii) Prior to starting the public participation process adopted 
pursuant to subparagraph (F), the metropolitan planning 
organization shall submit a description to the state board of 
the technical methodology it intends to use to estimate the 
greenhouse gas emissions from its sustainable communities 
strategy and, if appropriate, its alternative planning strategy.

Letter to Mary Nichols October 14, 2011

Government Code Section 65584.04

Developing Regional Housing Needs Methodology (4c) Public 
participation and access shall be required in the develop-
ment of the methodology and in the process of drafting and 
adoption of the allocation of the regional housing needs. 
Participation by organizations other than local jurisdictions 
and councils of governments shall be solicited in a diligent 
effort to achieve public participation of all economic segments 
of the community. The proposed methodology, along with any 
relevant underlying data and assumptions, and an explana-
tion of how information about local government conditions 
gathered pursuant to subdivision (b) has been used to develop 
the proposed methodology, and how each of the factors 
listed in subdivision (d) is incorporated into the methodology, 
shall be distributed to all cities, counties, any subregions, and 
members of the public who have made a written request for 
the proposed methodology. The council of governments, or 
delegate subregion, as applicable, shall conduct at least one 
public hearing to receive oral and written comments on the 
proposed methodology.

Developed and approved by 
the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG)

December 2011
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Appendix G-2 Mobility 2035 RTP Public Meetings and Workshops

Date Event Entity/Location

November 1, 2011
5:30pm to 8:00 pm

Public Workshop North Tahoe  Event Center
Kings Beach 

November 3, 2011
5:30pm to 8:00 pm

Public Workshop Inn by the Lake
South Lake Tahoe

November 10, 2011 Public Hearing Tahoe Transportation Commission
Stateline, Nevada

November 22, 2011 Meeting Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California Representatives
Gardnerville, NV

January - October, 2012
On-going

Meetings South Shore Transportation Management Association 
Stateline, Nevada

April 25, 2012 
9:30 am

Informational Presentation TRPA/TMPO Governing Board
Incline Village, Nevada

May 3, 2012
8:30 am

Meeting Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association 
Granlibakken Resort and Conference Center
Tahoe City, CA

May 11, 2012
9:30 am

Public Hearing on the RTP/SCS Tahoe Transportation Commission
Embassy Suites
South Lake Tahoe, California

May 21, 2012
5:00 pm to 8:00 pm

RPU/RTP Open House The Chateau
Incline Village, Nevada

May 22, 2012 
5:00 pm to 8:00 pm

RPU/RTP Open House TRPA Board Rooms
Stateline, Nevada

May 23, 2012 
9:30 am

Public Hearing on the RTP/SCS TRPA/TMPO Governing Board Meeting
North Tahoe Event Center 
Kings Beach, California 

May 24, 2012 
9:30 am

Public Hearing on the RTP/SCS TRPA/TMPO Governing Board Meeting 
TRPA Board Rooms 
Stateline, Nevada 

June 5, 2012 Informational Meeting on the 
RTP/SCS

South Lake Tahoe City Council Meeting
South Lake Tahoe, California

June 25, 2012 Informational Meeting on the 
RTP/SCS

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
South Lake Tahoe, California

June 27, 2012
9:30 am

Public Hearing on the RTP/SCS TRPA/TMPO Governing Board Meeting 
North Tahoe Event Center 
Kings Beach, California

June 28, 2012
9:30 am

Public Hearing on the RTP/SCS TRPA/TMPO Governing Board Meeting 
TRPA Board Rooms
 Stateline, Nevada
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Appendix G-3 Stakeholders and Advisory Committee 
STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS OF SB 375

The following section was excerpted from “Understanding SB 375: Public Participation Requirements”, Institute for Local 
Government, Land Use and Environmental Program, www.ca-ilg.org.

Each metropolitan planning organization must adopt a public participation plan for the development of the 
sustainable communities strategy and, if necessary, the alternative planning strategy. Actions the regional agency 
intends to take to meet this requirement can be incorporated into the public participation plan for the RTP.

The public participation plan for the sustainable communities strategy must include the following:

 – Outreach to encourage the active participation of a broad range of stakeholder groups in the planning 
process, including but not limited to “affordable housing advocates, transportation advocates, neighborhood 
and community groups, environmental advocates, home builder representatives, broad-based business 
organizations, landowners, commercial property interests, and homeowner associations.” 

 – Consultation with congestion management agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation 
commissions.

In accordance with these requirements, below is information on stakeholders solicited for input to Mobility 2035.

Public Workshops
Organizations represented:

North Shore (29 sign-ins): 

North Lake Tahoe Resort Association Tahoe Tram

North Tahoe Business Association North Tahoe Family Resource Center

Tahoe City Public Utility District Tahoe Transportation District

Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management 
Association

Washoe County Health District Air Quality Management 
Division

California State Parks

Businesses: LSC Transportation Consultants, Dokken, RO Anderson, Ascent Environmental

South Shore (52 sign-ins): 

Caltrans Tahoe Daily Tribune

South Tahoe High School Sierra Nevada Conservancy

Tahoe Fund Lake Tahoe Community College

University of Nevada, Reno TRPA Advisory Planning Commission

US Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Tahoe Future

Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition Nevada Department of Transportation

Lake Tahoe News El Dorado County

Tahoe Project

Businesses: RO Anderson, Tahoe Duck Tours, Bently Biofuels, Environmental Incentives,  First Allied
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for the Regional Transportation Plan Update / Mobility 2035, comprises 
the Tahoe Transportation Commission, as well as representatives from interested agencies not on the TTC board. 
Members of the TAC are listed below.

TAHOE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEMBERS

Steve Teshara  Chair, South Shore Transportation Management Association

Angela Swanson (Primary) & 
Bruce Grego (Alternate) 

Vice Chair, City of South Lake Tahoe

Andrew Strain  Member at Large, representing public and private transit services in the Basin

Will Garner Placer County

Ron Treabess (Primary) & 
Jan Colyer (Alternate)

Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association

Jim Mallery (Primary) & 
Ken Smithson (Alternate)

Carson City

John Breternitz (Primary) & 
Eva Krause (Alternate)

Washoe County

Nancy McDermid (Primary) & 
Travis Lee (Alternate)

Douglas County

Norma Santiago El Dorado County

Gary Arnold California Department of Transportation (Ex-Officio)

Jason Van Havel  Nevada Department of Transportation (Ex-Officio)

Mike Gabor U.S. Forest Service

Vacant Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Advisory Planning Commission

Wanda Batchelor Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada
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Representative Members

Name Organization

Amy Cummings Washoe Regional Transportation Commission

Peter Eichar California Tahoe Conservancy

Greg Chew Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Anda Draghici California Department of Housing and Community Development 

Leah Sirmin Federal Highways Nevada

Wade Hobbs Federal Highways California

Melissa Allen Central Federal Lands 

Doug Smith Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Kevin Dick, Director Washoe County Health District Air Quality Management Division

Chris Gansen California Office of Planning and Research  

Ted Matley Federal Transit Administration

Jennifer Gray California Air Resources Board

Karina O’Conner United States Environmental Protection Agency, District 9

Patrick Pittenger Carson Area Metropolitan Planning Organization

Sig Jaunarajs Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

In addition, the agencies below were contacted by mail and by phone to request their participation on the Technical 
Advisory Committee, or invite individual input on the Regional Transportation Plan. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers California Natural Resources Agency

California EPA California State Parks

California Department of Fish and Game California Department of Conservation

US Fish and Wildlife Calif. Dept of Park & Recreation, Sierra District

DATES OF TAC MEETINGS

Dates for meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee for the RTP are listed below.

May 13, 2011 October 14, 2011 July 20, 2012

June 10, 2011 November 10, 2011 August 10, 2012

July 8, 2011 December 9, 2011 September 14, 2012

August 12, 2011 February 10, 2012 October 12, 2012

September 9, 2011 May 11, 2012 November 9, 2012
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OTHER INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

RTP Development – Workshop Invitations

The following outreach was conducted to let people know about the development of the draft RTP and invite 
participation in workshops and on-line tools: 

• Print ads in the Sierra Sun, North Lake Tahoe Bonanza, Tahoe Daily Tribune, Gardnerville Record-Courier

• 30-second television spot in English and Spanish on local stations serving: The Weather Channel, ESPN, Discov-
ery, Fox News, History, CNBC, CNN Comedy Central, Telemundo 

• Internet banners on SierraSun.com, TahoeBonanza.com, TahoeDailyTribune.com, RecordCourier.com, NevadaAp-
peal.com, LakeTahoeNews.net, MoonshineInk.com, MountainNews.net, Facebook.com

• South and North Lake Tahoe Chamber of Commerce E-mail blasts

• Posted flyers in English and Spanish around the Lake

• TMPO and TRPA e-mail blasts (see list below)

The TMPO e-mail list has been developed over time and includes the following groups: 

• Affordable Housing Representatives

• Business community/organizations

• Churches

• Representatives of people with disabilities

• Departments of Transportation

• Economic development (state and local)

• Large employers

• Federal agencies

• Federal government

• Freight shippers

• Historic preservation agencies

• Housing agencies

• Local government

• Low-income and minority households

• Adjacent MPOs and RTPAs with which the MPO shares a significant amount of interregional travel

• Environmental protection agencies and organizations

• Airport operations

• Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities

• Private providers of transportation

• Private sector

• State and regional agencies

• School districts
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• State government

• Transportation agencies

• Transportation commissions

• Representatives of public transportation employees

• Representatives of users of public transportation

• Native American tribes

• U.S. Forest Service

• Wildlife agencies and advocates

• Other interested parties and citizens

In addition to the outreach above, TMPO staff made personal phone calls to invite individuals and organizations to 
participate in the November 2011 workshops:

Calls – South Shore

• Tahoe Chamber

• School Board Members

• Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority

• Sierra Nevada Alliance

• Barton Hospital

• Sierra Club

• City Council members

• Chamber of Commerce

• Rotary member

• Nevada State Lands

• South Lake Tahoe City Manager

• Tahoe Fund board member

• Tahoe Resource Conservation District

• El Dorado County Supervisor

• League to Save Lake Tahoe

• Tahoe Women’s Center

• Tahoe Youth and Family Services

• Boys and Girls’ Club

• Teamster Union Local 533

• Tahoe Area Coordinating Council for the Disabled
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Calls – North Shore

• NTPUD Board member

• Truckee-North Tahoe Transportation Management Association

• North Tahoe Business Association

• Moonshine Ink

• Ferrari Crown Motel

• Domus Development

• Tahoe City Public Utility District General Manager

• North Lake Tahoe Resort Association staff and board members

• Tahoe Fund board member

• Incline Village General Improvement District General Manager

• Placer County Department of Public Works

• North Tahoe Public Utility District

• Placer County office of the CEO

• Placer County Supervisor

• LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc

• North Tahoe Family Resource Center 

RTP Development - Individual meetings

• TMPO and Tahoe Transportation District staff met with the Vice-Chairman, Legal Counsel, and Planner at the 
Washoe Tribe of California and Nevada Headquarters on November 22, 2011, and again with Legal Counsel and 
Planner at the TMPO offices on September 21, 2012.

• TMPO staff met with Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board staff Doug Smith, November 2011.
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Appendix G-4a   Summary of Comments from Public Outreach

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM PUBLIC OUTREACH – NOVEMBER 2011

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS 

Concepts

Comments gathered from the public indicate that the concepts and the vision presented in the draft RTP are well 
supported by the community. Attendees of the workshops favored development of “complete streets” supporting 
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit over streets designed for minimal auto delay, and liked the idea that bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities should be non-optional features of new developments. Parking was recognized as an issue that 
needs place-based strategies consistent with local goals and values. While large parking structures can be unsightly, 
they can also free up land for other purposes. The idea of charging for parking to help insure availability of spaces 
was also supported. 

Capital Projects

In general, comments supported the acceleration of the construction of bike trails, walking paths, and needed side-
walk connections. In the South Shore, the highest rated capital project was the Highway 50 Corridor Revitalization, 
followed by the Bike Trail network. In the North Shore, stormwater control projects were rated most highly, followed 
by bicycle and pedestrian projects and transit to Truckee. Some of the most popular ideas included:

• Improvements to the Y in Tahoe city, including added lights or creating a roundabout

• Creating “complete streets” from the “Y” to Stateline in South Lake Tahoe

• Extensive bicycle trails throughout the basin

• Safe routes to schools, including elementary schools as well as Lake Tahoe Community College

Through an on-line application developed by TMPO, members of the public have an opportunity to prioritize capital 
projects, given a limited amount of funding. (http://www.tahoempo.org/project_picker_N.aspx). 

The table below shows the results of this online exercise as of November 14, 2011.

TMPO Project Priority Picker - Summary as of November 14, 2011
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North Shore Project Name Tally

Maintenance of Existing and Future Bicycle Paths and Sidewalks - $4M 17

Roadway Stormwater Control (Caltrans, NDOT, local roadways) - $185M 17

Regional Transit (Reno-Truckee-North Tahoe Bus, East Shore Transit Shuttle) - $10M 16

TART Increase Service Frequencies (30-minute headways) - $10M 16

Maintenance of Existing Roads, Bike Trails, and Sidewalks - $100M 15

Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit Project - $20M 13

Maintenance of Existing and Future Stormwater Treatment Facilities - $20M 13

North Tahoe Bike Trail Connections - Lakeside Trail, Dollar Creek, North Tahoe Bike Trail - $20M 13

State Route 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization - $20M 13

West Shore Bike Trail Improvements (Homewood, Meek’s Bay to Sugar Pine Point) - $10M 13

Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway - Incline Village to Sand Harbor - $20M 12

Nevada Stateline to Stateline - Crystal Bay to Incline - $30M 11

Nevada Stateline to Stateline Bikeway - Sand Harbor to Douglas County Line - $30M 10

Operation of Existing TART Services - $100M 10

Parking Management Strategies (shared parking, eliminate parking minimums, variable on-street parking 
charges) - $0

8

Real-Time Transit Information at Transit Shelters and On-line - $5M 8

Changeable Message Signs - $5M 6

Continue existing pattern of development - $0 1

Incentivize transfer of development to town centers - $0 0

South Shore Project Name Tally

US 50 Corridor Revitalization; Sierra Blvd. Complete Streets - $50M 24

South Shore Bike Trail Network - Expand to new areas (NV Stateline to Stateline Bikeway, Meyers, Christmas Valley, 
Cascade Falls) - $60M

23

South Shore Bike Trail Network - Fix Gaps - $20M 19

Maintenance of Existing Roadways - $200M 17

Maintenance of existing and future bicycle paths and sidewalks - $6M 16

Operation of Existing BlueGO Service - $100M 15

Maintenance of Existing and Future Stormwater Treatment Facilities - $30M 14

Roadway Stormwater Strategies - $300M 14

30-Minute BlueGO Service on Hwy 50 - $40M 13

Regional Transit (Sacramento - South Lake Tahoe) - $10M 11

Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit - $20M 9

Changeable Message Signs - $5M 8

Parking Management Strategies (shared parking, eliminate parking minimums, variable on-street parking 
charges) - $0

8

Real-time Transit Information at Transit Stations and on-line - $5M 8

Continue existing pattern of development - $0 0

Incentivize transfer of development to town centers - $0 0

Source: http://www.tahoempo.org/priority_summary.aspx
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Transit Projects

The greatest proportion of comments – almost 40% – related to improved transit service.  Key ideas and requests 
focused on alternative modes to complete the connected mobility system: seasonal ferry, water taxi, bike share, 
trams and improved transit service and convenience. There was also support for providing free transit in the most 
urbanized areas of the South Shore. Popular suggestions were:

• increased transit frequency, particularly during peak seasons

• service to underserved areas such as Christmas Valley

• making some transit service free, particularly between the “Y” and Stateline in South Lake Tahoe

• implementation of water-borne transit, serving all communities on the lake

• transit for youth that is both low-cost and serves youth-oriented activities 

• bus service around the lake

• implementation of an aerial tramway that would be both transportation and an attraction for tourists
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Appendix G-4b  Survey Results for North and South Lake Tahoe
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 

 

 

 

 

 





              


             



















• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 



G-15

DECEMBER 2012




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





               


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

            
               
             

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





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

•              

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



       


    


•               




             

            



              
            
           



 
             




              
       
             
              
               


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We want to hear from you! At the workshop:

• Share your transportation and fiscal investment priorities

• Learn about current projects like transit shelters and the Nevada Stateline  
   to Stateline Bikeway

• Visit activity-based stations at your own pace

• Refreshments and childcare provided

• Innovative interactive computer technology opportunities

• Spanish language materials available

Your voice matters.
ADA and transit accessible – visit BlueGO.org or laketahoetransit.com for transit info

Sponsored by the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization • www.tahoempo.org

mobility 2035 workshops/open house
November 1, 2011 

North Tahoe Event Center • 8318 North Lake Tahoe Blvd., Kings Beach, CA

November 3, 2011

Inn by the Lake • 3300 Lake Tahoe Blvd., South Lake Tahoe, CA

5:30 – 8:00 pm (presentation at 6 pm)

StreetS, trAilS And trAnSit

Help design a transportation strategy that meets the challenges  
of the future economy – Mobility – Sustainability

Appendix G-4c  Public Workshops Flyer
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Appendix G-4d  Comments from Workshops
Topic Idea Votes

Bicycles Better signs for peds and bikes (directions and distances) 4

Bicycles Bike trail from dollar hill to Carnelian Bay and all the way to Kings Beach 4

Bicycles
Why not start grassroots and begin by constructing a small footbridge over Trout Creek behind 
College so all the Sierra Tract students can walk (bike) to LTCC - they want to but can’t.

4

Bicycles Connect greenway to Barton Hospital 3

Bicycles Bike Trail from Meyers to Stateline 2

Bicycles Clean bike paths in winter. 2

Bicycles Would like bike trails to connect so that one can bike from Meyers to Stateline, for example. 2

Bicycles Bicycle path floods behind Meeks (SLT) most springs. 1

Bicycles Bike Trail/Lanes - Sugar Pine Point to South Lake Tahoe SR 89 1

Bicycles
Can we paint crosswalks to alert drivers to bikes crossing traffic, i.e. along the Al Tahoe 
neighborhood?

1

Bicycles Class 1 bike lane from Meyers to the Y (post it) 1

Bicycles
Connect bike path (paved) from lower Kingsbury up Pony Express to provide pedestrian/bike access 
for mid and upper Kingsbury.

1

Bicycles
East Shore bike trail should follow lake as closely as possible - should not confrom to HWY 50 @ 
skunk Harbor but be placed closer to the lake.

1

Bicycles Have access to the Tahoe forest from the mammal streets off Speckled in Kings Beach 1

Bicycles
Make the shoulder of Lake Tahoe Blvd. bike friendly I use the bike way, but when truly hurried, I  
hop on the main road. The culverts, broken pavement and  inconsistent width are all scary.

1

Bicycles Remove airport runway and transfer coverage to bike trails and community centers. 1

Information Phone app with information on available bike and transit routes and times 2

Motor veh Extend safety railing south of Sand Harbor rec area on highway 28 3

Motor veh Make the stoplight at the Y in Tahoe City a roundabout 3

Motor veh
install shielded  roadway lighting so that only the intended areas are lighted and glare is reduced. 
Preserve our night skies.

2

Motor veh
Replace traffic signals with roundabouts everywhere possible. Use traffic lights only if it’s impossible 
to use a roundabout

2

Motor veh slower traffic speeds. High parking fees, gas tax to drive in basin 2

Motor veh
25 mph in the city of SLT for hiway 50. Freeway type (25 mph on and off loading on 50) onramp/
offramp to every major subdivision on 50 in city of SLT. Rip out every traffic light on 50 in city of SLT.

1

Motor veh Install round-about at intersection of Pioneer Tr and HWY 50. 1

Motor veh Maintain both the Fanny Bridge access to Tahoe City and the bypass 1

Motor veh Make sure there are bus turn-outs on all highways.  When the bus stops, so does all the traffic 1

Parking Move over South side, of side walk over bluff of commons beach to re coop old parking back. 2

Parking remove on street parking in Tahoe City 2

Parking Adequate, stabilized parking for East Shore beach access 1

Parking
Create “staging areas” several miles away from Vickingsholm where people can park their vehicles 
and then bike or hike along dedicated paths.  Current parking is inadequate and walking on road is 
dangerous.

1

Parking
Free parking tower at 56 acre project in the city of SLT to be used as a public transit point and 
vicinity parking. This will reduce asphalt for a possible future revamp of the area.

1

Pedestrian Clean pedestrian sidewalks in winter quickly and include openings for cross walks 2
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Topic Idea Votes

Pedestrian
Have right of ways between streets for pedestrians. Try and get permission to put allyways from fish 
street to fish street between mammal streets for pedestrians.

2

Pedestrian
Hooray for a sidewalk on Spruce! This will make it safe for the many pedestrians going to Bijou 
school. It will need to be maintained in the winter!

2

Pedestrian
The pedestrian stoplight at Fanny Bridge should be a flashing yellow light that changes to a flash-
ing red light when a pedestrian pushes the walk button

2

Transit Blue Go in the Christmas Valley area/ Meyers 4

Transit Bus service should be free within the Tahoe Basin. 4

Transit Bus service that goes all the way around the lake. 3

Transit
Peak bus times (Summer/Holidays, foul weather) put in an extra one. Call Y to Stateline bus to be 
closer to schedule.

3

Transit Transit service and parking facilities from Incline to San Harbor 3

Transit Youth transit program that connects them to activities they enjoy 3

Transit Entry fee to the Basin for cars; free access via bus. 2

Transit Public Gondola Transportation (quiet, green, adds to tourist experience) 2

Transit
Put transit maps at all bus stops so people can tell where the bus goes by just walking to a bus stop 
and looking.

2

Transit
Add a new parking garage and Tram system for North Shore and Ski areas at the old quarry pit on 
hwy 89 river road.

1

Transit Blue Go must have half hour/on the hour runs (presently need a masters degree to figure schedule) 1

Transit BlueGo should implement transit in the Christmas Valley area. 1

Transit Bus schedule 1/2 hour service. 1

Transit free, frequent, fun bus service throughout south shore (post it) 1

Transit
Have enough electric buses going around the lake, stopping at bus stops every 15 minutes 
around the lake, in both directions.  THEN people will regularly use the bus!  It must be often and 
consistent.

1

Transit
If a small % of revenue for public transit comes from the farebox at the city of SLT, have free bus 
service from the Y to stateline at minimum. During peak times (precipitation in the winter at min.
ect...) have extra as needed  50 express buses to the transit stations.

1

Transit Light rail from Carson City/Reno to Sacramento 1

Transit
Park & Ride facility located at the Y offering shuttle service circuit to Emerald Bay on 1/2 hr basis, 
stopping at beaches along the way. This would reduce traffic congestion & emissions. Could charge 
a nominal fee for service.

1

Transit

Park and ride facility located at old Ponderosa Ranch during the peak summer months - park there 
and take a shuttle bus circuit leaving every 1/2 hour to Secret Harbor. This will reduce traffic/park-
ing congestion at Sand Harbor and along HWY 50 and will increase safety. Could charge a nominal 
fee for this service.

1

Transit

The Tahoe Truckee Aerial Tramway will be a 45 mile long integrated intermodal transit system to 
supplement the hard to expand existing surface based transit infrastructure.  The tramway will 
use a series of high speed detachable 8 passenger color coded gondolas to safely transport local 
residents and tourists to the regions many resorts and commercial centers.

1

Transit Tramway from Wally’s to Stateline 1

Water transit
N. Shore water taxi, mid-winter weekends, mid-summer all days. Homewood - Tahoe City - Kings 
Beach - Incline Village 

3

Water transit Gondolas to Tahoe City and waterborne transit 2

Water transit Build water-borne ferry! 1
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Topic Idea Votes

Water transit
Move consideration of water-based transport. Enhance Water Trail - especially human-power//boat 
in campgrounds on NV side. More public docks esp. to allow taxi service.

1

Water transit Summer water taxi to/from Sand Harbor. 1

Water transit Water Bridge from N.Shore to S. Lake 1

Water transit Water taxi is waste of time and money 1

Water transit Water transit - Tahoe City - Kings Beach - S. Shore 1
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Appendix G-4e    Public Hearings and Open Houses Workshop Flyer 

RESTORING      
    & SUPPORTING COMMUNITIES

TRPA has scheduled a series of open houses and public meetings to inform you on the  
Regional Plan Update and Regional Transportation Plan and to provide a venue for you  
to share your thoughts with Governing Board representatives and TRPA staff. 

Be part of Lake Tahoe’s sustainable future. Be part of the Plan!

To get involved, visit trpa.org and click the blue Regional Plan tab  
or find us at facebook/voiceforlaketahoe.
You can also send your questions and comments to trpa@trpa.org.

Regional Plan Update – Be Part of the Plan!

•  May 21, 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. Open House, The Chateau,  
   955 Fairway Boulevard, Incline Village, NV.

•  May 22, 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. Open House, TRPA Office  
   Board Rooms, 128 Market Street, Stateline, NV.

•  May 23, 9:30 a.m.  Public Hearing, North Tahoe  
   Events Center, 8318 North Lake Boulevard,  
   Kings Beach, CA. 

•  May 24, 9:30 a.m.  Public Hearing, TRPA Office  
   Board Rooms, 128 Market Street, Stateline, NV.

•  June 27, 9:30 a.m.  Public Hearing, North Tahoe    
   Events Center, 8318 North Lake Boulevard,  
   Kings Beach, CA. 

•  June 28, 9:30 a.m. Public Hearing, TRPA Office  
   Board Rooms, 128 Market Street, Stateline, NV.

TRPA Open Houses and Governing Board Public Hearings:
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Appendix G-4f    Public Hearings and Public Comment on the draft 
Regional Transportation Plan and draft TRPA Regional Plan, released 
April 25, 2012
The draft Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility 2035 and draft Regional Plan were released for public comment on 
April 25, 2012. The comments received in writing and at public hearings on both of these documents are summarized 
in the attached issue sheet.
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Attachment A 
Transportation Issue Sheet (Regional Plan and Mobility 2035) 

Page 1 of 7 

ISSUE SUMMARY 

Context/Background:  The Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Mobility 2035, and the draft 
Regional Plan include a series of transportation-related amendments that are intended to reduce 
automobile dependency, encourage compact walkable redevelopment, and improve bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit facilities. These documents contain Transportation Goals and Policies that are 
identical and represent the regional transportation policy direction. The Regional Transportation Plan 
includes additional sections related to implementation and financing improvements that carry out 
the regional policy direction.   

Key transportation-related amendments in the Regional Plan include: 

o Modify/add land use policies to limit new growth and promote compact redevelopment in 
walkable community centers; 

o Exempt bike/pedestrian trails from coverage requirements to make bike trails more feasible; 
o Expand requirements for installation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities with new development;  
o Allow a portion of air quality mitigation funds to be distributed across jurisdictional 

boundaries to support projects of regional priority; 
o Allow vehicle levels of service (LOS) to be exceeded when alternative transportation facilities 

are provided or available. 

Key amendments in the Regional Transportation Plan include: 

o Policy amendments identified above that will be contained in the Goals and Policies Element 
of Mobility 2035;  

o Updates to the transportation project list, including updates to  cost and schedule estimates; 
o Updates to funding forecasts; and 
o Addition of a Sustainable Communities Strategy Chapter, demonstrating how current land use 

planning assumptions combined with transportation and housing strategies will help the 
California portion of the Lake Tahoe region attain greenhouse gas reduction targets.  

This Issue Sheet focuses on comments received on projects, funding, and attainment of greenhouse 
gas targets, items which are handled in Mobility 2035. Regional Plan amendments are addressed 
briefly here and in more detail in the Regional Plan Issue Sheets, which can be found at the following 
link: http://www.trpa.org/default.aspx?tabindex=0&tabid=418.  

Public Comments: Agency and public comments were generally supportive of policies and projects 
that promote multi-modal forms of transportation. Some commenters supported individual projects, 
such as waterborne transit or bike trails, while others opposed them, primarily due to environmental 
impacts and cost. New ideas for transportation funding and transfer of development were proposed. 
Concerns were raised that requiring easements for bicycle and pedestrian facilities could increase 
costs and delay construction. 

KF/jw AGENDA ITEM: VI.A.
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Attachment A 
Transportation Issue Sheet (Regional Plan and Mobility 2035) 

Page 2 of 7 

ISSUE ANALYSIS 

Summary of Regional Plan Transportation Amendments: 
During Pathway and Place-Based visioning processes, stakeholders indicated that existing Code has 
an unintended effect of prioritizing the free flow of automobiles ahead of vehicle trip reduction, 
multimodal access, and associated environmental and air quality benefits. Stakeholders also 
identified certain Code provisions that create significant obstacles to the construction of connected 
bicycle and pedestrian travel ways. The Draft Regional Plan establishes new policies and modified 
Code provisions to encourage bicycling, walking, and transit use, and to allow the transportation 
system to evolve to support compact redevelopment, environmental thresholds, and reduce reliance 
on the private automobile. Endorsed Plan and Code sections for all transportation amendments to 
the Regional Plan are attached as Exhibit 1. 

Key policy and Code changes include:  

1. Land Use Policies: Many land use policy amendments in the Draft Plan are intended to reduce 
automobile dependency and promote walking, biking and transit use.  Important 
transportation-related policy modifications include provisions to accelerate development 
transfers into community centers, provisions to increase allowable intensity in community 
centers and provisions requiring transit- and pedestrian-oriented designs for development 
projects. These items are addressed in Issue Sheets #2 through #5. 

2. Bicycle Path Coverage Waiver: Under the Draft Plan, non-motorized public trails would be 
exempt from the calculation of land coverage, subject to certain siting and design 
requirements that minimize disturbance of sensitive lands and vegetation. This provision is 
addressed in Issue Sheet #5, Coverage. 

3. Accommodation of Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in Projects: All applicants for commercial, 
tourist, mixed-use, multi-family, public service, and recreation projects on lands designated 
with bicycle and pedestrian network trail segments in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan would 
be required to grant an easement for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in accordance with 
criteria that take into consideration the size and cost of the project. This would also apply to 
the construction, alteration, or improvement of roadways.  Additional provisions in this Code 
section minimize the impact to private property owners. These provisions are addressed in 
Issue Sheet #6, Transportation. 

4. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Maintenance Plan: Entities responsible for the construction and 
maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities proposed as part of a project shall provide a 
maintenance plan, including a funding strategy, for the life of the bike and pedestrian facility. 
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5.  Air Quality Mitigation Funds: As an alternative to distributing air quality mitigation funds to the 
jurisdiction of origin, a portion of the air quality mitigation funds may be distributed across 
jurisdictional boundaries to support projects of regional priority that are specifically identified in a 
regional capital improvement program developed in cooperation with local jurisdictions, such as the 
Five Year Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) Priority Project List. This topic is addressed in 
Issue Sheet #8, Air Quality. 

6. Vehicle Level of Service (LOS): Existing vehicle LOS requirements for new projects could be 
exceeded when provisions for multi-modal amenities and/or services (such as transit, 
bicycling, and walking facilities) are adequate to provide mobility for users.  The draft plan also 
calls for a more comprehensive assessment of LOS standards as a future work program item. 
This topic is addressed in Issue Sheet #3, Community Character. 

The Regional Plan Update (RPU) Committee took action on these items prior to draft Regional Plan 
release. Their actions were:  

The RPU Committee unanimously endorsed code changes related to coverage waivers (#2 above), 
provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities (#3 above) and maintenance plans (#4 above).  

The RPU Committee endorsed most land use policies (#1 above) unanimously, although certain 
details were advanced by a non-unanimous vote.  

The RPU Committee advanced the change to air quality mitigation funds (#5 above) and vehicle LOS 
exemptions (#6 above) by non-unanimous votes.  

The RPU Committee will be considering the public comments on the issues outlined above at its 
August 14, 2012 meeting. The TTC may make a recommendation to the RPU Committee on the 
amendments specific to the Regional Plan at that time.  

Summary of Regional Transportation Plan, Mobility 2035 Amendments: 

The Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) focuses primarily on improvements to pedestrian, 
bicycle and transit services as opposed to projects that focus on expanded roadway capacity. The 
purpose of the RTP is to “…establish regional goals, identify present and future needs, deficiencies, 
and constraints, analyze potential solutions, estimate available funding, and propose investments.” 
To that end, the RTP identifies projects needed to attain mobility and environmental goals, and 
identifies reasonably foreseeable revenues to pay for those projects. The RTP is a fiscally constrained 
document, which means that revenues must be identified to match the total project investment 
proposed.  
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Page 4 of 7 

Mobility 2035 builds upon the goals, policies, projects, and funding sources identified in its 
predecessor document, Mobility 2030. Many of the innovative projects and policies geared towards 
supporting more walkable, sustainable communities and lowering reliance on the private automobile 
were conceived during the development of Mobility 2030. Therefore, there are few major changes in 
direction or new projects in Mobility 2035. Key changes to Mobility 2035 include:  

o Additions to the transportation project list (completed projects were removed): 
 Sierra Boulevard Complete Streets Project in South Lake Tahoe 
 East Shore transit and supporting facilities 
 Inter-regional transit services 
 New bicycle and pedestrian connections 
 General categories for water quality work in each jurisdiction to meet TMDL pollutant 

load reduction targets 
 Operations and management of all transportation and stormwater facilities and 

capital 
 Aquatic invasive species inspection stations 

 
o Updates to project costs and schedules 

 
o Updates to funding forecasts to take into account new or changing funding sources 

 
o Addition of a Sustainable Communities Strategy Chapter, demonstrating how current land use 

planning assumptions combined with transportation and housing strategies will help the 
California portion of the Lake Tahoe region attain greenhouse gas reduction targets for 
automobiles and light trucks.  

Public Comments:  
Exhibit 2 lists comments received from agencies, organizations and businesses/individuals that 
address transportation issues. 

Most comments related to vehicle levels of service, the bicycle path coverage waiver, the 
requirement to include easements for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in new development, and 
requests for the inclusion or exclusion of specific types of projects from the Regional Transportation 
Plan. Summaries of comments on vehicle levels of service, the bicycle path coverage waiver, and 
bicycle and pedestrian easements are included in Issue Sheets #3, #5, and #6, respectively.    

Comments were largely supportive of the policy focus on promoting non-auto modes of 
transportation. Some organizations identified new or enhanced programs and requested that these 
be added to either the RTP or the Regional Plan update, or both.   
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Some California state agencies expressed concern with increased costs associated with bicycle trail 
requirements, as well as reduced revenues at recreation areas if more people arrive by bicycle or by 
foot and bypass the fee charged for automobile parking.  

Two organizations questioned whether the TMPO was correctly applying California’s SB 375 to the 
Tahoe Region, and one of these also questioned the appropriateness of Tahoe being a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization. 

Public Agency Comments: 

Comments from the California Tahoe Conservancy, on behalf of California state agencies, “strongly 
endorse the Plan’s emphasis on creating sustainable transit, bike and pedestrian-friendly 
communities.” Comments noted the need for significant public investments to complement the 
policy framework.  

Caltrans identified the following issues with proposed policy or code provisions related to 
accommodating bicyclists, pedestrians, or transit:  

o The feasibility of bicycle and pedestrian requirements when constructing projects and that 
language as it is written now will increase costs and lead to project delays. They request 
clarification on what qualifies as "construction, alteration, or improvement of roadways…" 
that would require bicycle and pedestrian facilities and that routine maintenance, surface 
overlays, etc. be considered for exclusion from this trigger.  

o Some transportation policies should include caveats related to feasibility and liability when 
incorporating bicycle, pedestrian, and transit improvements.   

Caltrans noted its continued interest in collaborating and finding ways to partner on capital projects 
to incorporate bicycle and pedestrian components, including future collaboration on a complete 
streets plan. Caltrans also suggested that TRPA consider directing existing resources to facilitate 
bicycle and pedestrian planning and development, such as TMPO’s annual allocation of federal 
transportation planning funding, and federal Public Lands Highway funding. 

State agencies did not comment on individual projects or funding sources.   

Comments from Organizations, Advocacy Groups, Businesses and Individuals: 

Many organizations expressed support for the transportation policy focus. Reducing automobile 
reliance is a policy objective that appears to be widely supported. 

Some organizations felt that the draft plan increases total VMT and total population as a means to 
reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions to meet California’s SB 375 targets. These commenters 
felt that this was inappropriate. One citizen organization questioned the appropriateness of Tahoe 
being a Metropolitan Planning Organization, and the appropriateness of the Sustainable Community 
Strategy requirement for Tahoe.  
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Comments from one business focused on the feasibility of requiring bicycle pedestrian easements in 
all new development, and had concerns that requiring bicycle and pedestrian easements could 
preclude or limit development on a site.  

Commenters also noted support or opposition to certain projects in the RTP Project List. This 
included:  

o Support for waterborne transit 
o Opposition to waterborne transit, based on potential environmental impacts including 

emissions from water vessels, emissions from trips driving to waterborne access points, and 
wake and shorezone impacts. 

o Support for bicycle paths 
o Opposition to a bicycle path around Lake Tahoe due to cost, lack of demand, and 

environmental impacts  
o Support for South Tahoe Community Revitalization project 
o Support for roundabouts and encouragement to include them as the default intersection 

treatment 
o Support for additional highway treatments that encourage free-flowing traffic.  

Some commenters gave specific suggestions for bicycle, pedestrian, transit, or roadway 
improvements. These included:  

o Support for more research on reusable materials for roadways that reduce construction and 
maintenance costs 

o Support for colored bike lanes, solar LED lights on bike trails, bike lane placement suggestions 
o Comments from Harrah’s/Harvey’s recommended that designs for the South Shore 

Community Revitalization Project maintain 4 lanes on the road segment between Stateline 
Avenue and West Lake Parkway, in addition to re-routing U.S. 50 behind the casinos.   

Advocacy groups, businesses, and individuals also suggested new or expanded programs to 
encourage bicycling, walking, and compact, walkable communities:  

o Development Rights Acquisition and Land Restoration Program. This is a proposal to identify 
funding to acquire and retire, or in some cases, transfer excess tourist accommodation units 
(TAUs) and commercial floor area (CFA) to support compact development and provide 
opportunities for restoration. 

o Sustainable Transportation Infrastructure and Operations Program. This is a proposal to 
continue to work with Tahoe officials and state legislators to find new sources of funding for 
transit operations in Lake Tahoe. This includes exploring revenues through California’s future 
“cap and trade” program, and changing the formula by which California State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) funding is allocated to Lake Tahoe, taking into account the high 
proportion of visitors the region accommodates.  
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o Expand inter-regional collaboration with SACOG, MTC and other MPOs to improve upon 
interregional travel strategies.  

o Enhance affordable housing programs, to better support construction of new affordable 
housing and the preservation/rehabilitation of existing affordable housing in town centers.  

o Maintain and enhance greenhouse gas reductions so the 2035 target year shows the same or 
better improvements as the 2020 target year. Consider additional strategies such as car-
sharing, bike-sharing programs and short-term car rentals, and pricing strategies.  

Recommendation:  

1. Staff recommends that the TTC consider public comments on the Regional Plan and Mobility 2035 
amendments, record input via the table in the staff summary, and forward this input to the 
TRPA/TMPO Governing Board and/or Regional Plan Update Committee.  

Exhibits: 

1. Draft Plan and Code Text - April 25, 2012  

2. List of Applicable Comment Letters 
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Exhibit 1 

Transportation Amendments to the Draft Regional Plan Update Policy and Code 

 

Code Change Description Section Page 
Bicycle Path Coverage Waiver 30.4.6.C.3 30-28 
Accommodation of Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in Projects 65.3 65-14 – 65-13. 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Maintenance Plan  36.5.5 36-4 
Use and Distribution of Air Quality Mitigation Funds 65.2.6.B 65.13 
Vehicle Level of Service Exemption Policy T-10.7 Goals and 

Policies, page 
103 

Draft Code of Ordinances may be found here: 
http://www.trpa.org/documents/rp_update/Code_Update/Phase2/2_Draft_Code_Tracked.pdf.  

Draft Goals and Policies may be found here: 
http://www.trpa.org/documents/rp_update/DEIS/2_Regional_Plan_Goals_&_Policies_Tracked.pdf.  

 

For more information please contact Karen Fink, kfink@trpa.org, 775-589-5204.  
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CHAPTER 30: LAND COVERAGE 
30.4 Land Coverage Limitations 

30.4.6 Exemptions and Partial Exemptions from Calculation of Land Coverage 
 

 
TRPA Code of Ordinances 

Regional Plan Update Committee Public Review Draft – April 25, 2012 | Page 30-28 

(v)   1000 square feet decking: 20 percent exemption 

c. Existing decks that were legally established as of January 1, 2013, 
count as coverage and shall not qualify for this partial exemption.  

 

3. Non-Motorized Public Trails38 
Non-motorized public trails are exempt from the calculation of land 
coverage, subject to the following siting and design requirements. 

a. Accessibility 
The trail shall be open to the public in perpetuity at no cost, through 
dedication of a public easement or other means acceptable to TRPA. 

b. Trail Route Design 
(i) Trail routes shall be designed to minimize disturbance of 

sensitive lands and removal of large trees and riparian 
vegetation.  Particular areas to minimize disturbance of in the 
routing of trails are (in order of preference):  

(1) Federal jurisdictional wetlands as mapped by the Army 
Corps of Engineers; 

(2) Other Stream Environment Zones (land capability district 
1b);  

(3) Other areas in land capability districts 1 and 2;  

(4) Areas in land capability district 3; and 

(5) Areas requiring the removal of large trees.  

(ii) In designing trail routes, the protection of sensitive areas, trees, 
and vegetation shall be balanced with consideration of the 
following:  

(1) Trail routes shall generally be consistent with trail networks 
identified in Map 5 of the Regional Plan, “Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facilities,” or adopted federal, state, tribal, or local 
government plans; 

(2) Detours in trail design to protect sensitive resources should 
avoid significant additions to trail length; and  

(3) Routes shall be designed to promote safety for trail users 
(e.g., by minimizing road/driveway crossings and providing 
buffers between trail users and roadways).  

c. Trail Design  
In addition to the requirements of the Army Corps of Engineers and 
other public agencies, trail designs shall comply with the following: 

(i) Trail design shall comply with the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities or other industry standard 

                                                             
38 Text is based on IM LU-2 approved December 15, 2011.  New text also is based on suggestions provided by TRPA staff and 
the California Tahoe Conservancy, in coordination with Placer County and Tahoe City PUD staff. 
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CHAPTER 30: LAND COVERAGE 
30.5 Prohibition of Additional Land Coverage In Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, 3, and 1b (Stream Environment Zones) 

30.5.1 Exceptions to Prohibition in Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, and 3 
 

 
TRPA Code of Ordinances 

Regional Plan Update Committee Public Review Draft – April 25, 2012 | Page 30-29 

design criteria for the appropriate trail type, as determined by 
TRPA. 

(ii) Except for unpaved single-track trails, bridges, boardwalks, 
and/or other elevated over-stream crossings shall be provided.  

(iii) Except for unpaved single-track trails, all trails through SEZ areas 
shall allow periodic surface flows to pass under the trail and to 
maintain the natural function of the SEZ lands.   

(iv) The trail shall be designed in accordance with the BMP 
handbook.  

(v) The trail shall be designed to minimize disruptions to or 
crossings of sensitive wildlife habitat.   

30.5. PROHIBITION OF ADDITIONAL LAND COVERAGE IN LAND CAPABILITY 
DISTRICTS 1a, 1c, 2, 3, AND 1b (STREAM ENVIRONMENT ZONES) 

No additional land coverage or other permanent land disturbance shall be permitted in 
Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, 3, and Land Capability District 1b (Stream 
Environment Zone), except as follows: 

30.5.1. Exceptions to Prohibition in Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, and 3 

The following exceptions apply to the prohibition of land coverage and disturbance in 
Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, and 3: 

A. Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES) 
Land coverage and disturbance for single-family houses may be permitted in 
Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2 and 3 when reviewed and approved pursuant 
to IPES in accordance with Chapter 53: Individual Parcel Evaluation System. 

B. Public Outdoor Recreation Facilities 
Land coverage and disturbance for public outdoor recreation facilities, 
including public recreation projects on public lands, private recreation projects 
through use of public lands, and private recreational projects on private lands 
that are depicted or provided for on a public agency's recreational plan, may be 
permitted in Land Capability Districts 1a, 1c, 2, or 3 if TRPA finds that: 

1. The project is a necessary part of a public agency's long-range plans for 
public outdoor recreation; 

2. The project is consistent with the Recreation Element of the Regional 
Plan; 

3. The project by its very nature must be sited in Land Capability Districts 
1a, 1c, 2, or 3, such as a ski run or hiking trail, in accordance with the 
guidelines regarding public outdoor recreation facilities and activities 
that create additional land coverage or permanent disturbance and that 
by their very nature need not be sited in sensitive lands (1a, 1b, 1c, 2, 3, 
or SEZs), Water Quality Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region, 
Volume I, Table 16, dated November, 1988; 
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CHAPTER 65: AIR QUALITY/TRANSPORTATION 
65.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

65.3.1 Purpose 
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cumulative mitigation credit to be given to the participating entities.  Credit 
shall be given based on the number of DVTE that will be reduced as a result of 
the proposed program.  Credit cannot be awarded when the reduction in 
vehicle trips is a mitigation requirement pursuant to subparagraphs 65.2.4.C or 
65.2.5.C above.  Candidate credit recipients shall submit a plan to TRPA 
describing the proposed program, quantifying the reduction in DVTE, and 
specifying the areas where the credit can be used.  The award of mitigation 
credit shall be reviewed and approved by TRPA, in consultation with the 
appropriate local jurisdiction and the Tahoe Transportation District, on an 
individual basis.  Credit shall be awarded at such time that the proposed 
program is implemented.  TRPA staff may reevaluate the 1,000 DVTE minimum 
requirement to determine if the level should be adjusted.  

65.3. BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES53 

65.3.1. Purpose 

The requirements in this section are intended to implement Map 5 of the Regional Plan 
(Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities). 

65.3.2. Applicability 

A. All applicants for commercial, tourist, mixed-use, multi-family, public service, 
and recreation projects, including the construction, alteration, or improvement 
of roadways, on lands designated with bicycle and pedestrian network trail 
segments in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan shall be required to grant an 
easement for the bicycle and pedestrian facilities in any of the following 
situations listed below: 

1. When there is new development of at least five residential or tourist 
units, or at least 10,000 square feet commercial floor area; or 

2. When alterations to existing development are 35 percent or greater of 
the value of the total improvements on the site and the improvements 
are not exempt or qualified exempt in accordance with Section 2.3. 

B. Instead of granting an easement, the land may be donated to a local 
government when the standards of Section 65.3.3 are met.  

65.3.3. Standards 

A. Applicable Agency or Local Government Standards54 
Easements for public bicycle or pedestrian facilities shall accommodate facilities 
that comply with the standards of the Agency. 

B. Trail Alignment Location 
1. Where feasible, alignment of bicycle or pedestrian trails that are shown 

adjacent to public rights-of-way on Map 5 of the Regional Plan (Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Facilities) shall be located in the public right-of-way, 
subject to approval from the applicable state transportation 
department. 

                                                             
53 New draft section to implement IM T-2.  Further discussion needed.   
54 Staff is conducting additional research on the applicability of local government standards? 
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65.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

65.3.4 Prior to Issuance of Final Inspection 
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2. Where it is not feasible to locate facilities in a public right-of-way, 
easement location should minimize impacts on private parcels to the 
extent feasible.   

C. Adjustment to Code Requirements55 
TRPA, in reviewing project applications under this section, shall have the 
discretion to adjust or waive certain Code requirements to the minimum extent 
necessary, as determined by TRPA, to facilitate the efficient connection of new 
trails to existing and planned trail networks, while minimizing impacts of the 
easement on development and redevelopment projects.  Adjustments may be 
authorized to site development standards (Chapters 30-39) as necessary to 
implement this subsection.  Neither the land coverage nor the site area 
required for the bicycle or pedestrian improvement shall reduce the total land 
coverage or development potential otherwise allowed for the project area. 

D. Reasonable Relationship to Anticipated Impacts56 
All easement dedications imposed on approved applications shall be 
reasonably related to the anticipated impacts of the proposed development or 
land use and to the purposes of this section.  Any condition imposed shall be 
roughly proportional both in nature and extent to the anticipated impacts of 
the proposed development, as shown through an individualized determination 
of impacts.  Easements shall not be required if these determinations cannot be 
made. 

E. Relationship to Other Code Requirements 
1. Air Quality Mitigation  

Any dedication made pursuant to this section may qualify toward 
required offsets of the air quality mitigation program (See Section 
65.2.4.C).  

2. Sidewalks 
Sidewalks required by the Agency or a local government shall count 
towards any bicycle or pedestrian facility required by this section. 

65.3.4. Prior to Issuance of Final Inspection 

The easement dedication shall be finalized and recorded prior to final project 
inspection by TRPA per Section  5.3 . 

65.3.5. Use of Trail 

Public use shall be allowed within the easement for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

65.3.6. Trespass 

Nothing in this section is intended to authorize public use of private property.  Public 
use of private property is a trespass unless appropriate easements and access have 
been acquired. 

                                                             
55 The implementation measure calls for “relief or waivers” from the dedication requirements.  This is a general relief provision that 
provides a general of authority to modify certain code requirements.   
56 Language added to address the legal requirements of a takings challenge under the federal (or state) Constitution.   

KF/jw AGENDA ITEM: VI.A.



G-39

DECEMBER 2012

CHAPTER 36: DESIGN STANDARDS 
36.6 Building Design Standards 

36.5.5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Maintenance Plan 
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B. Buildings, other structures, and land coverage shall be set back from SEZs in 
accordance with Chapter 53: Individual Parcel Evaluation System. 

C. Other setback requirements are set forth in Section 33.3: Grading Standards. 

36.5.5. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Maintenance Plan 

Entities responsible for the construction and maintenance of bike and pedestrian 
facilities proposed as part of a project shall provide a maintenance plan, including a 
funding strategy for the life of the bike and pedestrian facility, that shall be approved 
by TRPA prior to permit issuance or funding disbursement for any proposed public 
bicycle and pedestrian facility.42 

36.6. BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS 

36.6.1. General Standards 

A. Screening Elements 
The architectural design of a project shall include elements that screen from 
public view all external mechanical equipment, including refuse enclosures, 
electrical transformer pads and vaults, satellite receiving disks, communication 
equipment, and utility hardware on roofs, buildings, or the ground. 

B. Roof Finishes and Colors 
Roofs, including mechanical equipment and skylights, shall be constructed of 
non-glare finishes and earthtone colors that minimize reflectivity.  For this 
subparagraph, non-glare earthtone colors are defined as Munsell  Colors set 
forth in Appendix G, TRPA Approved Earthtone Colors, of the Design Review 
Guidelines, that have a value and chroma of 0-4 or other color systems that are 
equivalent to the adopted hues, values, and chromas of Appendix G. 

C. Color of Structures 
1. For all structures visible from the Scenic Threshold Travel Routes and 

from Public Recreation Area and Bicycle Trails identified in the 1993 
Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Evaluation, subdued colors of 
earthtone ranges shall be used for the primary color of structures.  

2. Colors shall be within a range of natural colors that blend, rather than 
contrast, with the existing backdrop vegetation and soils color.  

3. For this subparagraph, earthtone colors shall be medium to dark and 
shall meet the Munsell® Colors set forth in Appendix G, TRPA Approved 
Earthtone Colors, of the Design Review Guidelines or other color 
systems that are equivalent to the adopted hues, values, and chromas of 
Appendix G.  

4. TRPA may grant exceptions to this provision pursuant to Section 67.7, 
for scenic roadway corridors designated as urban, for unique situations 
such as site characteristics, or as set forth in subparagraph 83.11.1.  
Structures in the shoreland that were constructed prior to January 1, 

                                                             
42 Text added to implement the second bullet of IM T-2. 
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65.2.6 Use and Distribution of Mitigation Funds 
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4. Changes in operation in an area with a monitored worsening in level of 
service of nearby streets or intersections. 

65.2.6. Use and Distribution of Mitigation Funds 

A. TRPA shall deposit air quality mitigation funds in a trust account.  Interest 
accruing to the trust account shall remain in the account until used on air 
quality mitigation projects.  TRPA shall keep track of the amount of funds 
collected for each local jurisdiction, with interest, and shall disburse funds to 
the local jurisdiction, or to the Tahoe Transportation District at the local 
jurisdiction’s request, for expenditure within the jurisdiction of origin, provided 
TRPA finds that the expenditure is consistent with TRPA’s Regional 
Transportation Plan or the 1992 Air Quality Plan.  Pursuant to subparagraphs 
65.2.4.C.2 and 65.2.5.C.2, certain funds may be identified for the construction of 
specific projects.  By October 1 of each year, the recipient shall submit to TRPA 
an annual report of the funds expended as of June 30 each year.  

B. As an alternative to distributing air quality mitigation funds to the jurisdiction 
of origin, a portion of the air quality mitigation funds may be distributed across 
jurisdictional boundaries to support projects of regional priority that are 
specifically identified in a regional capital improvement program developed in 
cooperation with  local jurisdictions, such as the Five Year Environmental 
Improvement Program (EIP) Priority Project List.52 

65.2.7. Revision of Fee Schedules 

TRPA shall review the fee schedules in accordance with subsection 10.7 in the Rules of 
Procedure. 

65.2.8. Mitigation Credit 

The two programs below address air quality mitigation credit. 

A. Mitigation Fee Credit 
If a project approval expires and the project is not complete, then an air quality 
mitigation fee credit may be given for a subsequent similar project approval.  
This subparagraph shall not be construed to require a refund of an air quality 
mitigation fee.  Credit shall be given if the following requirements are met: 

1. The prior project approval was granted within the same project area as 
the project approval for which a credit is sought; 

2. The applicant provides sufficient evidence of the payment of an air 
quality mitigation fee; and 

3. An air quality mitigation fee is required as part of the project approval 
for which a credit is sought. 

B. Regional and Cumulative Mitigation Credit Programs 
In those instances when a reduction in daily vehicle trip ends (DVTE) of 1,000 or 
greater will result from the implementation of an EIP program that is not 
associated with any required mitigation, TRPA may allow for a regional and 

                                                             
52 Text added in response to IM AQ-2. 
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CHAPTER III - TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT III-6 
Public Review Draft Revised 04/25/2012

T-10.5 Consider quality of service for transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists in 
addition to motor vehicles when analyzing development impacts on the 
transportation system. 

T-10.6 Prohibit the construction of roadways to freeway design standards in the 
Tahoe Region.

T-10.7F. Level of service (LOS) criteria for the Region's highway system and 
signalized intersections during peak periods shall be:

♦ Level of service "C" on rural recreational/scenic roads.

♦ Level of service "D" on rural developed area roads. 

♦ Level of service "D" on urban developed area roads. 

♦ Level of service "D" for signalized intersections. 

♦ Level of service "E" may be acceptable during peak 
periods in urban areas, not to exceed four hours per day. 

♦ These vehicle LOS standards may be exceeded when 
provisions for multi-modal amenities and/or services 
(such as transit, bicycling, and walking facilities) are 
adequate to provide mobility for users.

GOAL T-11 
IMPROVE THE MOBILITY OF THE ELDERLY, DISABLED,
TRADITIONALLY UNDER-REPRESENTED AND UNDER-SERVED 
POPULATIONS AND OTHER TRANSIT-DEPENDENT GROUPS.

POLICIES

T-11.1 Provide specialized public transportation services with subsidized fare 
programs for transit, taxi, demand response, and accessible van services.

T-11.2 Ensure that transit and pedestrian facilities are ADA compliant and 
consistent with the TMPO Coordinated Human Services Transportation 
Plan.

GOAL T-12
MAINTAIN AND SUPPORT AIR SERVICE TO THE EXTENT THAT IT 
INCREASES MOBILITY AND PUBLIC SAFETY CONSISTENT WITH 
APPLICABLE LAW AND ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLDS.

POLICIES

T-12.1 Update and Maintain an Airport Master Plan. 

T-12.2 Limit aviation facilities within the Tahoe Region to existing facilities.
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Exhibit 2 

Comments from Agencies, Organizations and Businesses/Individuals  
 

Full comment letters can be read at the TRPA website, located at: 
http://www.trpa.org/RPUEISComments/ 
 
Agencies: 
CA_ Department of Transportation 
CA_Department of Parks & Recreation 
CA_State Agencies 
CA_ Tahoe Conservancy 
City of South Lake Tahoe 
Tahoe Transportation District 
Placer County 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Organizations: 
ClimatePlan 
Community Collaborative Of Tahoe Truckee 
League to Save Lake Tahoe, Friends of the West Shore, Tahoe Area Sierra Club – Joint 
Comments 
North Tahoe Citizen Action Alliance 
Sustainable Tahoe 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club – Separate Comment 

Businesses: 
Edgewood Companies 
Edgewood Companies & Heavenly Mountain Resort 
Gary Davis Group 
Harrah’s/Harveys 
Sierra Colina 
Sustainable Community Advocates 

Individuals: 
Aaron, D 
Ames, L 
Anonymous 2 
Anonymous 11 

Copeland, J 
Dahlgren, J 
Dodge, N 
Drum, J 

Evans, D 
Fett, E 
Filipko, J 
High, G 

Hollingsowrth, T 
Kelly, M 
Kenna, T 
Obray, P 
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Raymond, H 
Pretzer, C 
Przybyslawski, P  
Walker, R 
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APPENDIX H 
RTP Checklist

DRAFT Regional Transportation Plan Checklist
(Revised February 2010)

(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO/ RTPA and
submitted along w ith the draft RTP to Caltrans)

Name of MPO/RTPA: Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization

Date Draft RTP Completed: April 25, 2012

RTP Adoption Date: Anticipated December 12, 2012

What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)?

Anticipated December 12, 2012

Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate document? Separate document

By completing this checklist, the MPO/ RTPA verifies the RTP addresses 
all of the follow ing required information w ithin the RTP.

Regional Transportation Plan Contents

General Yes/No Page #
Yes Introduction, p.1

1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.322(a))

2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR part 
450.322(b)) 

Yes Chapters 4 & 5
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Yes Chapters 2, 4, 5, and 6
3. Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial elements 

identified in California Government Code Section 65080?

4. Does the RTP address the 10 issues specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) component as identified in Government Code Sections 65080(b)(2)(B) and 
65584.04(i)(1)? (MPOs only)

a. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building 
intensities within the region? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, p. 4

b. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the 
region, including all economic segments of the population over the course of 
the planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into account 
net migration into the region, population growth, household formation and 
employment growth? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, pp.4, 6, 9

Yes/No Page #
c. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection 

of the regional housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65584? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.9

d. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the 
region? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.7 and Chapter 4

e. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information 
regarding resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in 
subdivisions (a) and (b) of Government Code Section 65080.01? (MPOs 
only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.16

f. Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581?
(MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, pp.4, 9

g. Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general 
plans and other factors? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, pp.3-4
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h. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when 
integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation measures 
and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and 
light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets approved by the ARB? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, pp.4-6

i. Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation of 
housing units within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(1)? (MPOs 
only)

Yes Chapter 3, pp.4-6, 9-10

j. Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the 
federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506)? (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.15, and EIR/EIS Chapter 3.4 (Air 
Quality), p.22

Yes Introduction, p.1, Chapter 2, pp.3, 54. Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements? 

5. Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key 
assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code 14522.2) 
(MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.7, and Appendix C

Consultation/Cooperation Yes Chapter 7 and Appendix A

1. Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements of Title 
23, CFR part 450.316(a)?
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Yes/No Page #
2. Did the MPO/RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives 

including representatives from environmental and economic communities; airport; 
transit; freight during the preparation of the RTP? (23CFR450.316(3)(b))

Yes Chapter 7, p.4, Appendix G-3

3. Did the MPO/RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary involve the Yes Appendix G-3
federal land management agencies during the preparation of the RTP?

4. Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies responsible for 
land use, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation consulted? (23 CFR part 450.322(g))

Yes Appendix G-3

5. Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action Plan and (if 
available) inventories of natural and historic resources? (23 CFR part 450.322(g))

Yes Chapter 3, pp.18-20 (inventories of natural resources)
and EIR/EIS, Chapter 3.10 (Biological Resources) and 
Chapter 3.15, (Cultural Resources). The RTP was 
compared with local and regional wildlife protection 
measures which are more comprehensive than the CA 
State Wildlife Action Plan.

6. Did the MPO/RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal 
Government(s) and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of these Tribal 
Governments within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal concerns in the RTP and 
develop the RTP in consultation with the Tribal Government(s)?  (Title 23 CFR part 
450.316(c))

Yes Appendix G-3

7. Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the participation plan developed 
under 23 CFR part 450.316(a)? (23 CFR 450.316(i))

Yes Chapter 7, p.7

8. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement efforts that 
were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR part 450.316 (a))

Yes Chapter 7, p.4, and Appendix B, p.2, Appendix G-3
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9. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the coordination efforts with regional air 
quality planning authorities? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(2)) (MPO nonattainment and 
maintenance areas only)

Yes Chapter 3, p.15, Appendix B, p.3, Appendix G-3

10. Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services 
Transportation Plan?

Yes Appendix B, p.3

11. Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR part 450.322(j)) Yes http://www.tahoempo.org/, and http://www.trpa.org/

12. Did the RTP explain how consultation occurred with locally elected officials? 
(Government Code 65080(D)) (MPOs only)

Yes Appendix G-1, G-2, G-3

13. Did the RTP outline the public participation process for the sustainable communities 
strategy? (Government Code 65080(E) (MPOs only)

Yes Chapter 3, Section 3.7 and Appendix G-1

Modal Discussion

1. Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues? Yes Chapter 2, p. 8, Goal 7; Chapter 4, p.3-7, 11, 15

2. Does the RTP include a discussion of highways? Yes Chapter 4, p.4

Yes Chapter 4, p.15
3. Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation?

Yes Chapter 4, p.20
4. Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system?

Yes Chapter 4, p.11
5. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional pedestrian needs?

Yes Chapter 4, p.11
6. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional bicycle needs?

7. Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) (For 
MPOs and RTPAs located along the coast only)

n/a

Yes Chapter 4, p.15
8. Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation?
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9. Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)? Yes Chapter 4, p.16

10. Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement? Yes Chapter 4, p.19

Programming/Operations

1. Is a congestion management process discussed in the RTP? (23 CFR part 
450.450.320(b)) (MPOs designated as TMAs only)

n/a

2. Is the RTP consistent (to the maximum extent practicable) with the development of the 
regional ITS architecture?

Yes Chapter 5, p.6

3. Does the RTP identify the objective criteria used for measuring the performance of the 
transportation system?

Yes Chapter 1, p.9

4. Does the RTP contain a list of un-constrained projects? Yes Chapter 6, p. 17

Financial

1. Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 23 CFR 
part 450.322(f)(10)?

Yes Chapter 6

2. Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the fund 
estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (2006 STIP Guidelines, Section 19)

Yes Chapter 6, page 3.

3. Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (23 CFR part 
450.322(f)(10)(ii))

Yes Chapter 6, p.5

4. Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects?  Any regionally 
significant projects should be identified. (Government Code 65080(4)(A))

Yes Chapter 6, p.8 (financially constrained project list)
Regionally significant projects not identified in Chapter 
6, but listed in Executive Summary, p.5
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Yes/No Page #
5. Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect “year of 

expenditure dollars” to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 450.322(f)(10)(iv))
Yes Chapter 6, p.8, also last column pp.9-13.

6. After 12/11/07, does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that are 
reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, highway and 
transit within the region? (23 CFR 450.322(f)(10)(i)) 

Yes Chapter 6, pp.6-7, 13

7. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 
and the ITIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 33)

No

8. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 
and the FTIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 19)

Yes Chapter 6, p.2

9. Does the RTP address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified 
TCMs from the SIP can be implemented? (23 CFR part 450.322(f)(10)(vi)
(nonattainment and maintenance MPOs only)

n/a

Environmental

1. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in accordance with 
CEQA guidelines?

Yes http://www.tahoempo.org/Mobility2035/Default.as
px?SelectedIndex=1

n/a
2. Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if applicable?

3. Does the RTP contain a discussion of SIP conformity, if applicable? (MPOs only) Yes Appendix E, Conformity, and EIR/EIS Chapter 3.4 
(Air Quality), p.22. 

4. Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.322(f)(7)) Yes Chapter 3, Section 3.6

5. Where does the EIR address mitigation activities? Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS, 
http://www.tahoempo.org/Mobility2035/Default.as
px?SelectedIndex=1

6. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
for the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines?

n/a
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DRAFT Regional Transportation Plan Checklist
(Revised February 2010)

(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO/ RTPA and
submitted along w ith the draft RTP to Caltrans)

Name of MPO/RTPA: Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization

Date Draft RTP Completed: April 25, 2012

RTP Adoption Date: Anticipated December 12, 2012

What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)?

Anticipated December 12, 2012

Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate document? Separate document

By completing this checklist, the MPO/ RTPA verifies the RTP addresses 
all of the follow ing required information w ithin the RTP.

Regional Transportation Plan Contents

General Yes/No Page #
Yes Introduction, p.1

1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.322(a))

2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR part 
450.322(b)) 

Yes Chapters 4 & 5






