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ALTERNATIVE B – TWO-LOT ALTERNATIVE, SINGLE-FAMILY ESTATES 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-1 

Potential Short-Term Accelerated Soil Erosion and Sedimentation and/or Release of Pollutants to 
Nearby Water Bodies During Construction. Because Alterative B would be constructed on the same site 
and would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as 
Impact 5.5.A-1 described above for Alternative A. Slope and soil disturbance associated with Alternative B 
construction could cause accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation or the release of other pollutants to 
adjacent waterways and wetlands. However, implementation of required BMPs would prevent soil erosion and 
maintain this potentially significant impact on water quality at a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-2 

Impervious Surface Area and Runoff. Because Alternative B would be constructed on the same site and 
would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-2 
described above for Alternative A. However, development of Alternative B would result in a greater reduction 
of coverage than Alternative A, with a reduction of approximately 138,000 sf of impervious surfaces on the 
project site from current conditions. Alternative B would alter the course and volume of runoff from the project 
site during storm events, but the runoff volume would be reduced through the decrease in coverage and the 
design and implementation of BMPs and drainage facilities that meet or exceed TRPA requirements. This 
impact is considered beneficial. 

Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-3 

Urban Contaminants in Surface Runoff. Because Alternative B would be constructed on the same site and 
would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-3 
described above for Alternative A. Alternative B would decrease impervious site coverage and implement 
BMPs in accordance with TRPA requirements. Operation of Alternative B would result in a decrease in urban 
contaminants in surface runoff from the project site. This impact is considered beneficial. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation required. 

 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-4 

Interception of Groundwater Table During Construction. Because Alternative B would be constructed on 
the same site as Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-4 described above for Alternative A. 
Excavation activities for the foundations of the single-family estates may reach a depth of approximately 5 feet 
below ground surface. Based on data generated during the soils/hydrologic subsurface investigation, 
proposed construction excavation would generally not encounter groundwater; however, variable subsurface 
conditions may be present that would cause groundwater to be shallow enough to be intercepted. This impact 
is considered potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 5.5.B-4. Develop and Implement a Dewatering Plan. See Mitigation Measure 5.5.A-4 described 
above for Alternative A. The same mitigation measure would apply. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.5.B-4 would reduce Impact 5.5.B-4 to a less-than-significant level. 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-5 

Interference with Littoral Processes from Pier Extension and Buoy Relocation. Because Alternative B 
would result in a similar pier extension (minus the vertically moving fixed section and the “L” shaped end of 
the floating section) and the same buoy relocation as Alternative A, this impact is similar to Impact 5.5.A-5 
described above for Alternative A.  The Alternative B reconstruction and extension of the existing pier and the 
relocation of the three existing buoys would be designed and constructed consistent with TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Section 54.4.B Design and Construction Standards. Based on information pertaining to the effects 
of piers and floating docks, the extended pier and relocated buoys would not substantially interfere with littoral 
processes. The littoral processes with Alternative B are expected to be the same as existing conditions. 
Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-6 

Degradation of Water Quality During Pier Extension and Buoy Relocation Activities. Because 
Alternative B would result in a similar pier extension (minus the vertically moving fixed section and the “L” 
shaped end of the floating section) and the same buoy relocation as with Alternative A, this impact is would be 
similar to Impact 5.5.A-6 described above for Alternative A. Alternative B includes the reconstruction and 
extension of the existing pier and the relocation of the three existing buoys. The floating portion of the pier 
would be anchored by a single line of two piles in the center of the pier spaced at 28-foot intervals, while the 
fixed portion of the pier would be anchored by eight sets of parallel piles spaced at about 10-foot intervals. 
Pier installation and relocation of the buoys would result in minor disturbance of the lake bottom and minimal 
resuspension of sediments, nutrients, and other pollutants. The minimal disturbance to the lake bottom 
associated with Alternative B would not adversely affect Lake Tahoe water quality nor cause established 
water quality standards to be exceeded. Because Alternative B would not require the open-trench 
construction and installation of electrical conduct required under Alternative A, this impact is considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.B-7 

Degradation of Water Quality from Increased Boating Activity. Like Alternative A, Alternative B would 
include the reconstruction and extension of the existing pier and relocation of the three existing buoys. 
Alternative B would not provide new buoys, boat launching facilities, permanent moorings, or other marina 
facilities; therefore, Alternative B would not contribute to an increase in the number of boats on the lake. In 
addition, because Alternative B would not provide any additional permanent mooring, Alternative B would not 
result in a change in boating activity on the lake. Therefore, Alternative B would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to boating activity and water quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 
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IMPACT 
5.5.B-8 

Flood Hazard Effects. Alternative B would reduce the impedance of flood flows and would not increase the 
area of the 100-year floodplain. Like Alternative A, Alternative B would not place housing within a 100-year 
flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map and would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Under Alternative B, the two realigned project site parcels would each be developed with a single-family estate. 
Exhibit 4-1 shows the conceptual layout of Alternative B. Similar to Alternative A, Alternative B would be 
engineered to alleviate potential flooding risks by incorporating grading and design considerations such that it 
would not result in the placement of housing and structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. The residential 
estate structures would reduce the amount of development and coverage in the floodplain relative to existing 
conditions. Therefore, Alternative B would reduce the impedance of flood flows and would not increase the area 
of the 100-year floodplain. 

Both residential estates in Alternative B would include a drainage plan and temporary and permanent BMPs, 
similar to those identified for Alternative A in Chapter 3. Permanent BMPs would be included in the site design 
and would be designed to convey 100-year flood flows. The implementation of BMPs would improve existing 
drainage conditions on the site and would reduce the risks to structures within the floodplain. The grading plan for 
the two residential estates would remove structures from the floodplain pursuant to Douglas County floodplain 
management and FEMA standards. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

ALTERNATIVE C – TWO-LOT ALTERNATIVE, MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-1 

Potential Short-Term Accelerated Soil Erosion and Sedimentation and/or Release of Pollutants to 
Nearby Water Bodies during Construction. Because Alterative C would be constructed on the same site 
and would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as 
Impact 5.5.A-1 described above for Alternative A. Slope and soil disturbance associated with Alternative C 
construction could cause accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation or the release of other pollutants to 
adjacent waterways and wetlands. However, implementation of required BMPs would prevent soil erosion and 
maintain this potentially significant impact on water quality at a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-2 

Impervious Surface Area and Runoff. Because Alternative C would be constructed on the same site and 
would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-2 
described above for Alternative A. Development of Alternative C would result in a similar reduction of 
coverage to Alternative A, with a reduction of approximately 78,000 sf of impervious surfaces on the project 
site from existing conditions. Alternative C would alter runoff from the project site during storm events, but the 
runoff volume would be reduced through the decrease in coverage and the design and implementation of 
BMPs and drainage facilities that meet or exceed TRPA requirements. This impact is considered beneficial. 

Mitigation Measure 

No mitigation is required. 
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IMPACT 
5.5.C-3 

Urban Contaminants in Surface Runoff. Because Alternative C would be constructed on the same site and 
would result in a similar level of development as with Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-3 
described above for Alternative A. Alternative C would decrease impervious site coverage and implement 
BMPs in accordance with TRPA requirements. Operation of Alternative C would result in a decrease in urban 
contaminants in surface runoff from the project site. This impact is considered beneficial. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-4 

Interception of Groundwater Table During Construction. Because Alternative C would be constructed on 
the same site as Alternative A, this impact is the same as Impact 5.5.A-4 described above for Alternative A. 
Excavation activities for the foundations of the multifamily residential complexes may reach approximately 3 to 
5 feet, with the deepest excavations, associated with building footing design, potentially reaching a maximum 
depth of approximately 5 to 8 feet below ground surface. Based on data generated during the soils/hydrologic 
subsurface investigation, proposed construction excavation would generally not encounter groundwater; 
however, variable subsurface conditions may be present that would cause groundwater to be shallow enough 
to be intercepted. This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-4. Develop and Implement a Dewatering Plan. See Mitigation Measure 5.5.A-4 described 
above for Alternative A. The same mitigation measure would apply. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-4 would reduce Impact 5.5.C-4 to a less-than-significant level. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-5 

Interference with Littoral Processes from Pier Extension and Buoy Relocation. Because Alternative C 
would result in the same pier extension and buoy relocation as Alternative A, this impact is the same as 
Impact 5.5.A-5 described above for Alternative A. The proposed reconstruction and extension of the existing 
pier and the relocation of the three existing buoys would be designed and constructed consistent with the 
provisions of TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 54.4.B Design and Construction Standards relevant to littoral 
processes. Based on information pertaining to the effects of piers and floating docks, the extended pier and 
relocated buoys would not substantially interfere with littoral processes. The littoral processes with Alternative 
C are expected to be the same as existing conditions. Therefore, this impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-6 

Degradation of Water Quality during Pier Extension and Buoy Relocation Activities. Because 
Alternative C would result in the same pier extension and buoy relocation as with Alternative A, this impact is 
the same as Impact 5.5.A-6 described above for Alternative A. Alternative C includes the reconstruction and 
extension of the existing pier and the relocation of the three existing buoys. The floating portion of the pier 
would be anchored by a single line of two piles in the center of the pier spaced at 28-foot intervals, while the 
fixed portion of the pier would be anchored by eight sets of parallel piles spaced at about 10-foot intervals. 
Pier installation and relocation of the buoys would result in minor disturbance of the lake bottom and minimal 
resuspension of sediments, nutrients, and other pollutants. The minimal disturbance to the lake bottom 
associated with Alternative C would not adversely affect Lake Tahoe water quality nor cause established 
water quality standards to be exceeded. However, the open-trench construction through the beach zone and 
to the pier that would be necessary to install electrical conduit to power the vertically moving fixed pier section 
could result in degradation of water quality if groundwater is intercepted. Therefore, this impact is considered 
potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-6. Develop and Implement a Dewatering Plan Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-4. See 
Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-4 described above for Alternative A. The same mitigation measure would apply. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.5.C-4 would reduce Impact 5.5.C-6 to a less-than-significant level. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-7 

Degradation of Water Quality from Increased Boating Activity. Like Alternative A, Alternative C would 
include the reconstruction and extension of the existing pier and relocation of the three existing buoys. 
Alternative C would not provide new buoys, boat launching facilities, permanent moorings, or other marina 
facilities; therefore, Alternative C would not contribute to an increase in the number of boats on the lake. In 
addition, because Alternative C would not provide any additional permanent mooring, Alternative C would not 
result in a change in boating activity on the lake. Therefore, Alternative C would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to boating activity and water quality. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

IMPACT 
5.5.C-8 

Flood Hazard Effects. Alternative C would reduce the impedance of flood flows and would not increase the 
area of the 100-year floodplain. Like Alternative A, Alternative C would not place housing within a 100-year 
flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map and would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Under Alternative C, the two realigned project site parcels would be developed with multifamily complexes. 
Exhibit 4-3 shows the conceptual layout of Alternative C. Similar to Alternatives A and B, Alternative C would 
be engineered to alleviate potential flooding risks by incorporating grading and design considerations such that it 
not result in the placement of housing and structures within a 100-year flood hazard area. The multifamily 
residential structures would reduce the amount of development and coverage in the floodplain relative to existing 
conditions. Therefore, Alternative C would reduce the impedance of flood flows and would not increase the area 
of the 100-year floodplain. 

Both complexes in Alternative C would include a drainage plan and temporary and permanent BMPs, similar to 
those identified for Alternative A in Chapter 3. Permanent BMPs would be included in the site design and would 
be designed to convey 100-year flood flows. The implementation of BMPs would improve existing drainage 
conditions on the site and would reduce the risks to structures within the floodplain. The grading plan for the 
multifamily complexes would remove structures from the floodplain pursuant to Douglas County floodplain 
management and FEMA standards. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 

ALTERNATIVE D – NO PROJECT – JERE WILLIAMS PLAN 

Of all the project alternatives, No Project – Jere Williams Plan would have the greatest potential to cause impacts 
to water quality in the project area. This potential stems from the present lack of on-site stormwater runoff 
treatment prior to conveyance to Burke Creek and Lake Tahoe. This greatly increases the opportunity for direct 
and indirect discharge of nutrients, sediment, and pollutants into Lake Tahoe. These discharges affect the primary 
productivity and clarity thresholds for the lake. 

If this alternative were selected, the TRPA required BMP upgrades would be performed by the October 15, 2011 
deadline pursuant to Chapter 25 of the TRPA Code. However, no other BMPs would be implemented. While the 
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basic BMP upgrades would reduce the opportunity for direct and indirect discharge of nutrients, sediment and 
pollutants into Lake Tahoe, this alternative would not benefit from the proposed permanent BMPs of 
Alternatives A, B, or C, nor the SEZ restoration associated with Alternative A. As a result, this alternative would 
continue to result in significant impacts to water quality due to the direct and indirect discharge of sediment and 
nutrients into the lake. 

ALTERNATIVE E – NO PROJECT – MANUFACTURED HOUSING 

Alternative E is less likely to result in impacts to water quality than Alternative D because all project site 
improvements including BMP upgrades required by the 2011 TRPA deadline would be completed at one time. 
However, as with Alternative D, this alternative would not benefit from the proposed permanent BMPs of 
Alternatives A, B, or C and would not include any SEZ restoration. As a result, this alternative would also 
continue to convey untreated runoff to Burke Creek and Lake Tahoe, which would result in the direct and indirect 
discharge of sediment and nutrients into the lake. Such would result in significant impacts to water quality that 
would not occur under Alternatives A, B, or C. 




