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APPROVE THE ISSUANCE OF A RECREATIONAL PIER PERMIT

APPLICANT:
' Alfred E. Maffly, Trustee
c/o David A. Wight
2505 Milvia Street
Berkeley, California 94704

AREA, TYPE LAND AND LOCATION:
A parcel of submerged land located in the bed of Lake Tahoe

at Meeks Bay, El Dorado County

LAND USE:
Reconstruction and relocation of an exlstlng pier.

TERMS OF PROPOSED PERMIT:
Lease period:
Five years beginning July 19 1993.

CONSIDERATION:
: Rent-free pursuant to Section 6503.5 of the P.R.C.

BASIS FOR CONSIDERATION:
Pursuant to 2 Cal. Code Regs. 2003

APPLICANT BTATUS'
Applicant is owner of the upland.

PREREQUISITE CONDITIONS, FEES AND EXPENSES:
Filing fee, proce551ng fee, and environmental fees have been

received.

8TATUTORY AND OTHER REFERENCES:
A. P.R.C.: Div. 6, Parts 1 and 2: Div. 13.
B. Cal Code Regs.: Title 2, Div. 3: Title 14, Div. 6.

AB 884:
09/15/93
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CALENDAR ITEM No. C21  (CONT/D)

OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION:

1. Pursuant to the Commission’s delegation of authority
and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.
15025), the staff has prepared a Proposed Negative
Declaration identified as ND 619, State Clearinghouse
No. 93052057. Such Proposed Negatlve Declaration was
prepared and circulated for public review pursuant to
the provisions of CEQA.

Based upon the Initial Study, the Proposed Negative
Declaration, and the comments received in response
thereto, there is no substantial evidence that the
project will have a significant effect on the
environment. (14 Cal. Code Regs. 15074 (b).

2. This activity involves lands identified as possessing
significant environmental values pursuant to P.R.C.
6370, et seq. Based upon the staff’s consultation with
the persons nominating such lands and through the CEQA
process, it is the staff’s opinion that the project, as
proposed, is consistent with its use classification.

3. The applicant proposes to relocate and reconstruct an
existing nonconforming pier near the applicant’s
northerly property boundary. The new pier will be
constructed 60 feet north of the applicant's southerly
.property boundary. The new pier will be in conformance
with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s (TRPA)
shorezone ordinances.

4. The existing pier will be dismantled and removed. -
~ Removal and reconstruction of the pier will be
accomplished by a rubber~tired barge with a pile
driver. Access to the construction site will be by
barge with a pile driver.

5. The proposed Permit includes special language in which
the Permittee agrees to protect and replace or restore,
if required, the habitat of Rorippa subumbellata, '
commonly called the Tahoe Yellow Cress, a State-listed

endangered plant species.

——
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No materials will be stored or placed, nor will any
activity associated with the construction or
maintenance of the project, be conducted above the low
water line (elevation 6223 feet, Lake Tahoe Datum) of
the subject property. This procedure will prevent any
disturbance to the habitat of Rorippa subumbellata,
commonly called the Tahoe Yellow Cress, a State-listed

endangered plant species,

Commission staff will monitor the reconstruction of the
pier in accordance with the Monitoring Program included
within the proposed Negative Declaration, State
Clearinghouse No. 93052057.

The subject property was physically inspected by staff
for purposes of evaluating the impact of the proposed
activity on the public trust.

The proposed Permit is conditioned on Permittee’s
conformance with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s
Shorezone Ordinance. If any structure authorized by
the Permit is found to be in nonconformance with the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Shorezone ordinance, -
and if any alterations, repairs, or removal required
pursuant to said ordinance are not accomplished within
the designated time period, then the Permit will be
automatically terminated, effective upon notice by the
State, and the site shall be cleared pursuant to the
terms thereof.

If the location, size, or number of any structure
hereby authorized is to be altered, pursuant to order
of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Permittee shall
regquest the consent of the State to make such
alteration.

The proposed Permit is conditioned on the public’s
right of access along the shorezone below the high
water line (Elevation 6,228. 75 feet, Lake Tahoe Datum),
pursuant to the holding in State v. Superior Court
(Fogerty), 2 Cal. 3d 240 (1981), and provides that the
Permittee must provide a reasonable means for public
passage along the shorezone, including, but not limited
to, the area occupied by the authorized improvements.
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CALEN EM No. C21 CONT’

APPROVALS OBTAINED:
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, El Dorado County

PURTHﬁR APPROVALS REQUIRED:
United States Army Corps of Engineers, State Lands

Commission

EXHIBITS:
A. Land Description

B. Location Map
C. Negative Declaration and Monltorlng Program

IT IS8 RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSION:

1. CERTIFY THAT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION, ND 619, STATE CLEARING
HOUSE NO. 93052057, WAS PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT PURSUANT
TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE CEQA AND THAT THE COMMISSION HAS
REVIEWED AND CONSIDERED THE INFORMATION CONTAINED THEREIN.

2. ADOPT THE PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION AND DETERMINE THAT
THE PROJECT, AS APPROVED, WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT

~ ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

3. ADOPT THE MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN, AS CONTAINED IN
EXHIBIT "C", ATTACHED HERETO. .

4. FIND THAT THIS ACTIVITY IS CONSISTENT WITH THE USE
CLASSIFICATION DESIGNATED FOR THE LAND PURSUANT TO P.R.C.

6370, ET SEQ.

5.  AUTHORIZE ISSUANCE TO ALFRED E. MAFFLY, TRUSTEE, OF A FIVE~
YEAR RECREATIONAL PIER PERMIT, BEGINNING JULY 19, 1993, FOR
THE RECONSTRUCTION AND RELOCATION OF AN EXISTING PIER ON THE
LAND DESCRIBED ON EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED, AND BY REFERENCE

MADE A PART HEREOF.
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PETE WILSON, Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA .

EXECUTIVE OFFICE
STATE LANDS COMMISSION 1807 - 13th Street

LEO T. McCARTHY, Lieutenant Governor
GRAY DAVIS, Controller

Sacramento, CA 95
CHARLES WARRENMN

THOMAS W. HAYES, Director of Finance : " Executive Officer

May 20, 1993
File: WP 3602
ND 619

NOTICE OF PUBLIC REVIEW OF A PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(SECTION 15073 CCR)

A Negative Declaration has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (Section 21000 et seq., Public Resources Code),
the State CEQA guidelines (Section 15000 et seq., Title 14, California Code Regulations),
and the State Lands Commission Regulations (Section 2901 et seq., Title 2, California Code
Regulations) for a project currently being processed by the staff of the State Lands
Commission. :

The document is attached for your review. Comments should be addressed
to the State Lands Commission office shown above with attention to the undersigned. All
comments must be received by June 19, 1993.

Should you have any questlons or need additional mformanon, please call the
undersigned at (916) 324-4715. :

Attachment
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PETE WILSON, Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA N .
STATE LANDS COMMISSION - f::fl:"':'a‘: g:f'.ff
© LEO T. McCARTHY, Lieutenant Governor Sacramento, CA 95814
?:(‘)‘I\YJIBSA ws l:i:‘;':gt’g;remor of Finance ' . 'g.tstffg:::?m

ROP ATION
ND 619
File: WP 3602
SCH No. 93052057
Project Title: Maffly Pier Relocation/Reconstruction
Project Proponent: Alfred Maffly
Project Location: APN: 016-051-06, Meeks Bay, Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County.
Project Description: Removal of an existing 8 x 89 nonconforming private
recreational pier and three unattached pilings located near the
northerly property boundary. Relocate and reconstruct a new
8 x 60’ pier 60’ north of the southern property line. The new
pier will be in conformance with TRPA shorezone ordinances.
Removal of the existing pilings and placement of new pilings
will be accomplished by a rubber-tired barge with pile driver
attached. The project is located in a "clear” area according to
TRPA fish habitat maps. The project site was surveyed by a
qualified botanist for Rorippa in the Spring of 1991. The
report concluded that the proposed project site did not contain
Rorippa or habitat suitable to support the plant species.
Contact Pérson: Judy Brown Telephone: (916) 324-4715

This document is prepared pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Section 21000 et seq., Public Resources Code), the State CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15000 et seq., Title 14, California Code Regulations), and the State
Lands Commission regulations (Section 2901 et seq., Title 2, California Code Regulations).

'Based upon the attached Initial Study, it has been found that:
/__/ that project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

/[ X_/ mitigation measures included in the project will avoid potentially significant effects.
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STATE LANDS COMMISSION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST - PART I
Form 13.20 (7/%2) - o, File Ref:_PRC3602

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. Applicant  Alfred MafTly
C/O Vail Engineering Corporation
PO Box 879

Tahoe City CA 96145

B. Checklist Date: _05_/ 11 /[ 93

C. Contact Person: _Judy Brown

Telephone: _( 916 ) 3244715

D. Purpose: . Consideration of relocation and reconstruction of an existing recreational pier.

E. Location: Meeks Bav, APN 16-051-35, Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County

F. Description:_Remove an existing 8 X 89" picr, relocate and reconstruct 2 new 8 x 60° pier on the same parcel within 60° of the southern property

G. Persons Contacted:

TRPA

USACOE

IL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. (Explain il “yes® and *maybe” answers)

A PBarth Will the proposal result in:’ . Ys  Maybe No
L Unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures?. . . . . . ... .. ... - X
2 Dkrﬁp«ions,dkpheements,eompacﬁon,orovem;ﬁngofﬂesoﬂ? —_ —_— X
3. Change in topography or ground surface relicf features?............ T — —_— X
4. The destruction, covering, or modification of any unique geologic or physical features? .............. — —_— X

5. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?...... "'"'UKLENDKR"PAGE_ .225 -
: 1
6. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition ion which
mfymodifymechmelofaﬁwrornmmorthebedoftheocunornybay,ml!’ WYUTE. .PAGE _ ..1_385_XH )

7. Exposure of all people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?................ vesecnes ceevan ceeerenans cesees — X




——— - S .

B. Air. Wil the proposal result in: Yes Maybe No
1. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambicat air quality? . ... ...cciiietiatietioritiiatieiicnenn - —_ X
2. ‘The creation of objectional odors? .......... eeressrenaiiiaaeens O P — _ X
3 Mxmmdurmgmorumpenmummnpmmmbanymw ...... —_ — X

C. Water. Will the proposal result in:

1. Changes in the currents, or the course or direction of water movements, in cither marine or fresh waters? SRR — — X
2 angs'inabsotptionnts,dniugepnuemsorthentemdamountofmtfwenmmnom .............. — — X
3. Alterations to the course or flow Of flOOd Waters? . . o oo vvecerecnnenacreocsccccesnccocascsvessccncons —_ _— ».4
4. Change in the amount of surface water in-any water body? ... covvntinreineiaticeeieettietneennenss —_— - .4
5. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water quality, including but not '

limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? ..o ovintiiiiiieaiiittiiiiiiettitiaet oo o — —_ X
6. Alteration of the direct on or rate of flow.of ground waters? .......coviciirecicccnnniennnans seemeeees — — X
7. Change in the quantity of ground waters, either thmudlduectaddmons or withdrawals, or through

interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? . ... . ceieciettenaen tetecesesencsnsasarenceannans —_— —_— .4
8 Subaanﬁalnducﬁouhmeamountof“teruherwhemﬂabkforpublkmnppﬁs? S ST I 4
9. E.xposuxeofpeoplcorpmpeﬂytomter—mhtedhmxdswsﬂoodmgorudﬂm ..................... — —_— X
10. Significant changes in the temperature, flow or chemical content of surface thermal springs? ................. —_ — X

D. Plaat Life. Will the proposal result in: |

L Changeinthédhexﬁtyofspedegornumberofmyspedsdphnu(nndudingke&.shmbg
grass, crops, and aquatic plants)? ....... sessesesesasicsssscscsnnene cetececacsscsaseasaccnne eese e — X
2 Reductnonofthenumbesofmyunique,nxeofendngendqedﬁdphnu? ........................... —_ — X
3. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or in a barrier to the normal replenishment of '
existing species?. .. .. teeeeecestisesesacseacansesssansnns ctsecsssscssssesrensas N —_— —_ X
4. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?.......... tesenecesairasecresens tessssarennan creeane —_— S X
E. Aaimal Life. Will the proposal result in: |
L Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of animals (birds, fand
mimakindudingnpﬁls,ﬁshnndshenrsh,bemhicmpnkms,orinm)? ceeemaanieneenes BN — —_ X
2 Reducuonofthenumbeuolmynmque,morendmgendwdmk? ...... evenenvaeeneneearee X
a huodmnofnwspeasdmmkmwnam,wmltmnhmerwlhemm ' )
ormovement of animals? .........ccc00i000nnn tessecseareanassesens cescecetecassasstssasnnsense — — X
4. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? ............... teecececesncncacescasransstsnsonons C— —_— X

F. Noisc. Will the proposal result in:

L Increase in existing BOE VEIS? . .....eueuiniinininitetetttentneaeneeeaeeanaataraaan e I 4
2. Exposure of People t0 SEVEre NOISe IEVeIS? . . v« vevenenenenenenensnnnsnencnsnrasssenesenenns U 4

G. Light and Glare. Will the proposal result in: '

1. The production of new light orglare? ........ccoevveemennnnn. O — X

H. Laod Use. Will the proposal result in: : : .

1. A substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area? .............

L Natural Resources. Wil the proposal result in: : CALENDAR PAGE 226
1. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources? ......... e eeerareenaaees llmmr,.pm;n — 1386_E.H
2 Substantial depietion .of any noarencwable TESOURES? . . . .eceevenencrercnnannas ceeveaes Ceeees ceemene e — X

2-



J. Risk of Upset. -Does the proposal result in:

L Audmmmmmawm(mmmwn

xS veesanne

olmm“ndnm)mmemtdmm«wcowm

2 Possible interference with emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan? .........ocvieiencens

K. Population. Will the proposal result in:

1. The alteration, distribution, deasity, or growth rate of the human population of the area? ... ..coveiierenns

L'Ha-’ng, Will the proposal result in

1. Affecting existing housing, or create a demand for additional bousing? . ... .....cveuinaiescccenneionnne.

M. Transportation/Circulstion. Will the proposal result in:

1. Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement? ... ...ccvieerecncecstonssaccccsccssscccses

2. Affecting existing parking facilities, or create a demand for new parking? .. .....cooviecneennen. .

csse

eseee

3. Substantial impact upon existing LranSPOTtAtioN SYSIEMS? v vvvevevunssesnnnsnnnonasecccssssssenannss

4. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods? . .............. creeeans

S. Altennonstowaterbome,nﬂ,ormmff......... ..... ceisesesssessnsansanse cessssssecansssens

6. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians? ... .....coovvenceecnsenene

N. Public Services. Willthepioposalhnveaneffemupon,ormltinlneedfornevormaed

governmental services in any of the following areas:

seroe

soee

4. Parks and other recreational facilities? . .. .....civiiiieieiiietietintcienenans eeaceses ceevassasen

5. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? . ..o cneineiiiiiiiiiiiietiiiiia it iiaeees N

6. Other governmental services? .......cvcveeeeveccns eeensscasasscecnssasacasnsasvecsscsnonnan e

O. Energy. Will the proposal result in:

1. Use of substantial amounts of fuel orenergy? .....c.cccveviennecsccesanccnsans ceesans ceverenesee

2 Submntialincxeaseindemhdmeﬂhgmmdm,mmuhmmmtdﬁm?....

P. Utilities. Willmepmpmﬂmlthamdfmmmwmmldmmw&mmiﬁa

1. Power or natural gas? ......ccoevevncosocccansen Ceeeereraeeenans

2. Communication Systems? ..........ccceoereesscsccccssssscnasscnnnen

3, Water?..... cecssesans s ceesescscnsesas

YRy

4. Sewerorseptictanks? .......c.cc00nnn veeessnnssencnnee seseses cescsccecnanns

5. Storm water drainage? .......c.000n. tesctesetanenes

6. Solid waste and disposal? ........... Ceeteceaserannn eeesesscessssssensssecscccse

Q. Human Health. Will the proposal result in:

1. Creation of any heaith hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental health)? ..... vesseesasescssseas

2. Exposure of people to potentnl health hazards?........ ceceessocns PN o

R Acsthetics. Will the proposal result in:

be be be be be e

R O be be be be be e e

b be

b be

be
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S. Recrestion. Will the proposal result in: Yes Maybe

L An impact upon the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities? ... ......occveaiiiniinnee, —

I
b ¥

T. Cultural Resources
1. Will the proposal result in the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or bistoric archeological site? ... ___ —

2. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or historic
building, structure, or object? ... . ... . ciiiiaciiiitietecttetereeatenctatcattaantacnanas

3. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique ethnic
CUltuml VaIUES? . . .. e ittt iiiiii i i tacccenecatsentatecnasntssst ettt sarerenconns

bbb

4. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area? . ............... — -

U. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause 2 fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to climinate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or

animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California bistory or prehistory? ............ — —_ X
2 Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, eavironmental
................................................................................. - —_ .4
3. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? . .............. — —_— X
4. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
X

beings, either directly orindirectly? . ........co0cuevnnnns esiccssesecccsansorsasonsreasovronns
IIL. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (See Comments Attached)

IV. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evajuation:
— 1 find the proposed project COULD NOThwuﬁpifmtéﬂedontheuvhonmengandaNBGAﬂVEDBﬂARAﬂON‘wmbeptepucd.

X_ Ifind that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the eavironment, there will not be a significant effect
mmnanbummmmmdm&mnmmmuenddedwmm A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

_ will be prepared.
— I find the proposed project MAY bave a significant effect on the enviroament, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
Date: _5 / 14 / 93 ’ <;k@dﬁyg~é§¢azb}7t~
For g State Laghs Commission
Judy Brown
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Project Description

Remove an existing 8’ x 89’ nonconforming, private
recreational pier and three unattached pilings which are all
located near the northerly property boundary of APN: 16-051-35;
relocate and reconstruct a new 8’ x 60’ pier 60’ north of the
southern property line which will be in conformance with TRPA

ordinances.

The relocated pier will be a distance of 80’ from an existing
pier to the south and 275’ from an existing pier to the north. (See
attached Exhibit C & D). The length of the reconstructed pier will
be 5’ within the TRPA pierhead line, as was the 8’ x 89’ pier to be
removed. Relocation of the pier will shorten the pathway needed to
access the pier from the existing upland residence. The proposed

pier pathway already exists.

Removal and reconstruction of the existing pilings will be
accomplished by a rubber-tired barge with a pile driver (see
attached Project Narrative and Construction Method - Exhibit D).

TRPA has issued their conditional approval on March 10, 1993,
project #910217.

Environmental Setting

. The pier location is in an area identified by TRPA fish
habitat maps to be "clear". The slope from the residence to the
shoreline is steep and covered with dense brush and boulders. The
area between low and high water contains large boulders 3-5+’ in
diameter with no vegetation.

The soils and vegetation of the progect site was surveyed by
Julie Etra, a quallfled botanist, in the Spring of 1991 to

determine whether Rorippa sugumbellatg. 0ll. (a California-State

listed threatened and endangered plant species) was present or

whether the site contains suitable habitat to support such species.
The report concluded that the project site contained large boulders
with no sandy substrate and was therefore not suitable habitat for
the Rorippa plant to be established. The report further mentioned
that no vegetation existed between elevations 6223’ and 6228.75’
LTD, the ordinary low and high water marks, respectively.

Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game
pursuant -to the California Endangered Species Act is occurring
simultaneously with the public comment period for this
environmental document.

" CALENDAR PAGE 229
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III. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

MAFFLY PIER REMOVAL, RELOCATION AND RECONSTRUCTION

A. Earth
1. Earth Conditions

This project involves the removal of 16 pilings, two of
which do not support the pier structure, decking,
catwalks and an existing shed. The pier will be
relocated within 60’ of the southern property line and
will be 60’ in length. Ten new pier pilings will be
driven into the lake bed a minimum of 6’ or to refusal.
These impacts should not create unstable earth conditions
or change the geologic substructure of the project site.

2. Compaction, Overcovering of the Soil

The proposed project will remove a pier structure which
is much longer and covers more area than the structure to
be relocated and reconstructed. In addition, the
relocated pier will be accessed by a more direct route
from an existing pathway from the upland residence which
is located on a bluff overlooking Meeks Bay. No
significant impacts are anticipated.

3. Topography

Removal, relocation and reconstruction of an existing
recreational pier would not significantly change the o
topography for this shoreline area. No significant P
impacts are anticipated. o ‘ o

4. Unique Features

The shoreline in this area contains many large boulders.
Relocation and reconstruction of the existing pier will
require construction over boulders within the shorezone
between low and high water. Since many . boulders occur
within this area of Meeks Bay, this impact is considered

to be insignificant.
5. Erosion

The pier to be relocated and reconstructed is of open
piling design. The project will be accessed from the
waterway by a rubber-tired barge. This project would not
increase wind or water erosion of soils at this site.

6. Siltation C “ CALENDAR PAGE 230
“MINUTB PAGE 1390 :
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Removal of the existing pilings may create some siltation
as the substrate settles after piling removal. This
impact is anticipated to be minor as this shoreline area
is predominantly occupied by boulders and large cobble.

7. Geologic Hazards .

The new pier pilings would be driven into the lake bed a
minimum of 6/ or to refusal. This depth of installation
would be considered shallow and should not induce seismic
instabilities or ground failures. There are no known
geologic hazards along the shoreline within the vicinity
.of this project; therefore there would be no impacts.

Air
1. Emissions

The pier would be accessed by a diesel-operated, rubber-tired
barge. Some emissions will result during the relocation and

-reconstruction of the existing pier from the arrival and

departure of construction vehicles and amphibious craft. This
impact will be minimal and temporary, lasting during the
reconstruction of the pier.

Emissions may be generated from continued use of the pier by
fuel-powered boats. This is an ongoing impact as the pier has
existed since the m1d-1960's. No significant impacts are

identified.

2. Odors

The reconstruction activity would create some odors from crew
vehicles arriving and leaving the project. Continued use of
the pier would create some odors as boats arrive and leave.
The existing and proposed use of the recreational pier is for
the applicants use only. No commercial activity is proposed.
The odors described are considered to be insignificant.

3. Air Movement, Moisture, Temperature, Climate
Th@s projeet does not propose the placement of any structure
which would create air movement, moisture or temperature, or

any change in the climate locally or regionally. There would
be no such impact resulting from this project. '

Water

1. Currents, Water Movements

This project does not propose any intak - A
fluids or materials into the lake water - cAERR AR RORSS pie§231 |
: |
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reconstructlon is of open piling design. There would be no
impacts to water currents or movements resulting from this

project.
2. Absorption Rates

This project involves dismantling of an existing pier and
relocating the pier farther to the south on the same parcel.
This . project would not have an impact on the existing
absorption rates or drainage patterns of surface water runoff.

3. Flood Waters

This project occurs within the bed and shores of Lake Tahoe.
The proposed pier projects from a parcel which contains a
residential dwelling. There are no stream inlets located on
this property. This project would not have an effect on the
course or flow of flood waters.

4. Surface Water

The deck of the proposed pier to be relocated and
reconstructed would be built above high water (6628.75’ LTD)
at an elevation of 6232’. There would be no significant

impacts to the lake water’s surface.

5. Discharge, Dissolve Oxygen

This project would cause minimal turbidity to lake waters
during the removal of the existing pier pilings from the lake
bed and the placement of new pier pilings into the lake bed.
Specific water quality measures to be implemented include:

a) Use of caissons or vertical cylinders (sleeves) to
prevent the release of resuspended sedlments during plle

removal and placement;

b) Placement of a boat and/or tarp and/or water skimmer
under the construction area to prevent debris from

entering the water;

- c) Collection of waste material onto a barge for disposal at
an approved site.

~ Continued use of the pier by motorized boats would have a
minor impact upon the lake’s water quality. No significant
1mpacts are identified.

6. Flow of Ground Waters

The existing pier pilings would be removed and new pilings

would be placed at the revised location within the ap
shoreline frontage and as identified wi nlhnlithrlans,232
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attached as Exhibits A & C. New pilings would be driven into
the lake bed a minimum of 6’ or to refusal. The depth of
placement should not affect the existing flow of ground water

entering Lake Tahoe.

7. Quantity of Ground Waters

This project does not propose the extraction or use of

existing ground water; therefore, there would be no lmpact on
ground water quantity.

8. Public Water Supply

This project does not propose the extraction, use or

contamination of water used for an existing public water
supply. There would be no impacts to public water supplies.

9. Water-Related Hazards

The proposal involves the removal of an existing non-
conformlng pier and the relocation and reconstruction of the
pier at a location closer to the southern property line. It
does not propose any new extension of the pier into the lake
waters which would create a new water-related hazard. The
pier will be located within the TRPA pierhead line.

10. Temperature, Flow or Chemical Content

There are no known thermal springs located within the project
vicinity. The pro;ect is located in Meeks Bay, Lake Tahoe, El

Dorado County.
Plant Life

1. Diversity of Species

The proposed project would involve removal of 14 existing pier
pilings. Two pilings are 1located above 6229, and the

remainder of the pilings waterward of high water. The soils
and vegetation of the proposed project site were surveyed on
June 17, 1993 by Julie Etra, a qualified botanist. The report
indicated that the shorezone area contains large boulders and

cobbles of varying sizes. No sandy substrate or vegetation of

any kind were found between the high and low water levels.
Therefore, this project would not impact the diversity of

species.
2. Endangered Species

The site survey was conducted to determine whether the

presence of Rorippa subumbellata, Roll., a State-listed plant

species or its habitat would be affected by the proposed
project. - The report concluded that the P

contain Rori or its habitat. .
Rorippa : CALENDAR PAGE 233
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3. Introduction of Plants

Relocation and reconstruction of the existing pier would
involve removal of 14 existing pilings and placement of 10 new
pilings. The new steel pilings will afford a hard substrate
for sessile aquatic plants. The project site is located in a
"clear" area according to TRPA fish habitat maps. The area in
which the pier is proposed to be reconstructed is of sand and
cobble substrate area, so introduction of the new pier pilings
would not create a 51gn1f1cant new impact on plant
populations. There would be a minor impact to existing plant
populations which have existed due to the reduced number of

pier pilings to be used.
4. Reduction of Agricultural Crops

The proposed project would occur within the body and shoreline
area of Lake Tahoe. No agricultural crops would be affected.

Animal Life
1. -Animal Species Diversity

The proposed project is located in an area determined by TRPA
for fish habitat purposes to be a "Clear" area. Replacement
of the existing pilings could have a minor impact to fish and
benthic organisms which were attracted to the pilings for

grazing and shelter.

2. Rare Species

The pro;ect is located in a "clear" area determined by TRPA
staff for de51gnat10n of fish habitat purposes as described
above. This project would have no impact upon rare animal

species.
3. New Species

This pro;ect does not propose the introduction of any new
animals species to Lake Tahoe. There would be no impacts.

4. Habitat Deterioration

- Refer to responses E.1.-3., above. There would be no impacts

to fish habitat.
Noise

1. Noise Increases

The proposed pro;ect would cause perlodic moderate increases
to existing noise levels during the drivifg of steel pilings.
Noise from pile driving activity may occiuCARBNIRR WRARE days 234
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for two or three weeks. Noise from work crew vehicles
arriving and leaving the project site would occur at the
beginning and ending of each work day during the
reconstruction activities. These impacts would be considered
temporary, and insignificant. No new noise would occur from
the continued use of the recreational pier.

2. Severe Noise

Noise from pile driving activity may expose persons within the
vicinity to periodic episodes of extreme noise levels. ' These’
noise increases may last seconds or minutes in duration.
Periodic, brief increases to the existing noise levels would
occur adjacent to the recreational pier when motorized boat
engines are used. These brief occurrences are not considered
to be significant impacts to the shorezone of Lake Tahoe, and

are controlled by TRPA.

Light and Glare

1. The proposed project would be reconstructed during
daylight hours, so significant artificial lighting would
not be necessary. No new lighting is proposed. There
would be no significant impacts resulting from this

. project.

Land Use

1. This project does not propose new land uses which would
alter local use patterns. The existing pier to be
relocated and reconstructed would occur waterward of the
same land parcel which is designated for residential and

" recreational use.

Natural Resources

1-2. The proposed reconstruction of the existing recreational
pier would not increase the rate of use of any natural
resource, or loss of non-renewable resources. The pier
would continue to be used for private recreational use.
No new facilities are proposed as part of this pier
reconstruction project which would have an impact on the
use of natural resources.

Risk of Upset

1. Explosion

Risk of explosion of fuel during reconstruction activity
would be remote as the’ amphlblous vehlcle/watercraft used

to remove and replace pier pilings i
fuel. Risk of explosion durin otgr t_usage of
xp 9 motdr i R rABRAt pREaT 235 ¢
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the pier would be minimized through TRPA’s conditional
permit. Such precautions include: no discharge of
petroleum products into the Lake and, no containers of
fuel, paint or hazardous materials stored on the pier.

2. Emergency Response Plan

The existing recreational pier has been authorized at
this location by the State Lands Commission since 1966.
The proposed reconstruction and relocation of this pier
would not include any new modifications to extend the
length " of the pier which would interfere with any
existing emergency response plan for this area. The pier
length will be well within the TRPA pierhead line.

‘Population

1. The proposed project would not affect the population
density or growth patterns within the area. The pier has
existed at this location since at least 1966. The pier
will continue to be used for the private recreational use
of the applicant. The pier would not be used to dock
live-aboard vessels. There would be no impacts to

population resulting from this project.

| Housing

1. The proposed project would not affect existing housing
nor create a demand for additional housing. An existing
single-family dwelling exists on the upland parcel. The

. pier would continue to be used for the applicant’s
recreational benefit.

Transportation/Circulation
1. Vehicular Movement

Some additional vehicular movement would occur temporarily.
during the proposed decking repair activities from
construction workers arriving and leaving the project site.
No new vehicular traffic would result from the continued use

of the pier.
2. Parking

No new parking is proposed or would be required to conduct the
proposed pier removal/reconstruction. Parking for the
construction workers is available at the applicant’s upland
residence which is located on Meeks Bay Avenue, a residential

street off Highway 89.

3. Transportation Systems CALENDAR PAGE 236
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The proposed relocation and reconstruction of the existing
pier would not create ‘significant impacts on the existing or
future transportatlon systems. Construction workers would
access the project site using existing highways and roadways
for replacement of the decking. No new impacts to
transportatlon systems would occur from the continued use of

the pier.
4. Circulation

The pier, once relocated, will be approximatelyV 275’ in

distance to the nearest pier to the north and approximately

80’ in distance to an existing pier to the south. Relocation
and design of the pier will bring the pier into conformance

‘with TRPA design and placement standards. The relocated pier

will be five feet in distance within the TRPA pierhead line.
There would be no identified circulation impacts which would

result from this proposed project.
5. Traffic
Refer to response M.4., above.

6. Hazards -

The proposed repair activity would occur in the body of the
lake, therefore there would be no impacts to motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians. Construction vehicles needed for
this project would be few in number and would utilize existing
roadways. Parking would occur on Meeks Bay Avenue, off
Highway 89, thereby creating minimal effect on the existing
motor, bicycle and pedestrian traffic.

Public Services

1.-6. :

The proposed relocation and reconstruction of an exlstlng'pler
would be located along the shoreline of the same parcel. The
relocatlon/reconstructlon and the continued use of the pier
would not have a new effect on public services. No new
facilities are proposed which would have an impact on
existing fire protection, police protection, schools, park and
recreation facilities, public facilities or other governmental

services.
Enerqgy

1. Use

Minor amounts of fuel and electr1ca1 power would be requlred

to conduct the removal/relocation/reco :
These impacts would be temporary, aéiﬁﬁﬁnaﬂ“?k&% th3237 "
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reconstruction period only. Continued use of the pier would
not create any new significant impacts upon existing fuel or

energy use.

2. Demand

As discussed in J.1., and 0.1., above, the reconstruction of
the existing pier would require use of minor amounts of fuel
and electricity. Continued use of the pier by motorized boats
would have a minor impact on the demand for fuel use within
the Lake waters. No significant impacts have been identified.

Utilities

1.—6'
The proposed pier relocation/reconstruction would not result

in the need for new or substantial alterations to power,
communication systems, water, sewer, storm drainage, or solid
waste disposal. An existing single-family dwelling is located
on the upland portion of the parcel from which the pier
extends. Necessary utilities are available at the residence.
No new impervious structures are proposed which would require
a change to the existing storm drainage systems.

Human Health
1.-2. Creetion/Exposure to Health Hazard

Access for the removal of the existing pier pilings would be
from the water by a rubber-tired amphibious barge with a crane
mount. The new pilings would be of steel material, and the
remainder of the materials would be wood. This construction
method and these materials would not pose a potentlal health

hazard to humans.

‘ Aesthetlcs '

The relocation/reoonstruction of the existing pier would occur
at the same assessor parcel. The existing pier would be

_brought into conformance with TRPA ordinances with regard to

design and placement standards. The pier design is of open
piling construction, and is not visible from the public
roadway. There would be no significant adverse impacts to
scenic views resulting from this project.

Recreation

It appears that other recreational uses of the waterway exist
along this shoreline due to the existence of adjacent
recreational piers. The existing pier will be relocated

approximately 60/ from the applicant’s so
boundary with APN: 16-051-49, and will Heciessfad ‘wiidyn thepag
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TRPA pierhead line. The pier has been authorized by TRPA and
will be located within allowable distances to other
structures. The applicant’s shoreline frontage is
approximately 200’+ which enables this relocation and
redesign. There would be no significant impacts to existing
recreational uses of the waterway at this location.

Cultural Resources
1.-4. Prehistoric/Archaeologica1 Sites

The proposed pier removal, relocation and reconstruction would
occur along.the shoreline of a residential property in Meeks

Bay. There are no known archaeological or ethnic sites at
this location. There would be no impacts.

Mandatory Findings of Significance

l. Degradation of the Environment

This project will bring an existing pier into conformance with

the TRPA Shorezone Ordinances with respect to design and
placement standards. The project is not located in a fish
habitat area, and the shorezone environment does not contain

‘the endangered plant Rorippa subumbellata, Roll., or its

habitat. As discussed in the preceding environmental issue
areas numbered A. - T., above, which include specified
environmental precautions, there would be no significant
impacts to the environment resulting from this proposed

project.

2. ' Environmental Goals
Refer to U.1., above.
3. Cumulative Iﬁﬁacts
Refer to U.1, above.

4. Adverse Impacts

All identified impacts which would result from the proposed

- activity have been discussed in environmental issue areas

above, and have been minimized to the extent possible. The
construction activity would be monitored by staff of the State
Lands Commission and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to
ensure project modifications and permit conditions are
accomplished.

) o ' CALENDAR PAGE
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MONITORING PROGRAM
MAFFLY PIER RELOCATION/RECONSTRUCTION
Water quality of the lake could be impacted during

the removal of o0ld pilings and the placement of new
plllngs into the bed of Lake Tahoe.

Impact:

Proyect Modification:

Specific water quality measures to be implemented
include: :

é) Use of caissons or vertical cylinders (sleeves) to
prevent the release of resuspended sediments during pile

removal and placement;

b) Placement of a boat and/or tarp and/or water skimmer
under the construction area to prevent debris from

.entering the water;

c) Collection of waste material onto a4barge for disposal at
an approved site.

Monitoring: Staff of the State Lands Commission, or its
designated representative will periodically
monitor the construction activity to ensure
the project modification is implemented.

Impact: Potential disturbance to the lake bottom may result
from operation of an amphibious, rubber-tired craft
for the removal and placement of. pier piling.

Pro;ect Modlflcatlon°
If disturbed lake bottom sediments are found due to

the construction activity associated with the
removal and installation of this project, the
affected areas will be hand rolled and/or rock
cobble to be hand picked to reconsolidate the lake

bottom sediments.

Monitoring: ,
Staff of the State Lands Commission, or its
designated representative, will monitor the project
site during and after construction to ensure
project modification is implemented, if the project
modification is necessary.

" CALENDAR PAGE
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EXHIBIT D

W.0. 7125.36S

"RE: PIER RELOCATION/MODIFICATION - MAFFLY PROPERTY
EL DORADO COUNTY APN: 16-051-06

PROJECT NARRATIVE

The cxisting non-conforming pier to be removed is currently located approximately 175 feet
westerly from the existing residence at the southern point of Meeks Bay. This proposal is
rclocating this pier and modifying it to meet the current TRPA design codes. In addition, the
proposed pier location would be placing this structure in a existing cove that currently has a
established access to the take. This proposal is also consolidating development, since the
proposed pier location would be directly lakeward of the existing residence. The relocated pier
will be constructed with 10.75" stecl piles, 6" steel beams, 4" x 12" wood joists, 2" x 6" min. cedar
deck, with a catwalk on one side of the pierhead. The pier will extend approximately 60 LF
from shore. (See submittal drawings). :

TRUCTION METHOD

The demolition and construction activity associated with these picrs will be by a rubber-tired
barge with a pile driver; caissons or sleeves will be used if sediment is resuspended while pile
driving. Anchorage of the barge will be to the existing structure and/or anchors required for
adequate stabilization. All construction wastes will be collected onto the barge and disposcd
at the nearest dumpster/sanitary landfill site. Small boats and tarps will be placed under
construction areas to provide collection of construction debris, preventing any discharge of
these wastes to the lake. If disturbed lakebottom sediments are found due to the construction
activity associated with the removal and installation of this project, the affected arecas will be
hand rolled and/or rock cobble to be hand picked to reconsolidate the lakebottom sediments.

In regards to potential Tahoe Yellow Cress Habitat (Rorippa Subumbellata, Rollins), an
assessment was conducted of the existing pier site by Julie Etra of Tahoe Native Plants on June
17, 1991. This assessment indicated that the shoreline possesses numerous large boulders and
cobbles of varying size, with no sandy substrate nor vegetation between the high and low water
levels and consists entirely of large boulders. Based on this assessment, we can safcly assume
this site does not meet the criteria for potential rorippa habitat.

CALENDAR PAGE 244
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