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Letter
AO6
Response

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region
Laurie Scribe, Environmental Scientist

April 26, 2013

AO6-1

AO6-2

A06-3

AO6-4

The commenter discusses the role of the Water Board as a responsible agency and states that the
2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS generally provides a thorough and adequate analysis of potential project
impacts.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter requests additional details and corrections regarding Water Board findings and
exemption process discussed in Section 5.2.8.

The Conservancy would apply for exceptions as part of the Lahontan RWQCB’s permitting
process. Please see response to Comment A05-1 for the list of current exemptions and supporting
information that Conservancy currently identifies as applicable to this project, focused on the
exemptions and criteria relevant to the Preferred Alternative.

See Chapter 5, “Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Section 5.2.8” for corrections.

The commenter requests that the final document demonstrate how the Preferred Alternative
avoids and minimizes SEZ impacts, including temporary impacts.

Impacts on SEZs, including jurisdictional wetlands, riparian vegetation, and SEZ, are evaluated in
Section 3.4.2 in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative limits the number of stream crossings and haul routes
that have been selected to occur immediately adjacent to construction areas. Access points and
staging areas have been identified, in part, to minimize construction activities and hauling within
sensitive habitats (see Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” and see Exhibit 2-2 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). Activities must occur within the
floodplain, SEZ, and some areas of wetland and riparian vegetation to accomplish the restoration
efforts, but disturbance would be limited to areas necessarily in the footprint and essential for
access.

The Conservancy would implement Environmental Commitments 5 and 6. These environmental
commitments include numerous measures to protect and reduce disturbance to floodplain, SEZ,
and wetland and riparian vegetation, and a suite of BMPs to reduce potential impacts during

construction activities, including limiting construction activities to only areas that are necessary.

See responses to Comments A05-1 and A05-2 for additional information.
The commenter refers to Section 2.3, “Monitoring,” and states that the plan should be included in
the Final EIR/EIS/EIS and that the Conservancy may want to consider using the California Rapid

Assessment Method (i.e., CRAM) as a monitoring tool.

Please see response to Comment AO5-3.
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AO6-5

AO6-6

AO6-7

AO6-8

The commenter discusses significant unavoidable water quality impacts associated with diversion
and dewatering proposed at the mouth of the Truckee River under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 and
states that a statement of overriding considerations and supporting narrative must be provided.

The Conservancy would complete a statement of overriding considerations for the Preferred
Alternative.

See response to Comment A05-1 for additional information on water quality impacts.

The commenter states potential impacts associated with recreational boating access and boat take-
outs proposed under Alternative 3 (and the Preferred Alternative) need to be discussed further.

In the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Impact 3.13-6 (Alt. 3), “Long-Term Decrease or Loss of Public Access
and Recreation Opportunities within Lakes, Waterways, or Public Lands,” explains that the
ability of nonmotorized watercraft to travel into and through the study area would change because
of the new distributary channel design. The intent and purpose of Alternative 3 is to take the
flows of the Upper Truckee River and spread them over the study area. The dispersed flows
would change the timing when boats could access the study area. It is possible that this change
would reduce the amount of time that the study area could be accessed compared to existing
conditions in some areas; however, access may increase where the project actions lower bank
heights. Although the timing of boat access to the study area would change, boating access would
not be precluded.

For project-related erosion issues, the Conservancy would implement Environmental
Commitments 5, 8, and 11, which include construction and post-construction BMPs and
preparation of a geotechnical engineering report with implementation of all applicable
recommendations to prevent project-related erosion and address soil and slope stability. The
Conservancy would ensure that the final design incorporates effective permanent BMPs for the
protection of water quality and would conform with all applicable ordinances and standard
conditions established by TRPA and the Lahontan RWQCB.

As part of ongoing management of the study area through a land steward, the Conservancy would
continue to adaptively manage any erosion or vegetation trampling associated with new use
patterns developed by boaters using the study area. Furthermore, the Conservancy conducts
outreach to educate visitors regarding the importance of resource protection and to discourage
incompatible uses. The Conservancy also monitors recreational use and compliance with
Conservancy use policies and CSLT ordinances and would address erosion and trampling of bank
protection measures if needed.

The commenter discusses potential water quality impacts under Alternative 5 (No Action) and
states that Alternative 3 (and the Preferred Alternative) restoration approach has the greatest
potential to benefit water quality and simulate conditions prior to development of the Tahoe
Keys.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter states that Impact 3.13-5, “Long-Term Operation and Expansion of Recreation
Facilities That May Have an Adverse Physical Effect on the Environment,” does not adequately
analyze the potential long-term impacts of the proposed pedestrian bridge under Alternative 1.
The comment also states that several prohibitions may be required.

See response to Comment AO5-6.
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AO06-9

A06-10

AO06-11

The commenter notes that the text, table, and graphics depicting bed and bank stabilization on
lower Trout Creek under Alternative 3 are inconsistent; requests more detailed information about
the measures to be installed and the haul routes and/or temporary crossings; and suggests that
adaptive management mitigation may be infeasible given limited access to this location.

The text, table, and graphics for the Preferred Alternative have been modified to consistently
depict the potential area along lower Trout Creek that could require streambed and streambank
stabilization measures. In addition, the staging, storage, and access plan (Exhibit 2-2 of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS) has been updated to reflect the potential need for construction access to this
location using the shortest route through sensitive areas. See also response to Comment A05-9.
Potential adaptive management needs and measures cannot be readily determined at this time, and
although the lower end of Trout Creek is somewhat remote relative to other portions of the site,
this is similar to other river and wetland restoration projects that also have long-term adaptive
management needs.

The commenter requests additional discussion of the potential effects on beach
dynamics/replenishment of the estimated 34,815 cubic yards of material that could be mobilized
under Alternative 3.

As discussed in Impact 3.9-5, implementing Alternative 3’s restoration element (selected as the
basis of the Preferred Alternative) would result in natural geomorphic response after construction
of the “pilot” channel. The pilot channel would reactivate remnant channel segments and
floodplain swale features in the central portion of the Upper Truckee Marsh under lower
magnitude flood events than under existing conditions or the No Action Alternative. Such
changes could modify the timing with which sediment or nutrients are released from the site to
the river and/or Lake Tahoe, but they would not have significant negative impacts on long-term
water quality conditions. Based on existing information and scientific understanding of the
marsh’s topography, geomorphology, and hydraulics, the remnant channels and swales contain
materials dominated by a mixture of fine-textured organics and inorganics, because the
accumulations resulted from slow-velocity floodwaters and ponding. Therefore, it is unlikely that
many of the materials expected to be present in these locations would be in the coarse sand-size
class that is important to beach sediment supply. The volume is just an estimate and the amount
of material that would be mobilized is uncertain, but the water quality impact assessment
assumed a worst case, dominated by such fines and organics. If the remnant channels and swales
actually have more coarse sands than estimated, this would reduce the potential for adverse water
quality impacts and increase the possibility that some coarse sediment would be delivered to the
nearshore for possible redistribution along the beach system. This would be a potential long-term
beneficial result of the floodplain reactivation, but such a result is difficult to predict with
certainty. Nonetheless, the possible short-term adverse changes to beach sediment supply are
discussed in Impact 3.9-7, so that potential mitigation needs are identified.

The commenter notes potentially contradictory information regarding the effects of Alternative 4
on streambed elevation, capacity, and frequency of overbanking under two separate impacts:
Impact 3.9-5 (Alt. 4) and Impact 3.9-6 (Alt. 4).

The discussion in Impact 3.9-5 (Alt. 4) explains that Alternative 4 would not raise the channel
bed, increase inundation on the existing terrace surface, or reactivate the remnant channels.
However, Impact 3.9-6 (Alt. 4) explains that a low inset floodplain (below the existing terrace)
would be excavated that would experience overbanking. These data are not directly contradictory.
The first discussion explains that Alternative 4 would not provide better access to the surrounding
ground surfaces that extend from the existing top-of-bank areas (i.e., the “terraces”). The second
discussion describes how the excavated inset floodplain would create “low banks” and therefore,
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allow the river to overflow onto the inset floodplain area during small and moderate streamflow
peaks.
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Letter
AO7
Response

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service
Christine S. Lehnertz, Regional Director, Pacific West Region
April 26, 2013

AO7-1 The commenter suggests having a qualified archaeologist present to monitor ground-disturbing
activities that have the potential to damage or destroy archeological resources and to complete
follow-up consultation to bring the consultation process to a close.

The Conservancy has consulted with the Washoe Tribe on multiple occasions, including a field
visit with representative tribal member Darrel Cruz just before the release of the Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS
under Environmental Commitment 2, the Conservancy would prepare a cultural resources
protection plan that would include archaeological monitoring of grading in areas with the
potential for discovery of significant resources. The Conservancy would continue to coordinate
with the Washoe Tribe through development of the cultural resource protection plan and
construction to ensure that resources within the Marsh are protected.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE UPPER TRUCEKE RIVER AND MARSIH
RESTORATION PROJECT

1 Environmentally Superior Alternative. The document selects Alternative 2 as that
altermative. Yet NEPA requires the alternative that causes the least damage to the
biological and physical environement, and as the document notes, the alternative that
“best protects, preserves, and enhances ........natural resources.”

The selection of Alternative 2 does not meet that criteria, because as the document notes,
it was sclected due to providing the least amount of recreation facilitics. While the
document selects “recreation” and its facilities for various alternatives, the title of the
document gives no hint that this significant restoration project will include compromises
to the restoration on behalf of recreation amenities, those amenities reduce the value of
the restoration. Such a trade-off, tucked into a project objective. is a devious way to
provide unnecessary amenilies in an area that has already been subject to almost every
insult imaginable to its ecosystem, and this restoration is limited by many of those insults.
Adding more amenities in this study area is particularly galling to then be used as the
criteria for selecting the environmentally preferred alternative.

AOCB-2

The alternative that clearly provides the best bang for the buck in terms of restoration of
the marsh, is, in fact, the alternative with the greatest marsh restoration values - -
alternative #3. It is to be hoped that the agency will scale back the amount of new
amenities it is laving on top of this alternative restoration and focus on the core objective
— the greatest amount of natural restoration possible. It is folly to confuse projeet
objectives in an EIR/S/S by adding in compromises that are not necessary Lo the
restoration project.

We urge you to adopt a clean restoration project that will be the most effective.

2. Cumulative Impacts. The document reveals that there are a number of Significant and
Unavoidable Impacts, but in reviewing the document there are impacts that have not been
found by the preparers, using outdated data, to be Siignificant. Using up-to-date data, not
four year old data — these impacts would be Significant but avoidable by a simple policy
decision that does not change the restoration project. Issues such as using neighborhoods
for construction equipment storage and operations are clearly policy decisions that impact
air quality in neighborhoods as well as public health impacts from TAC from diesel
engines operating next door to residences for many months at a time. Selection of areas
within 6 feet of residences is merely a policy decision that was made with no thought to
the environmental impacts, public health impacts and their cumulative effects over the
course of five months for four years. Table ES-1 identifies long term impacts from
criteria air pollutants and for CO — also a eriteria air pollutant — but no mitigation of that
impact is proposed. That is not only a serious error, but also one of agency willfulness.

AOB-3

A second, and Significant bu Unavoidable Impact is the construction of the maximum
recreational facilities in a restoration project on the habitat of an endangered plant, the ACB-4
Tahoe Yellow Cress. While seemingly bizarre to even suggest, in a restoration project,
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that an endangerd species would be put at risk by substantial amenity construction of
bridges and boardwaslk on the habitat, the fact is that it is a simple policy decision to not
build in an endangered plant’s habitat. “NO feasible mitigation 1f available™ the
document says. But that is just ridiculous. Of course there is a feasible mitigation
provided to the agency decision-makers - - don’t build an unneeded amenity.

AOB-4
cont.

We urge you to adopl a clean restoration project that will be the most effective in
restoring the marsh, the river, the meadows, and the 100-yr flood plain.

3. Conflicting Information Provided in Document  The issue of conflicting information
is found throughout the document. Parts that arc based on scoping in 2006 appear in
some places, while it appears that section 3 in volume I and 2 ( Aflected Environment
and Environmental Consequences)was written in approximately 2008, while the second
section — Project Alternatives - - was written in the recent past.

AO8-5
For example, the maps aren’t consistent. Exhibits 2-6 to 2-9 on pages 2- 3 to 2-7 provide
different details as to construction elements, placement of bank stabilization, ¢te, which
is different from the maps on pages 2-45 to 2-50 which have Exhibits 2-5 to 2-8.

And, in line with that inconsistency, there 1s a difference between the descriptions in
Section 2 and in Section 3.

4. Environmental Commitments. The commitments are generally just repeats of TRPA
and local codes, and ofien have nothing to do with commitments to specifically reducing
adverse impacts on the resources that are being “managed”, or the impacts on the nearest
neighborhoods. In fact, one neighborhood, with the greatest number of houses closest to
the construction work is not even mentioned in Section 3.

For example, EC 6 provides comfort that the project will conform with

“all permits required by applicable federal, state, regional, and local statutes and
regulations.” While expected, its not clear what or why that statement is needed as an
environmental commitment in the Tahoe basin. But thanks for letting us know — one less
thing to worry about.

AQB-6
The commitments that the public and especially the neighborhoods bordering the project
want are those that protect the residents from unnecessary truck traffic, noise, pollutants,
vibrations, and dangers to their children and dogs.

Further, the air quality section seems to be written to excuse the use of large pollutant-
emitling equipment in residential neighborhoods. Pages and pages apply to annual
averages. attaiinment in place of the actual transitional status for ozone, and more. At no
time does an environmental commitment offer to use less polluting equipment, smaller
picces of equipment, haul routes on major thoroughfares such as Keys Blvd and East
Venice vs, narrow neighborhood streets in the surrounding neighborhoods. The fact that
the document selects Cailfornia Ave, a nearly half-mile narrow street fronted by more
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Letter
AO8
Response

Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group

Laurel Ames
April 6, 2013

AO8-1

AO8-2

The commenter states their support for Alternative 3; however, the commenter also states that the
environmental document is inadequate and contradictory.

More specific reasonings associated with this comment are presented in responses to Comments
AO08-3 through AO8- 8.

The commenter believes that the Environmentally Superior Alternative is Alternative 3, that
recreation-access objectives should not be considered along with restoration objectives when
making this finding, and that compromises were made by considering both.

As described in Section 4.5, “Environmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferred
Alternative,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires identification of the alternative that is considered environmentally preferable.
“Environmentally preferable” is used to describe the alternative that would best promote the
national environmental policy as expressed in Section 101 of NEPA—that is, it would cause the
least damage to the biological and physical environment. In addition, the “environmentally
preferable” alternative best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural
resources. Although Council on Environmental Quality regulations require identification of the
environmentally preferred alternative, they do not require adoption of this alternative.

The State CEQA Guidelines (Sections 15126.6[a] and 15126.6[€][2]) require that an
environmental impact report’s (EIR’s) analysis of alternatives identify the “environmentally
superior” alternative among all of those considered. In addition, if the No-Project Alternative is
identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR also must identify the
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Under CEQA, the goal of
identifying the environmentally superior alternative is to assist decision makers in considering
project approval. CEQA does not require an agency to select the environmentally superior
alternative (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042-15043).

The TRPA Compact and Code of Ordinances do not specifically call for identifying an
environmentally superior or preferred alternative; however, they rely on other State and federal
regulations and when evaluating alternatives, TRPA identifies the alternative that would best
maintain and/or achieve environmental thresholds (discussed in Section 4.5, “Consequences for
Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The TRPA
Compact and Code of Ordinances allow for the consideration of social, technical, or economic
impacts when an alternative is selected.

Although the recreation and restoration components were combined in the alternatives presented
for analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, it sufficiently addresses the potential environmental effects
of implementing these recreational and restoration components, regardless of the ultimate
combination. The alternatives evaluated encompass the reasonable range of potential
environmental effects. Based on the analysis of impacts, the action alternatives present tradeoffs
related to overall environmental advantages. These alternatives were developed by looking at a
broad range of restoration approaches and levels of recreation infrastructure consistent with the
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AO8-3

project’s goals and objectives. This range of reasonable alternatives complies with the
requirements of Title 14, Section 15126.6 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR
15126.6), also referred to as the State CEQA Guidelines; Title 40, Section 1502 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (i.e., 40 CFR 1502); Article V11(a)(3) of the TRPA Compact; and Section
5.8.B of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. Each of these alternatives is feasible, based on relevant
economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors, although they provide different
advantages and disadvantages related to environmental impacts and achievement of the project’s
purpose, need, and project objectives.

The commenter suggests that a number of significant and unavoidable short-term construction-
related air quality impacts have not been identified.

Air quality impacts were addressed in Section 3.2, “Air Quality and Climate Change,” of the
2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. As described in Section 3.2, almost all increased pollutant emissions
associated with the improvements in the study area would be generated by construction activities.
The method of analysis for short-term construction, long-term operational (regional), local
mobile-source, and toxic air contaminant emissions is consistent with the recommendations of El
Dorado County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) and TRPA. The analysis
described fugitive dust emissions of respirable particulate matter (PMyo), reactive organic gas
(ROG) emissions, and emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx).

Short-term construction-related emissions of ROG, NOy, and PMj, were modeled using the
California Air Resources Board—approved URBEMIS 2007 (Version 9.2.4) computer program
and EMFAC 2007 emission factors as recommended by EDCAQMD and TRPA. URBEMIS is
designed to model construction emissions for land use development projects and allows the user
to input project-specific information. Input parameters were based on default model settings and
information provided in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
Modeling assumed an annual construction period of May 1-October 15 (120 work days) over 4
years and used the corresponding emission factors.

With implementation of Environmental Commitment 1, “Reduce the Generation of Construction-
Related Emissions of ROG, NOy, and PM;g,” described in Table 2-6 of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS, construction-related emissions of PMy, would not violate or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation. EDCAQMD considers projects that implement
sufficient mitigation measures (or environmental commitments) that would prevent visible PMy,
dust beyond the project property lines to generate less-than-significant PM;, emissions.
Therefore, with the inclusion of Environmental Commitment 1, the impact related to
construction-related PMy, emissions would be considered less than significant for all alternatives.

As described in the significance criteria presented in Section 3.2, projects that would not generate
emissions of other criteria air pollutants that exceed a national or State ambient air quality
standard would be considered less than significant. Therefore, implementation of Environmental
Commitment 1 would ensure that emissions of the other major construction-related pollutants
(e.g., PMyo) would not exceed an applicable ambient air quality standard. Furthermore, as
determined by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD),
implementing Environmental Commitment 1 (i.e., implementing the SMAQMD Enhanced
Fugitive PM Dust Control Practices) would reduce construction-related fugitive PM;, dust
emissions by a minimum of approximately 75 percent and would prevent the fugitive PMy, dust
from dispersing beyond the property boundary (SMAQMD 2009:Chapter 3). Implementation of
this environmental commitment would also reduce exhaust emissions of NOyx, and PM;o from
diesel equipment by 20 and 45 percent, respectively (SMAQMD 2009:Chapter 3).
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AO8-4

AO8-5

AO8-6

AO8-7

The commenter expresses concerns associated with significant unavoidable cumulative impacts
on Tahoe yellow cress if Alternative 1 (“Maximum Recreation”) bridge and boardwalk
infrastructure were to be constructed.

The Preferred Alternative does not include bridge and boardwalk infrastructure as proposed under
Alternative 1. As described in Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS, Tahoe yellow cress could be adversely affected by construction and recreation
activities resulting from reasonably foreseeable projects (e.g., Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course
Improvement Project) under Alternative 1. Also, as discussed in Impact 3.18-C30 (Alts. 1-5),
“Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—Long-Term Modifications in Upper Truckee
River Coarse Sediment Transport and Delivery Downstream,” depending on the alternatives
implemented by upstream restoration projects and on the effects of climate change, the delivery
of sands and gravel to Tahoe yellow cress habitat at the study area’s beaches could be affected.
Potential effects could combine with the effects of other actions on transport and delivery of
coarse sediment. The incremental or combined effects on beach erosion are not predictable,
however, because climate-change influences are highly uncertain. Conditions could range from
worse than the existing degraded condition to a possible improvement, regardless of changes in
coarse-sediment delivery. After thorough investigation, the cumulative effect on delivery of
coarse sediment to the study area’s beaches remains speculative.

The commenter states that there is conflicting information throughout the document, then refers
to exhibit numbers that are inconsistent with those presented in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The
commenter also states that there are inconsistencies between descriptions in Section 2 and Section
3, with no further information provided.

The commenter offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

The commenter states their indifference to proposed environmental commitments and further
discusses traffic, scenic, noise, and air quality impacts on adjacent property owners, especially
along California Avenue.

See responses to Comment Letter 1-8.

The commenter suggests an additional cost analysis and suggests that Alternative 3 has the best
cost benefit.

A cost analysis of the action alternatives was presented in Appendix E, “Alternatives Cost
Estimate,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The analysis is consistent with the commentor’s note
that Alternative 3 has the highest cost benefit. The Preferred Alternative includes the restoration
approach proposed under Alternative 3, with moderate recreation infrastructure on the west and
no additional infrastructure on the east side of the marsh. Therefore, the overall cost of the
Preferred Alternative is expected to be less than that of the action alternatives initially proposed,
albeit in today’s dollars. AO8-8 The commenter suggests updating and recirculating the
EIR/EIS/EIS.

The standards for determining when recirculation is required include CEQA Section 21092.1 and
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, based on the case of Laurel Heights Improvement Assn.
v. Regents (1993), 6 Cal 4th 1112, known as “Laurel Heights I1.” State CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 requires that a lead agency recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added
to the EIR after public notice has been provided for public review of the Draft EIR, but before the
EIR is certified. “Information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well
as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant”
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unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity to
comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project
proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation
includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

@ a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented;

2 a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;

3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project proponents decline to adopt it; and/or

(@) the Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

NEPA dictates a process for incorporating new information into an already published
environmental impact statement (EIS), called supplementation. A supplemental EIS must be
prepared if there are “substantial changes in the proposed action” relevant to environmental
concerns or “significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts” (40 CFR 1502.9[c][1]). The supplement should
focus on the new information (40 CFR 1502.9[c][1]). CEQ has clarified that new alternatives
outside the range of alternatives already analyzed would trigger the requirement for a
supplemental review. Supplements may be prepared for either Draft or Final EISs. Because there
are no substantial changes in the proposed action or significant new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts requiring
preparation of a supplemental draft one is not required.

The TRPA Compact and Code of Ordinances do not specifically provide an approach for when
recirculation is required; however, they rely on other State and federal regulations when
evaluating new information that may substantially increase the severity of an environmental
impact.
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3. Any and all recreation elements of the project (such as new trails, trailheads,
or other public access points or facilities) must be sited, designed, and
constructed to avoid increased trespassing into Sky Meadows property.
Currently, there are no public trails along the Truckee River at Sky Meadows. AQ9-4
Any addition of public access would significantly increase trespassing, illegal
parking, noise, trash, dog feces, and would cause other negative impacts to
our private property, such as homeless encampments, risk of fire, ete.

In sum, while we support your restoration goals, your project must be carefully
planned, designed, and implemented to avoid adverse impacts to our

community. AQS-5

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. Please contact me should

yvou have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

John A. Hollstien, President
Sky Meadows Homeowners Association, Inc.
(916) 444-3443

jhollstien@comcast.net

Mailing address: 2611 Marty Way
Sacramento, CA 95818
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Letter
AO9
Response

Sky Meadows Homeowners Association, Inc.
John A. Hollstien, President

April 2, 2013

AO9-1

AQ09-2

AO9-3

AO9-4

AO09-5

The commenter states that the proposed project will increase noise, traffic, trespass, trash, and
flood risk for the Sky Meadows community.

Individual responses related to noise, traffic, trespass, trash, and flood risk for the Sky Meadows
community are presented in responses to Comments AO9-2 through AO9-4.

The commenter states that the project must not exacerbate the flood risks already present within
Sky Meadows to avoid any increased danger and/or flood insurance costs to residents.

See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS. The analysis of the proposed project is consistent with CEQA, NEPA and TRPA
requirements because the project would not change the existing flood hazards of the surrounding
properties. See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS. Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood damages is not an issue relating to
effects on the environment that requires an analysis under CEQA.

The commenter states that Sky Meadows is private property, and that advance written permission
will be required for any use of the property during project construction.

The Conservancy would work with private landowners to obtain easements and agreements if
private property is needed for access. In cases where an agreement between parties could not be
made, the Conservancy would complete activities on State-owned land. See Section 3.1.2,
“Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for
additional information.

The commenter has concerns about recreation improvements near Sky Meadows and increased
trespassing, illegal parking, noise, trash, dog feces, and other negative impacts on Sky Meadows,
such as homeless encampments and risk of fire.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter closes the letter and states that they support proposed restoration without adverse
impacts on the community.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter
AO10
Response

South Tahoe Public Utility District
Ivo Bergsohn, P.G., C.Hg., Hydrogeologist
Paul Sciuto, P.E., Assistant General Manager

April 8, 2013

AO010-1

The commenter summarizes the proposed project and the need to include restoring the avulsed
northeastern portion of Trout Creek to the pre-1968 channel alignment as part of the project.

The Conservancy has an existing license agreement with South Tahoe Public Utility District
(STPUD) and has coordinated with STPUD on its ongoing sewer protection project. In 2014
STPUD implemented Year 1 construction activities associated with an adaptive management plan
to protect the sewer infrastructure from flooding and reduce the risk of a sewer spill. The adaptive
management plan consists of measures designed to both prevent permanent establishment of
Trout Creek over the sewer lines and encourage flows to establish new flow paths to the south,
away from STPUD facilities.

In Year 1 (2014), vegetative roughness elements were placed near the easement to prevent
establishment of new channels and reestablish flow paths to the south. Some flow paths out of the
existing channel that led northward to the easement were blocked to further direct flows
southward. The Year 1 plan also included removal of a portion of an abandoned historical
roadway that crossed the marsh. The roadway fill constricted flood flows and prevented the creek
from freely migrating across the marsh.

The easement is expected to continue to become inundated during flood flows, but the vegetative
roughness elements are intended to reduce inundation to the seasonal or episodic character of pre-
2011 conditions. They also will provide long-term protection of the sewer facilities by
encouraging channel formation and future channel migration in areas away from the easement,
along with sediment deposition over the easement. STPUD will continue to implement the
adaptive management plan for up to 4 more years.
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Letter
AO11
Response

Truckee-Carson Irrigation District
Rusty Jardine, Esq., District Manager
March 4, 2013

AO11-1 The commenter requests information about any potential effects on Truckee River flows below
the dam.

Neither the action alternatives analyzed in the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS nor the Preferred
Alternative would modify the annual volume of water discharged to Lake Tahoe via surface
runoff or groundwater discharge, or modify the stream hydrograph or lake level in a manner or of
a magnitude that could affect operations of the Lake Tahoe dam or release of flows below the
dam.
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Impact 3.3-1 (Alt 1): ifthere is.any grading in an archeoiogical site, we ask that a Washoe Site
Meonitor be present during any grading. Of course we prefer no grading in an archeological site:

Impaet 3.3-2 (Alt 1): [fthere is dany grading in an archeological site. we ask that a Washoe Site | A012-3
Monitor be present during any grading. Of course we prefer no grading in‘an archeological site.

2

Impact 3.3-4 (Altl) we are in concurrence with this measure and assurance

I'he Washoe Tribe is requesting to consult with during the development of the Cultural

Resourees Proteetion Plans (CRSP) for each of the alternatives where a CRSP is proposed. In
addition the Washoe Tribe is requesting consultation when any of the prehistoric resources may | A912+4
be affected by the proposed undertaking.

I'here is an archeological site which is not listed in the inventory that may be affected by the
proposed project. I would like to discuss this feature with you upon receipt of this letter and at AO1Z5
your convenience.

Thank vou please call me if vou have any questions at (775) 546-3421. Please note this is my
cell phone number as [ in the middle of relocating my office.

Respectiully.
a /1
" lLu-w:l’f'-ﬁ:
| -~ ~
N

Darrel Cruz. CRD/THPO
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Letter
AO12
Response

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
Darrel Cruz, CRD/THPO

April 24, 2013

AO12-1

AO012-2

AO012-3

AO12-4

AO12-5

The commenter states that the study area is within an important ancestral territory of the Washoe
Tribe and that they support the restoration.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter suggests text changes to Section 3.3, “Archaeological and Historical Resources,”
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

Text changes to Section 3.3 are presented in Chapter 5, “Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.”

The commenter refers to the discussions of Impacts 3.3-1 (Alt. 1), 3.3-2 (Alt. 1), and 3.3-4 (Alt.
1), stating that they prefer that no grading occurs at any archaeological sites; however, if
necessary, the preference is to use a Washoe site monitor.

As described in Section 3.3 of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, one potentially significant cultural
resource (CA-ELD-26/H) has been identified within the study area and could be adversely
affected during construction. However, as described in Environmental Commitment 2, “Prepare
and Implement a Cultural Resources Protection Plan,” the Conservancy would prepare a cultural
resources protection plan that would include oversight of grading in areas with the potential for
discovery of significant resources in the vicinity of CA-ELD-26/H. Additionally, project
construction personnel would be trained on the possibility of encountering potentially significant
resources; if such resources were encountered, proper measures would be taken to protect them.
Furthermore, final design of the Preferred Alternative project elements would completely avoid
the CA-ELD-26/H site

The commenter requests consultation with the Washoe Tribe during development of the cultural
resource protection plan.

See response to Comment AO7-1.

The commenter refers to an archaeological site not listed in the inventory that may be affected by
the proposed project and requests follow-up discussion.

Upon receiving the comment letter, a Conservancy representative contacted Mr. Cruz to discuss
the archaeological site (Hughes, pers. comm., 2013). Based on discussions with Mr. Cruz and
after review of the inventory information, it was noted that the site was discussed in the 2013
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and that the project would not affect it.
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Letter
11
Response

Mike Alexander
March 14, 2013

11-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted. The commenter
has concerns that construction of the Barton Beach boardwalk and bridge would diminish the
project’s ability to meet Objectives 1-5.

See response to Comment AO5-6.
11-2 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.
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Letter
12
Response

Ryan D. Anderson
March 29, 2013

12-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.
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Reguest for notice

Up to this time we have not received any notices of meetings regarding the property.
Please send notices to the following:

Nancy & John Ball & Amy Tyler Busch
4401 Crestwood Way

Sacramento, CAS5822 s
Royce Dunlap

2363 Washington

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Request for clarification

Statements were made to Royce Dunlap and Tom Rosenberg that the Conservancy 13-3
does not have the remedy of eminent domain. Please confirm that in writing to the
above named.

Likewise, please clarify the details of the access points and staging areas set forth for

Colorado and Washington Streets. 24

Sincerely,

John & Nancy Ball
Amy Tyler Busch
Royce Dunlap
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Letter
13
Response

John & Nancy Ball, Amy Tyler Busch, Royce Dunlap

April 5, 2013

13-1

13-2

13-3

13-4

13-5

13-6

The commenters state their concern about security and trespassing and support for any measures
that would curtail access to their property.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of police protection services in the study area.

The commenters favor any solution that promotes flooding to the east of the river rather than to
the west.

See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS for a discussion of flooding under the Preferred Alternative.

The commenters’ opposition to Alternatives 1-3 and support for Alternative 4 is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.

The commenters’ request that public meeting notices be sent to addressees listed in the comment
letter is noted.

Addresses provided in the comment letter have been placed on the project mailing list.
The commenters inquired whether the Conservancy would use eminent domain.

The Conservancy would work with private landowners to obtain easements and agreements to
implement project activities on private property. In cases where an agreement between parties
cannot be reached, the Conservancy would not pursue project improvements on that parcel.Use of
private lands and the need for eminent domain are not required to meet the goals and objectives
of the project or to mitigate impacts.

The commenters request details regarding access points and staging areas on Washington Avenue
or Colorado Avenue.

See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of construction-related traffic.
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realize you can't fix the ills of society, but | ask you to keep these issues in mind as 14-7
you deliberate solutions. cont.

7. Enforcement: Having lived on the meadow for the past 6 years, | believe that most
of those who flaunt the rules of the Meadow are people who live here, (often for just
a season or a year) rather than tourists. | believe you need to consider restoration
solutions which can reduce rule breaking as part of your action plans. | believe
education is a part of the solution, as is enforcement.

14-8

| hope these general comments will be of use as you discuss. | thank you for setting
this land aside, and hope you will select options which will preserve it.

Thank you,
Sincerely,
Gregory W. Bergner

P.O. Box 18548
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96151
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Letter
14
Response

Gregory W. Bergner

April 1, 2013

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

The commenter’s concern about maximizing recreation is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional
recreation access on the marsh’s east side.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s support for trails, walkways, and observation areas on the periphery of the
meadow is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter is concerned about allowing bikes within the marsh and recommends that bike
racks be installed at the entrances.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s support for selecting an alternative that addresses sediment, wildlife habitat,
and mosquito hazards is noted.

All of the action alternatives include elements that would reduce the amount of sediment
transported into Lake Tahoe and enhance wildlife habitat in the meadow.

The primary objective of all four alternatives considered is to decrease channel capacity and
reestablish the connection between the channel and its floodplain so that moderate flows (and the
sediment and nutrients conveyed by the flow) would overbank more frequently. As discussed in
Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and Water Quality,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (page 3.9-16),
previous studies have found that sediment delivery and retention in the study area is a function of
water depths and floodplain connectivity, with sediment delivery and retention increasing at
greater water depths and increased frequency of connectivity (Stubblefield et al. 2006). The
greatest sediment retention was found to occur in areas where flow velocities were reduced or
dissipated, such as through the lagoon or backwater areas. The increased frequency and area of
inundation during moderate flows would promote sediment deposition and retention of fine-
grained sediment in portions of the floodplain that are currently not inundated. In addition to
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increasing the frequency of overbanking flows onto the floodplain, other design elements are also
likely to reduce sediment inputs into Lake Tahoe, including reactivation of the existing secondary
channel during moderate overbanking events.

In addition, the Preferred Alternative includes engineered restoration elements to address local
sources of sediment from streambank erosion. Specifically, bank protection elements including
rock and large wood are planned to stabilize about 1,300 feet of bank downstream of the U.S.
Highway 50 Bridge and on about 2,600 feet of lower Trout Creek. Reactivating the secondary
channel and lowering the floodplain on the left bank would also reduce hydraulic stress on the
main channel banks during high flows.

Restoring the natural sedimentation processes on the adjacent floodplain and meadow areas
would also enhance the habitats within these areas. Restoration of these processes would increase
micro-topographical complexity, which would result in varied topography and hydrology
supporting a greater diversity of plant species. Additionally, infiltration of overbanking water
would increase soil moisture over a greater area than under existing conditions, improving
conditions for marsh and riparian vegetation. Partial backfilling of the existing channel would be
contoured to provide varied soil moisture conditions, but with net down-valley flow through
swale connections, rather than ponding areas.

Much of the project area is identified as a breeding area for mosquitoes. As stated in Chapter 2,
“Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, Environmental Commitment 10 requires the
Conservancy to establish and implement a management agreement with the El Dorado County
Vector Control District (EDCVCD). The agreement would include but not be limited to measures
ensuring necessary access for monitoring and control measures, EDCVCD review of project
plans and provision of recommendations for management of mosquito populations, and
applicable BMPs from the California Department of Public Health’s Best Management Practices
for Mosquito Control on California State Properties. In addition, see Section 3.1.4,
“Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further
discussion of mosquito control. The Conservancy has committed to establishing and
implementing a management agreement with EDCVCD to adequately control mosquito
populations in the project area. The management agreement would include criteria for
maintaining mosquito populations at or below levels under existing conditions.

14-5 The commenter’s support for kiosks if they are maintained and updated is noted.
The Preferred Alternative would include an interpretive kiosk that would provide information to
support public access, recreation infrastructure, and visitor education and interpretation of the
ecological values of the Upper Truckee Marsh (e.g., maps and information regarding sensitive
resources). In addition, see Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of management and maintenance.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

14-6 The commenter’s preference for parking is noted.

See response to Comment AO2-7. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

14-7 The commenter’s concern about management of activities in the study area is noted.
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See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for discussions related to management of the study area.

14-8 The commenter’s concern about management of activities in the study area is noted.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this final EIR/EIS/EIS
for discussions related to enforcement in the study area.
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Letter I5

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restaration Project Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

| am a 34 year resident of South Lake Tahoe, currently living on Argonaut Avenue which boarders the Marsh on
the east side near San Francisco Street. | appreciate all that the Conservancy has done to keep the neighbors
informed and give voice to their concerns, including the workshops on this project.

As | have no expertise in water or wetland management, | will not camment extensively on the restoration of 15-1
the historic channels of the Upper Truckee River ather than to say that | support any action which reduces
sediment flowing into Lake Tahoe as long as it also protects wildlife habitat in the Marsh.

My main comments will be directed towards the improvements and management of recreation included in the
Alternatives 1-4 on the east side.

Re: TRPA Goal 1—"Encourage opportunities for dispersed recreation when consistent with environmental
values and protection of natural resources.”

California Tahoe Conservancy Objectives (partial list)

P Objective 1: Restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain processes and functions.

P Objective 2: Protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats.

P Objective 3: Restore and enhance fish and wildlife habitat quality.

P Objective 4: Improve water quality through enhancement of natural physical and biological processes.
P Objective 5: Protect and, where feasible, expand Tahoe yellow cress populations. 15-2

P Objective 6: Provide public access, access to vistas, and environmental education at the Lower West Side
and Cove East Beach consistent with other objectives.

| do not believe that increased recreation as in Alternative 1 is.consistent with these goals and objectives. In
fact, unless the recreation is managed mare proactively than in the past, none of the alternatives will protect
the flora and fauna habitat. | have heard many times about the value of this large, unique Marsh to the Lake
Tahoee Basin. The public (mostly locals) have continued to ignore and abuse the rules that the Conservancy has
posted at every entrance to protect this valuable habitat. We continually observe unleashed dogs, cigarette
butts on the trail, alcoholic drink litter on the beach, dog feces in the meadow, beach users trampling the
yellow cress, and inappropriate noise levels. Many of the users of the meadow seem to think it is an off leash
dog park, using chuckers to throw balls or Frisbees into the interior of the meadow for their pets. Your own
document states that “Unieashed dogs are a recognized issue for recreation use management in the study
area.” |suggest that dogs and wildlife habitat are incompatible, and that dogs should not be allowed to enter
the Marsh or the beach, even on designated trails, since dog-owners have proven that they do not respect the
rules already in place.

Re: Impact 3.12-2 Potential need for Additional Public Services.

| disagree with the findings contained in the study. The public services pravided currently are inadequate to
handle the demand. E! Dorado County Animal Control refuses te respond to unleashed dogs on the Marsh.
They will only respond to an animal bite er dangerous animal. The contract the El Dorado County Sheriff is not
effective because too few hours are spent in active surveillance of the Marsh. Offenders begin to learn the
schedule of visits and use the meadow at off hours, weekends, evenings, holidays, ete. Even when the patrol
hours vary, they are inadequate. Calls to the Sheriff’s office or CSLT police department get put to the back of 15-3
the queue and rarely get a response, certainly not a timely ane. We honestly don’t know who to call when
we see dogs chasing the ducks, beer parties on the beach, or people having sex in the meadow. | suggest that
the Conservancy contract with a public or private agency for substantially increased hours of education,
surveillance and citing of offenders, not just for off leash dogs, but smoking, drinking, litter and noise. | think
this is especially important during the early part of the season, holidays, weekends, and evenings. In addition,
surveillance cameras could be mounted at the entrances and beach area. My husband has suggested this to
the CSLT Police department with no response.
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Re: Impact 3.16-2 Near the Eastern boundary of the study area, parking demand would remain similar to
existing demand.

| disagree with these findings. | think that four years of construction on the Marsh will draw tremendous
interest and curiosity from locals and visitors alike. It won't be a secret, and many more people will be drawn
to see what is going on both during and after the construction phase. Parking is already a problem in the
neighborhood on narrow, crumbling streets. Visitors to the eastern side of the Marsh continually park on both
sides of Argonaut and up San Francisco preventing normal flow of traffic. This is especially problematic in the 15-4
summer, Disrespectful visitors park on private property, trample vegetation and leave trash in the street. This
area differs significantly from the western boundary of the Marsh. This is a neighborheod with private (not
commercial) homes directly bordering the meadow. | suggest that the Conservancy use their property at the
end of Lily as a designated parking lot and open the Lily gate as the main entrance to the Marsh. Most visitors
are headed for the beach and some even breach this gate illegally to avoid a longer walk. Alternatively, the
city could post “NO PARKING” signs on one side of the streets in the vicinity so that traffic could flow normally:

Re: Current State of the “social trail” along the eastern edge of the Marsh.

The existing main trail running along the edge of the Marsh paralleling El Dorado Street, Argonaut Avenue, and | |5-5
Bellevue Ave. is in varying states of usability. Some areas are flooded much of the year; some parts are
muddy, branched or severely compacted. Many visitors da not respect the trail and access the interior of the
meadow or private property.

Summary and Conclusion: We have been watching this project since 2006 and are hopeful that the
Conservancy now has the resources to bring it to conclusion. | believe this could be a very beneficial project for
the community, and certainly Tor wildlife habitat and the clarity of the lake. | would endorse a trail upgrade
such as presented in Alternative 3 (with respect to the recreation aspects only) to preserve the integrity of the 15-6
meadow. In addition, if it were built in such a way as to keep people from accessing the interior of the
meadow, that would be even more beneficial. Small viewpaints with signage would be desirable if they were
maintained in good repair. In addition, | would ask that the Conservancy consider the following as critical
actions regardless of which Alternative is chosen.

e Actively manage the property including the beach by hiring personnel to enforce the rules already in
place and educate the public about the Marsh habitat. If you can provide millions of dollars for this 15-7
project, can you not find a few thousand each year for its protection?

e Consider opening the Lily Street gate and provide adequate parking to reduce on street neighborhood 15-8
parking and degradation of private property

e Consider banning dogs from the Marsh permanently, especially if no active enforcement is planned 15-9
® Provide increased trash pick-up during summer, weekends, and holidays. g

We have been “neighbors” of the Conservancy for seven years and hope to see some improvements in the
management of their property in terms of active supervision.

As | sit at my computer and look out the window at the Marsh, | see a family of two adults, three small children
and one leashed dog. This is what | want the future to look like, not the interaction | had yesterday with two
adults and four (count ‘em, four) dogs off leash who thought it was OK because they lived “just up the strest”!

Thank you for the opportunity to respend and comment on the Upper Truckee Marsh Restoration Project. We
will be watching the project with interest and excitement for the future.

Sincerely,

Y
lé'lan Bargner '

PO Box 18548

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96151
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Parking on Argonaut Ave. on a summer day

After a warm May weekend on the Upper Truckee Marsh, 2009

Muddy braided trails, July 2012
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Letter
15
Response

Jean Bergner
April 8, 2013

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

The commenter’s support for reducing sediment flowing into Lake Tahoe is noted.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. The commenter’s concern about off-leash
dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.1.4,
“Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a discussion of
animal control services in the study area.

The commenter believes that the existing public services provided for the marsh are inadequate.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of police protection services in the study area.

The commenter disagrees that the demand for parking would be similar to existing demands and
suggests additional parking in Conservancy lots to the east.

See response to Comment AO2-7 for a discussion of parking needs associated with minimum,
moderate, and maximum recreation levels of use.

The commenter’s opinion of the user-created trails east of the marsh is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. In addition, the Conservancy would continue to
manage and reduce the impacts of recreational use and new trails on the east side while
maintaining and expanding on-site signage.

This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s support of Alternative 3 recreation components is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
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Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

15-7 The commenter recommends hiring enforcement personnel in the study area.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of police protection services in the study area.

15-8 The commenter suggests additional parking in Conservancy lots to the east.

See response to Comment AO2-7 for a discussion of parking needs associated with minimum,
moderate, and maximum recreation levels of use.

15-9 The commenter’s opposition to allowing off-leash dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh and
suggestion for additional trash pickup in the study area is noted.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of trash pickup and animal control services in the study area.
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Letter
16
Response

Jim Carlson
April 8, 2013

16-1 The commenter’s opposition to allowing off-leash dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of animal control services in the study area.
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Letter
17
Response

Leslynn Catlett
April 7, 2013

17-1 The commenter’s opposition to installing kiosks and additional infrastructure is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. In addition, the Conservancy would continue to
manage and reduce the impacts of recreational use. See response to Comment 104-5 on kiosks.
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| Letter 18

California Tahoe Conscrvancy

ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Project)

Note:  Withhold my home address from public disclosure to the extent allowed by law

I am a resident and/or property owner in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. | believe
the Project planning and its environmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

1. Consiruction noise in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: this is a quiet residential
neighborhood. Use of California Avenue as a haul route. and CTC neighborhood
lots for the California Avenue Staging site, will generate abnormal and
unacceptable local noise preventing my reasonable use and enjoyment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could occur at any time, or
continuously, from 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four years. Nevertheless, the
Report assesses the short-term noise impact, forall project alternatives, as Less
Than Significant, No Mitigation Needed. This finding defies common sense for
significant residential impact, and the locations cited in Appendix J of the Report
that were analyzed for noise impact do not include any streets in the vicinity of
California Avenue or its proposed staging site. [ strongly disagree with this
finding for this neighborhood and censider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate since it does not include any nearby locations.

Traffic in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: California Avenue. designated as the
only haul route in this subdivision, is one of its narrowest streets. California
Avenue is heavily used by residents, people walking their children and pets.
pedestrians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each
other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive
maneuvers. When cars are parked along it, it is effectively single lane. Yet the
Report assesses the short-term potential for conflict between construction traffic,
local traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles as Less Than Significant, No Mitigation
Needed. For this neighborhood, [ strongly disagree with this finding and consider
the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defies common sense.
does not seem to address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traffic impact assessment discussions in the Report cite only the Al Tahoe,
Hidden Woods. and Tahoe Keys Neighborhoods, but not this neighborhood.
Disruption of established neighborhood values in Tahoe Island Park 4
subdivision: the proposed California Ave Staging site makes use of small
undeveloped residential lots acquired by the CTC because of, and 1o prevent
damage 1o, their environmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expectation that they would never be used by the CTC as a construction site for
staging heavy equipment and fill materials. The aesthetic fundamental nature of
the neighbarhood would be devastated for four years by this use. This impact is
not recognized or assessed in the Report. [ strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other consiruction purposes.

'[\)
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18-2

18-3
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4, Neighborhood safety in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safety hazard that does not appear to be identified or analyzed in
ihe Report. I strongly object to unnecessary multi-year heavy construction in the 18-4
neighborhood and feel that the Report has not adequately assessed the impact to
the safety of neighborhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 87
Increased FFlood Risk in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
models prove incorrect, no assessment has been included of how expensive the
damages to property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property owners
6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, I was not
directly notified of the Report or public comment period. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law. it certainly did not satisfy the spirit 18-
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
aware of the possible impacts even now, and there has been little public response
to the few recent outreach meetings. 1 feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

L
‘

18-5

[ believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive,
unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, I respectfully request that the preferred
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, I respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited abeve from these features.

1. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project

construction activities. It is not necessary for either environmental or practical

reasons. The CTC has other alternatives that do not require disrupting this, or 187

other. residential neighborhoods.

No use of California Ave as a haul route for Project construction activities.

3. No use of any streets or parcels in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision as Project
haul routes or staging sites.

4. Locating internal haul routes for river work on the east side of the river to the
maximum extent possible to minimize impact to close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

5. Posting a bond or securing insurance to compensate property owners for damages
and loss of property value, if the Project increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

2

Respectfully submitted, . |/
\ ; I Z /=2 1/3
NHIDE:: ) o v L J‘ l RS A Dﬁ[ﬁ > ‘r
Address:
2

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA  4-105 Comments and Individual Responses



Letter
18
Response

Jesse Chamberlain

April 7, 2013

18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

18-5

The commenter has concerns about construction noise associated with the use of California
Avenue for staging and access.

Hauling and staging would occur within the project area as shown in Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2,
“Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative does not propose
construction staging areas or access points on California Avenue. See Section 3.1.3,
“Construction Noise,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further
discussion of construction-related noise.

The commenter’s concern about construction traffic is noted.

See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of construction-related traffic.

The commenter’s concern about aesthetic impacts associated with construction staging proposed on
Conservancy lots on California Avenue is noted.

As shown in Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the
Preferred Alternative does not propose construction staging areas or access points on California
Avenue.

The scenic quality of an area is determined based on the variety and contrasts of the area’s visual
features, the character of those features, and the scope and scale of the scene. The analysis in the
2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS used a qualitative descriptive method to characterize and evaluate the
visual resources of the areas that could be affected by the project. Project features were
considered to have a substantial effect on visual resources if they would be visually prominent,
threaten the attainment of a TRPA threshold, or be incompatible with the natural landscape.
Section 3.14, “Scenic Resources,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS states that residents and
recreationists near the storage/staging areas shown would also experience short-term changes to
their views. Although there would be changes in views associated with construction, these
changes would be temporary and would not substantially degrade the visual character of the area
or reduce the threshold ratings from any shoreline or travel units.

The commenter’s concern about construction-related traffic safety is noted.

The Preferred Alternative would use main arterials to access the study area, including U.S.
Highway 50, Venice Drive, and Tahoe Keys Drive. Hauling and staging would occur within the
project area as shown in Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative does not propose construction staging areas or access
points on California Avenue. See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3,
“Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of construction-related
traffic.

The commenter’s concerns about financial liability associated with flooding are noted.
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See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The
analysis of the proposed project is consistent with CEQA, NEPA and TRPA requirements
because the project would not change the existing flood hazards of the surrounding properties.
See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.
Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood damages is not an issue relating to effects on the
environment that requires an analysis under CEQA.18-6 The commenter’s concerns about the
notification process are noted.

As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Conservancy, the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation, and TRPA followed CEQA, NEPA, and TRPA requirements on full
disclosure, transparency, and due process. See response to Comment AO2-4 for a discussion of
the project’s history, planning context, and public outreach.

18-7 The commenter requests changes to proposed construction access and staging, and financial
compensation for potential damages and/or loss of property value resulting from flooding.

As shown in Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the
Preferred Alternative does not propose construction staging areas or access points on California
Avenue. See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion on flooding. The analysis of the proposed project is consistent
with CEQA, NEPA and TRPA requirements because the project would not change the existing
flood hazards of the surrounding properties. See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3,
“Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood
damages is not an issue relating to effects on the environment that requires an analysis under
CEQA.

See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for
further discussion of construction-related traffic.
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Letter
19
Response

Sarah Chisholm
April 7, 2013

19-1 The commenter’s concern about off-leash dogs along trails in the Upper Truckee River Marsh is
noted.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for a discussion of animal control services in the study area.
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Letter 110

110-1
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Letter
110
Response

Richard Cromwell

April 15, 2013

110-1

The commenter discusses historic channel erosion and identifies his support for actions to address
erosion, including a riparian wall.

As discussed in Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and Water Quality,” of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS, the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek have been affected by watershed-scale
changes in land use, hydrology, and sediment loads that have degraded the watershed’s fluvial
geomorphic and ecologic functions. As listed in Section 1.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, two
primary objectives of the project are to “restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain
processes and functions” and “protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats.” The
Preferred Alternative includes an approach to improve physical processes and ecologic function
through both active and passive restoration means. The Preferred Alternative also includes
various measures to address areas with actively eroding streambanks (e.g., streambank
stabilization techniques), as well as to reduce hydraulic stress along the banks during high flows
(e.g., reconnecting secondary high-flow channels and lowering floodplains to allow floodplain
activation at lower flows).
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Public Comment Form Letter 111

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

AGENCIES: California Tahoe Conservancy, U.S. Bureau of Reclamaticn, Tahce Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA)

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: Comments on the DEIR/DEIS/DEIS will be accepted throughout the review
period in compliance with the time limits mandated by State law and TRPA. Your respense should be sent at
the earliest possible date, but received no later than April 8, 2013.

Oral and written comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, will be made available for public
review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their home address from public disclosure, which will be
honored to the extent allowable by law. If you wish to have your name and/or address withheld, you must state this
prominently at the beginning of your comment. All submissions from organizations or businesses, and frem individuals
identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be made available for public
disclosure in their entirety

SEND COMMENTS TO: All comments will be combined and addressed in the Final EIR/EIS/EIS. Itis only
necessary to send comments to one agency.

Please submit comments via email to Scott.Carroll@tahoe.ca.qov.

Subject Line: Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project
(1) Attach comments in an MS Word document
(2) Include commenter's U.S. Postal Service mailing address in MS Word.

Written comments can be sent to the following address:

California Tahoe Conservancy
ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe; CA 96150

COMMENTS:
Name: &y i
Address: - p /4 Y

Email (optional):

111-1

111-2
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Letter
111
Response

Richard DeVries
March 19, 2013

111-1 The commenter’s support for the Alternative 3 eastside access is noted.

The Preferred Alternative does not include construction of additional recreation access on the east
side; however, existing user-created trails would continue to provide access. See Chapter 2,
“Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of the alternative selection
process.

111-2 The commenter’s support for a bike trail from Al Tahoe to Venice Drive is noted.
The Preferred Alternative does not include construction of new bicycle trails. See Chapter 2,

“Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of the alternative selection
process.
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Letter 112

California Tahoe Conservancy

ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Project)

Note:  Withhold my home address from public disclosure to the extent allowed by law

I am a resident and/or property owner in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. [ believe
the Project planning and its environmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

L. Construction noise in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: this is a quiet residential
neighborhood. Use of California Avenue as a haul route, and CTC neighborhood
lots for the California Avenue Staging site, will generate abnormal and
unacceptable local noise preventing my reasonable use and enjoyment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could occur at any time, or
continuously, from 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four years. Nevertheless, the
Report assesses the short-term noise impact, for all project alternatives, as Less
Than Significant, No Mitigation Needed. This finding defies common sense for
significant residential impact, and the locations cited in Appendix J of the Report
that were analyzed for noise impact do not include any streets in the vicinity of
California Avenue or its proposed staging site. I strongly disagree with this
finding for this neighborhood and consider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate since it does not include any nearby locations.

Traffic in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: California Avenue, designated as the
only haul route in this subdivision, is one of its narrowest streets. California
Avenue is heavily used by residents, people walking their children and pets,
pedestrians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 121
other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive
maneuvers. When cars are parked along it, it is effectively single lane. Yet the
Report assesses the short-term potential for conflict between construction traffic,
local traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles as Less Than Significant, No Mitigation
Needed. For this neighborhood, I strongly disagree with this finding and consider
the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defies common sense,
does not seem to address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traffic impact assessment discussions in the Report cite only the Al Tahoe,
Hidden Woods, and Tahoe Keys Neighborhoods, but not this neighborhood.
Disruption of established neighborhood values in Tahoe [sland Park 4
subdivision: the proposed California Ave Staging site makes use of small
undeveloped residential lots acquired by the CTC because of, and to prevent
damage to, their environmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expectation that they would never be used by the CTC as a construction site for
staging heavy equipment and fill materials. The aesthetic fundamental nature of
the neighborhood would be devastated for four years by this use. This impact is
not recognized or assessed in the Report. I strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other construction purposes.

2
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4. Neighborhood safety in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safety hazard that does not appear to be identified or analyzed in
the Report. [ strongly object to unnecessary multi-year heavy construction in the
neighborhood and feel that the Report has not adequately assessed the impact to
the safety of neighborhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
he able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 8?
Increased Flood Risk in Tahoe [sland Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
models prove incorrect, no assessment has been included of how expensive the
damages to property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property owners
6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, I was not
directly notified of the Report or public comment period. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law, it certainly did not satisfy the spirit
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
aware of the possible impacts even now, and there has been little public response
to the few recent outreach meetings. I feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

th

112-1

I believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, cont

unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, [ respectfully request that the preferred
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, | respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above [rom these features.

I.- No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project

construction activities. It is not necessary for either environmental or practical

reasons. The CTC has other alternatives that do not require disrupting this, or
other, residential neighborhoods.

No use of California Ave as a haul route for Project construction activities.

No use of any streets or parcels in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision as Project

haul routes or staging sites.

4. Locating internal haul routes for river work on the east side of the river to the
maximum extent possible to minimize impact to close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

5. Posting a bond or securing insurance to compensate property owners for damages
and loss of property value, if the Project increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

W

Respectfully submitted,
Name: MARILVN Doy w Date:  4/77/73

Address:

(3%
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Letter
112
Response

Marilyn Donn
April 13, 2013

112-1 The commenter has concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic,
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenter states that individual residents in the Tahoe
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.

See response to Comment Letter 18 for a discussion regarding these concerns.
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Letter
113
Response

Helen Ebert
March 18, 2013

113-1 The commenter requests information about plan areas and zoning for their property.

This comment is not associated with the Proposed Project and does not raise issues regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter 114 |

California Tahoe Conservancy
ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject; Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Project)

Note: Withhold my home address from public disclosure to the extent allowed by law

[ am a resident and/or property owner in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. I believe
the Project planning and its envirenmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

1. Construction noise in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: this is a quiet residential
neighborhood. Use of California Avenue as a haul route, and CTC neighborhood
lots for the California Avenue Staging site, will generate abnormal and
unacceptable local noise preventing my reasonable use and enjoyment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could occur at any time, or
continuously, from 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four years. Nevertheless. the
Report assesses the short-term noise impact, for all project alternatives, as Less
Than Significant, No Mitigation Needed. This finding defies common sense for
significant residential impact, and the locations cited in Appendix J of the Report
that were analyzed for noise impact do not include any streets in the vicinity of
California Avenue or its proposed staging site. I strongly disagree with this
finding for this neighborhood and consider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate sinee it does not include any nearby locations.

Traffic in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: California Avenue, designated as the
only haul route in this subdivision, is one of its narrowest streets. California
Avenue is heavily used by residents, people walking their children and pets,
pedestrians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 114-1
other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive
maneuvers. When cars are parked along it, it is effectively single lane. Yet the
Report assesses the short-term potential for conflict between construction traffic,
local traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles as Less Than Significant. No Mitigation
Needed. For this neighborhood. 1 strongly disagree with this finding and consider
the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defies common sense,
does not seem to address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traffic impact assessment discussions in the Report cite only the Al Tahoe,
Hidden Woods, and Tahoe Keys Neighborhoods, but not this neighborhood.
Disruption of established neighborhood values in Tahoe Island Park 4
subdivision: the proposed California Ave Staging site makes use of small
undeveloped residential lots acquired by the CTC because of, and to prevent
damage to, their environmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expectation that they would never be used by the CTC as a construction site for
staging heavy equipment and fill materials. The aesthetic fundamental nature of
the neighborhood would be devastated for four years by this use. This impact is
not recognized or assessed in the Report. [ strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other construction purposes.

§\J
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4. Neighborhood safety in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safety hazard that does not appear to be identified or analyzed in
the Report. I strongly object to unnecessary multi-year heavy construction in the
neighborhood and feel that the Report has not adequately assessed the impact to
the safety of neighborhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 87
Increased Flood Risk in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited inthe
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
models prove incorrect, no assessment has been included of how expensive the
damages to property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property owners
6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, I was not
directly notified of the Report or public comment period. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law, it certainly did not satisfy the spirit
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
aware of the possible impacts even now, and there has been little public response
to the few recent outreach meetings. | feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

W
.

[14-1

I believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive,
cont.

unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, I respectfully request that the preferred
alternative and final plans. include the features below. If this isn’t done, I respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above [rom these features.

1. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project
construction activities. It is not necessary for cither environmental or practical
reasons. The CTC has other alternatives that do not require disrupting this, or
other, residential neighborhoods.

No use of California Ave as a haul route for Project construction activities.

No use of any streets or parcels in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision as Project
haul routes or staging sites.

4. Locating internal haul routes for river work on the east side of the river to the
maximum extent possible to minimize impact to close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

Posting a bond or securing insurance to compensate property owners for damages
and loss of property value, if the Project increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year lloodplain.

L3 I
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Letter
114
Response

Rich Elder
April 8, 2013

114-1 The commenter has concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic,
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenter states that individual residents in the Tahoe
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.

See response to Comment Letter 18 for a discussion regarding these concerns.
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Letter

115

Response
Jerome Evans
February 28, 2013

115-1 The commenter’s support for the shoreline boardwalk under Alternative 1 is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter 116

California Tahoe Conservancy

ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Project)

Note: Withhold my home address from public disclosure to the extentallowed by law

I am a resident and/or property owner in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. I believe
the Project planning and its environmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

I. Construction noise in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: this is a quiet residential
neighborhood. Use of California Avenue as a haul route, and CTC neighborhood
lots for the California Avenue Staging site, will generate abnormal and
unacceptable local noise preventing my reasonable use and enjoyment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could occur at any time, or
continuously, from 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four years. Nevertheless, the
Report assesses the short-term noise impact, for all project alternatives, as Less
Than Significant, No Mitigation Needed. This finding defies common sense for
significant residential impact, and the locations cited in Appendix J of the Report
that were analyzed for noise impact do not include any streets in the vieinity o f
California Avenue or its proposed staging site. I strongly disagree with this
finding for this neighborhood and consider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate since it does not include any nearby locations.

Traffic in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: California Avenue, designated as the

B

only haul route in this subdivision, is one of its narrowest strects. California
Avenue is heavily used by residents, people walking their children and pets,
pedestrians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 116-1
other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive
maneuvers. When cars are parked along it, it is effectively single lane. Yet the
Report assesses the short-term potential for conflict between construction traffic,
local traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles as Less Than Significant, No Mitigation
Needed. For this neighborhood, I strongly disagree with this finding and consider
the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defics common sense,
does not seem to address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traffic impaci assessment discussions in the Report cite only the Al Tahoe,
Hidden Woods, and Tahoe Keys Neighborhoods, but not this neighborhood.
Disruption of established neighborhood values in Tahoe Island Park 4
subdivision: the proposed California Ave Staging site makes use of small
undeveloped residential lots acquired by the CTC because of, and to prevent
damage to, their environmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expectation that they would never be used by the CTC as a construction site for
staging heavy equipment and fill materials. The aesthetic fundamental nature of
the neighborhood would be devastated for four years by this use. This impact is
not recognized or assessed in the Report. I strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other construction purposes.

sl
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4. Neighborhood safety in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safety hazard that does not appear o be identified or analyzed in
the Report. I strongly object to unnecessary multi-year heavy construction in the
neighborhood and feel that the Report has not adequately assessed the impact to
the safety of neighborhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 57
Increased Flood Risk in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
models prove incorrect, no assessment has been included of how expensive the
damages to property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property owners
6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, [ was not
directly notified of the Report or public comment period. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law, it certainly did not satisfy the spirit
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
aware of the possible impacts even now, and there has been little public response
to the few recent outreach meetings. I feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

tn

116-1

| believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, ¢
cont.

unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, I respectfully request that the preferred
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above from these features.
|. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project
construction activities. It is not necessary for either environmental or practical
reasons. The CTC has other alternatives that do not require disrupting this, or
other, residential neighborhoods.

2. No use of California Ave as a haul route for Project construction activities.

3. No use of any streets or parcels in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision as Project
haul routes or staging sites.

4. Locating internal haul routes for river work on the cast side of the river to the

maximum extent possible to minimize impact to close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

5. Posting a bond or securing insurance to compensate property owners for damages
and loss of property value, if the Project increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

Respectfully submitted,

Name: o ] RO e, B Date:

Address:
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Letter
116
Response

John R. Galea
April 8, 2013

116-1

The commenter has concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic,
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenter states that individual residents in the Tahoe
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.

See response to Comment Letter 18 for a discussion regarding these concerns.
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Letter 117

California Tahoe Conservancy

ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project (Project)

Note:  Withhold my home address from public disclosure to the extent allowed by law

I am a resident and/or property owner in the Tahoe I[sland Park 4 subdivision. I believe
the Project planning and its environmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

1. Construction noise in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: this is a quiet residential
neighborhood. Use of California Avenue as a haul route, and CTC neighborhood
lots for the California Avenue Staging site, will generate abnormal and
unacceptable local noise preventing my reasonable use and enjoyment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could oceur at any time, or
continuously, from 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four years. Nevertheless. the
Report assesses the short-term noise impact, for all project alternatives, as Less
Than Significant, No Mitigation Needed. This finding defies common sense for
significant résidential impact, and the locations cited in Appendix J of the Report
that were analyzed for neise impact do not include any streets in the vicinity of
California Avenue or its proposed staging site. | strongly disagree with this
finding for this neighborhood and consider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate since it does not include any nearby locations.

Traffic in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: California Avenue, designated as the

only haul route in this subdivision, is one of its narrowest streets. California

Avenue is heavily used by residents, people walking their children and pets.

pedestrians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 117-1

other or tum around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive

maneuvers. When cars are parked along it, it is effectively single lane. Yet the

Report assesses the short-term potential for conflict between construction traffic,

local traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles as Less Than Significant, No Mitigation

Needed. For this neighborhood, I strongly disagree with this finding and consider

the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defies common sense.

does not seem to address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traffic impact assessment discussions in the Report cite only the Al Tahoe,

Hidden Woods. and Tahoe Keys Neighborhoods. but not this neighborhood.

3. Disruption of established neighborhood values in Tahoe Island Park 4
subdivision: the proposed California Ave Staging site makes use of small
undeveloped residential lots acquired by the CTC because of, and to prevent
damage (o, their environmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expectation that they would never be used by the CTC as a construction site for
staging heavy equipment and fill materials. The aesthetic fundamental nature of
the neighborhood would be devastated for four years by this use. This impact is
not recognized or assessed in the Report. 1 strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other construction purposes.

'b.)
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4. Nelghborhood safety in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safety hazard that does not appear to be identified or analyzed in
the Report. [ strongly object to unnecessary multi-year heavy construction in the
neighborhood and feel that the Report has not adequaiely assessed the impact to
the safety of neighborhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 82

S. Increased Flood Risk in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
models prove incorrect, no assessment has been included of how expensive the
damages to property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property owners

6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, 1 was not
directly notified of the Report or public comment period. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law, it certainly did not satisfy the spirit
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
aware of the possible impacts even now, and there has been little public response
to the few recent outreach meetings. I feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

I believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, 17-1
unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, 1 respectfully request that the preferred cont.
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, | respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above from these features.

1. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project
construction activities. It is not necessary for either environmental or practical
reasons. The CTC has other alternatives that do not require disrupting this, or
other. residential neighborhoods.

No use of California Ave as a haul route for Project construction activities.

No use of any streets or parcels in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision as Project

haul routes or staging sites.

4. Locating internal haul routes for river work on the east side of the river to the
maximum extent possible to minimize impact to close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

S. Posting a bond or securing insurance to compensate property owners for damages
and loss of property value, if the Project increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

Lo 3

Respectfully submitted,

Name: - /) Date:

Address:

(o]
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Letter
117
Response

Chris Gallup
April 26, 2013

117-1

The commenter has concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic,
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenter states that individual residents in the Tahoe
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.

See response to Comment Letter 18 for a discussion regarding these concerns.
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Letter
118
Response

John Gonzales
March 6, 2013

118-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.

118-2 The commenter requests restoration of the roadway for the TKPOA storage yard.

The Preferred Alternative includes removal of the TKPOA yard and road, and restoration to
meadow habitat, contingent on TKPOA consent.
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