Letter 119

Calitornia Tahoe Conservancy

ATTN: Seott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tihoe, 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:

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, [rom 8 AM to 6:30 PM, daily, for four vears. 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. | 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 cach 1161

other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles o 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.

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 to, their envirenmental sensitivity. The neighborhood had a reasonable
expeclation 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.
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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
he able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer uniil he or she is 82

3. 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 Lo 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 partics 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.

118-1

| 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. 1 respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be underfaken to address the
inadequacies cited above from these features.

I~ 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.

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.

Lad

Respectiully submitted,

/ "¢y L )i
Name: Kiypaw Odalt SR o _l -y Date: -{_' sida
| S

Address:
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Letter
119
Response

Ryan & Cataline Goralski
April 6, 2013

119-1 The commenters have 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 commenters state 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
120
Response

Alice Grulich-Jones
March 13, 2013

120-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area 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.

120-2 The commenter’s concern about dogs and littering 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.

120-3 The commenter’s support for a hybrid alternative including the inset floodplain under Alternative
4 and minimal public access under Alternative 2 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.

120-4 The commenter’s opposition to 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.

120-5 The commenter states that the timing of project construction should not disturb the spring nesting
season.

As described in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, construction
activities that would occur in suitable habitat during the nesting season (April 1 through August
31) would require a qualified wildlife biologist to conduct focused surveys for active nest sites of
the yellow warbler, willow flycatcher, waterfowl, and long-eared owl (see page 3.4-52 of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS).

120-6 The commenter’s concerns about the impacts of public access on wildlife and increased trash,
dogs, and people in the study area are noted.
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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.

120-7 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area 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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barriers may mean to their fun. This needs to be clear in the planning phase. Are there
any types of barriers that will accomplish the goal of spreading out the flow but allow
continued boating or is take out going to have to be higher up with no way to float out to
the lake? People will probably just carry boats around barriers. Will this be good for the
marsh? The Stand-Up-Paddle board people are quickly making their presence known in
the marsh, going upstream and down. Is there to be a “mouth” of the river or is it going to
be blocked so the water spreads out and 1s [iltered? Is there to be no direct access from
the lake to the marsh? The rental companies need to know what to tell people. While I
love floating through the willows, climbing over beaver dams and getting out in to the
middle of the marsh in my little boat, as more people are doing the same, the marsh will
be impacted negatively. My first trip down the Truckee River from the highway 50
bridge in Meyers was when [ was about 8 years old in 1969. Only a few people had this
adventure back then bul now there are more people. I am sad to think I would have to
give up this yearly joy but we have to do what will be best for the wetland habitat and
wildlife. The impact of people in the marsh needs to be considered if we are going to do
anything that will make the edges more attractive to more people.

121-3
cont.

All of the alternative plans have view points and observation points on them. They are
not all located in the very best spots. More input on where those places should be and
what they should look like is needed. I would love to see raised observation platforms
(like at the Visitors Center at Taylor Creek or Sacramento Wildlife Refuge). This would 121-4
get the viewer up above the willows overlooking the entire 360 degree marsh and lake
view without needing to put people in to the marsh.

Please try to keep this gem of a place a little bit of a secret for us Tahoe locals to enjoy
and newcomers to have to work to discover. Keep it simple. But more importantly., we
have an opportunity to improve weiland habitat to encourage the return of migratory
birds and marsh plants that have almost been lost. A wetland corridor to the lake with
minimal human presence is a habitat that has vanished on Lake Tahoe. We have a chance
to restore a picee of it now.

121-5

Thanks for taking the time to read my comments. Keep up the good works. You are
making a difference in the health, beauty, and future for Lake Tahoe.

Lyvnn Harriman
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Letter
121
Response

Lynn Harriman
March 10, 2013

121-1

121-2

121-3

121-4

121-5

The commenter’s support for the previous projects in the study area is noted.

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

The commenter’s support for restoration and limiting public access 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 trash pickup, animal control services, and police protection
services in the study area.

The commenter is concerned about flow/gradient controls on boaters and kayakers. The commenter
also asks whether the mouth to the river will be blocked and whether there will be direct access from
the lake to the marsh. The commenter is concerned about the impact of public access on the study
area.

The Preferred Alternative would make some modifications near the mouth of the river and reconstruct
a more natural connection between the lagoon and the river. These changes would not be adverse for
nonmotorized water recreation relative to existing conditions or the No Action Alternative. Access
during normal to high-water conditions would be increased, and access during low-water conditions
would be similar to present access with safer access for non-motorized use with the sailing lagoon
connected to the river. The planned vertical and lateral grade controls/bed stabilization features would
be designed to limit degradation, not to promote aggradation, so they would not create net barriers or
blockage to low flow relative to existing conditions. The Preferred Alternative’s pilot channel inlet
and the vertical and lateral barriers between the pilot channel and the backfilled channel would also
emphasize features that are buried and limit the potential for debris accumulation, because their
hydraulic and geomorphic functions need relatively smooth transitions to ensure flow and sediment
passage. Within the remnant channel sections of the middle of the marsh, the natural complexity of
multi-thread channel segments, beaver ponds, and backwaters could continue to exist, but may be
modified by natural geomorphic processes to define one or more distinct flow-through segments.

The commenter’s request for more input on the observation points is noted.

See responses to Comments AO2-4 and 18-6 for a discussion of the project’s history, planning
context, and public outreach.

The commenter’s support for restoration is noted.

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
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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.

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
Comments and Individual Responses 4-142 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA



Letter 122

From: Judith Hildinger [jhildinger@sbcglobal.net]
sent: Monda{, April 08, 2013 3:12 PMm

To: carroll, Scott@Tahoe

Subject: Comments UTRM DRAFT EIR

scott.carroll@tahoe.ca.gov
April 8, 2013

california Tahoe Conservancy
1061 Third st.
south Lake Tahoe, CA 96158

Dear Scott,

I am writing to comment on the proposed alternatives for restoration of the Upper
Truckee River Marsh.

I am commentinﬁ primarily to register strong opposition to Alternative 1,
particularly the proposed recreation infrastructure. The Conservancy’s work should
be primarily one of restoring the marsh, not expanding recreational activities.
Building a parking Tot, bike trails, and two bridges would bring hundreds of
additional people into the marsh annually and is not in the best interests of
conservation goals.

122-1

Amongst other concerns, a bridged access could

--lead to such concerns as: will the bikepaths (as well as the parking lot) 1225
eventually require safety Tighting and thus add yet another Tightsource to an area #
that currently provides starry dark skies?

(adding an ongoing maintenance issue for Conservancy staff?)

-- potentially detract from the boaters' viewshed; elevated manmade structures in 1223
the marsh are contrary to restoration. 3

-- allow even more invasive species pathways into the sensitive marsh area. 122-4

concerns. 1225

I understand the need for some educational signage, pedestrian trails, and

--impact surrounding neighborhoods with additional through traffic and parking |
viewpoints, but not to the extent suggested in Alternative 1. I

122-6

To summarize, from the executive summary itself: “The purpose of the proposed
action is to restore natural geomorphic processes and ecological functions in this
lowest reach of the Upper Truckee River and the surrounding marsh to improve
ecological values of tﬂe restoration area and help reduce the river’s discharge of
nutrients and sediment that diminish Lake Tahoe's clarity.” 122.7
Please keep in mind this primary purpose rather than expansion of recreational
infrastructure. Also keep in mind that recreational infrastructure requires a huge
annual commitment of maintenance funds. Does the Conservancy have resources and
strategic direction to provide for maintenance and upkeep of any infrastructure
built and associated ‘public management’ regquired?

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.
Sincerely,
Judith Hildinger

PO Box 8897
So. Lake Tahoe, CA 96158
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Letter
122
Response

Judith Hildinger
April 8,2013

122-1

122-2

122-3

122-4

122-5

122-6

The commenter’s opposition to 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.

The commenter is concerned about additional recreation facilities requiring nighttime lighting.

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, similar to existing
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. The Preferred Alternative
does not include new bike trails or parking that would need nighttime lighting.

The commenter is concerned that a bridged access will detract from the viewshed for boaters.
See response to Comment AO5-6.

The commenter is concerned that the bridge and boardwalk proposed under Alternative 1 will
result in additional invasive species within the marsh. Additionally, the commenter cites
increased bridge access in Alternative 1 as a potential risk factor for the spread of aquatic
invasive species.

Impacts of the alternatives on the spread of invasive species are discussed in Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources: Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Impact 3.4-2
(Alt. 1), “Introduction and Spread of Invasive Plants by Recreational Activities,” states that under
Alternative 1, there would be an expected increase in the number of visitors to the study area, and
these visitors could contribute to the introduction and spread of invasive plants by dispersing
these plants and disturbing habitat. The Preferred Alternative does not include the bridge and
boardwalk.

The commenter is concerned that a bridged access will result in additional traffic for adjacent
neighborhoods.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative does not include construction of bridged access to the east side of the marsh. Traffic
impacts were discussed in Section 3.16, “Traffic, Circulation and Parking,” of the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted.
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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.

122-7 The commenter reiterates the primary purpose of the proposed project and requests consideration
of the annual cost of maintaining additional recreation facilities.

The Preferred Alternative does not include these additional recreation elements. The recreation
elements of the Preferred Alternative are expected to require similar maintenance costs as under
existing conditions. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter
123
Response

Anjanette Hoefer

April 7, 2013

123-1

123-2

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

The commenter’s opposition to constructing additional recreation facilities 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. See Section 2.1,
“Selecting a Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to
selecting recreation 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

124

Response

Harley & Tammy Hoy

April 8, 2013

124-1 The commenters states that no noticing of the project was provided.
The Project mailing list was developed by obtaining the most recent County Assessor’s
information as well as contact information provided through outreach over the life of the project.
The commenter’s address on the list developed for noticing. For privacy purposes the address has
been withheld in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. See responses to Comments AO2-4 and 18-6 for a
discussion of the project’s history, planning context, and public outreach.

124-2 The commenters have concerns about construction noise associated with the use of California

Avenue and Michael Avenue for staging and access.

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 and Michael 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.
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Letter 125

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 belicve
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 B 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. [ 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 125-1

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 bicyeles 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.

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 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.

I
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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. Wil a four year old neighborhood child not
be able to play carch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 87

5. Increased Flood Risk in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential Mlood 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 spirii
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.

125-1

I believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, ok
O 3

unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, I respectfully request that the preferred
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, 1 respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above from 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 [sland 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 (o close-by residential
neighborhoods which are primarily on the west side of the river.

3. 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.

L S ]

Respectfully submitted.
I | 7

Name: T ARLEY : Hay Date: Ye—7-/ 73

/.‘.‘;’I’.‘! =2 =

—_— e ——— e

Address:

=]
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Letter
125
Response

Harley Hoy
April 7, 2013

125-1 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 126

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. [ 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 enjovment of my
home and property. The Report implies this noise could occur at any time, or
continuously, [rom 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. | 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.

2. 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 126-1
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 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 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.

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS

California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA  4-153 Comments and Individual Responses



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 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, T 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. 1 feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site. 126-1
cont.

LA

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

I. 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.

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 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.

Respectfully submitted,
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Letter
126
Response

Tamara Hoy
April 8, 2013

126-1

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 127

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. [ 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 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 127-1
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, T strongly disagree with this finding and consider
the analysis it is based on to be inadequate. The finding defies common sense,
does not seem 1o address the residential nature of the neighborhood, and the
traftic 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.
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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 ol neighborhood children. Will a four vear old neighborhood child noi
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 87
Increased Flood Risk in Tahoee Island Park 4 subdivision: The models cited in the
Report predict no increased residential fTood 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. | feel the notification process has been
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site.

n

[27-1

[ believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, cafit.

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 from these features.

I. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging for any Project
construction activities. [t 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 [sland 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 loodplain.
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Letter
127
Response

? Hughes
April 6, 2013

127-1

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
128
Response

Mark Johnson
March 11, 2013

128-1 The commenter is concerned about the traffic and parking on El Dorado Avenue associated with
constructing bike paths.

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, similar to existing
conditions, 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.

128-2 The commenter’s support for only improving the river channels 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 129

California Tahoe Conservancy

ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe. CA 96150

Subject: Comments on Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Projeet (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. | belicve
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 [sland 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. | 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 128-1

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 1o 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 neighberhood.

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 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 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.

[
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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
be able to play catch outside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 82
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.

L

129-1

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, | respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above from these features.

I Nouse 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.

3. 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.
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Respectfully submitted,
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Letter
129
Response

Gary Jones
April 7, 2013

129-1

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.

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA  4-163 Comments and Individual Responses



Box 18802 M3
South Lake Tahoe, CA. 96151

March 3, 2013

MAL \r-/\
! \\

T
CA /...onséhlgncy
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project.

| own property at 2331 Lake Tahoe Blvd on Highway 50 and the back of my property will be marsh land
affected by the projects you are proposing. It is my understanding you have 4 projects you are
considering. Several questions have entered my mind since receiving your letter. | understand the
reasons for attempting to restore the marsh to its natural state and prevent sediment from entering the
Lake. It is important for the conservation of our Lake, What is concerning me is the amount of flooding
that may occur if we have heavy spring rains or heavy winter snows. The Truckee River project that
occurred behind my home ( which took almost 4 years to complete) flooded the marsh behind this Lake
Tahoe Blvd. property. The past two years have been nearly drought years as far as water is concerned. |
am concerned that “returning the marsh to its natural state” will lose control of where the water goes.
if we have heavy rains or snows, it could cause flooding on Highway 50 and local businesses, not to
mention overloading the drainage system in place.

Sincerely,

Joanne Jones

Letter 130 |
He . Delivered | .
RECEIVED

130-1
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Letter
130
Response

Joanne Jones
March 5, 2013

130-1 The commenter is concerned about increased flooding from implementation of the project.

An updated discussion of existing and potential flood hazards in provided in Section 3.1.1,
“Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA  4-165 Comments and Individual Responses



| Letter 131

Public Comment Form
Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

AGENCIES: California Tahce Censervancy, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, 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 response 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
henored 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 from individuzals
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. It is 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
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131-2

131-3
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Letter

131

Response

Jordans & Foudys

April 10, 2013

131-1 The commenter’s support for a bike trail across Barton Beach if it can be constructed without
affecting the yellow cress is noted.
Potential impacts on Tahoe yellow cress are discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources:
Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative does not
include the bridge and boardwalk.

131-2 The commenter’s support for restoring flows to the Truckee River is noted.
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.

131-3 The commenter’s opposition of constructing a trail that would disturb cultural resources is noted.

Potential impacts on cultural resources are discussed in Section 3.3, “Archaeological and Historic
Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to Comment Letter AO12 for
additional information.
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4. Neighborhood safetv in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: construction activity on
the subject CTC lots in conjunction with neighborhood children playing near their
homes creates a safely 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 satety 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 8?

5. Increased I'lood 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 satisty the spirit
of notifying impacted parties so they could comment. Few of my neighbors are
awarc 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.

132-1
cont.
I 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, T respectfully
request that additional impact analyses and public comment be undertaken to address the
inadequacies cited above [rom these leatures.

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.

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. T.ocating internal haul routes for river work on the east side of the river to the
maximum ¢xtent 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.

Respectlully submitted,
Scott Karpinen Date: 4-8-13
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Letter
132
Response

Scott Karpinen
April 8, 2013

132-1 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 133 |

March 20, 2013

Mr. Seott Carroll, Project Manager

California Tahoe Conservancy

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe CA

96150-3475

Subject: Upper Truckee River & Marsh Restoration and TKPOA maintenance yard roadway

Dear Mr. Carrall,

Thank you for taking input regarding the project referenced above. | have read your material

and choices regarding alternatives for the restoration project. Thank you for allowing
comments on your project and welcoming public opinion and cancerns.

Based on review of the four alternatives presented by your office, | am respectfully requeésting
that alternative number 3 be selected for the project. Reasons for my request are summarized
below:

i} By allowing the Truckee River to flood more to the east as shown in alternative 3,
more of the former river paths and meéanders will fill with flood water and the
water will be spread out over more acres of grasses and other meadow vegetation.

2 Alternative 3 allows more area for the river water to flow slowing river flow
velocities; therefore allowing more sediment to be removed before river water
enters Lake Tahoe.

1331

3 The Upper Truckee Marsh lies primarily east of the current river path and aerial
photographs of the marsh show that the Truckee River once meandered through the
east marsh area. Allowing the river to return to its former natural flow channels
would allow better removal of sediment and nutrients from the Truckee River
before the river water enters Lake Tahoe.

4 Alternative 3 is the best choice when consideration is given to those of us who own
property on Michael Dr. north of Colorado St and Mt. Tallac Village 1ll. All other
alternatives direct flood water flow from the Truckee River toward our subdivision.
Flooding is a concern for Michael Dr. and Mt. Tallac Village Il property owners.

In addition to my recommendation that alternative # 3 be selected and implemented for the

Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project, | ask you to mitigate the problems caused

by the roadway to the Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association (TKPOA) carporation yard

storage area. During times of high water flow in and around the Mt. Tallac Village Il -2
subdivision and the homes north of Colorado St. on Michael Dr., the TKPOA yard storage road

becomes a dam and flood waters back up to the west of the roadway into this area. The
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roadway caused a serious flooding problem in 1997 because of the backup of water that couid
not flow past the above grade roadway. The existing drainage is furnished by a small culvert
that becomes blocked by brush and debris. Perhaps the TKPOA could share in the cost to install
box culverts under the raised corporation yard roadway to allow flood waters to escape this
area. The roadway needs to be modified or demolished now. The safety of this area’s [33-2
residents and guests and protection of our property make it imperative that Conservancy and cant.
TKPOA act now to help prevent flooding in the Michael Dr. area and Mt. Tallac Village Il
subdivision. The raised corperation yard roadway is a flood hazard for our property and must
be modified or removed. The Conservancy and TKPOA have a responsibility to property owners
on Michael Dr. and Mt. Tallac Village Iil to mitigate the flood hazard caused by the raised road
and corporate storage yard.

Thank you for your consideration and for allowing me to express my support and concerns.

Thomas and Martha Keating
161 Plantation Dr.
Carson City NV 83703

Tahoe property address — 701 Michael Dr.
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Letter
133
Response

Thomas & Martha Keating
March 21, 2013

133-1 The commenters’ 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. This comment does not raise
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

133-2 The commenters request that the project include modifications to or removal of the roadway for
the TKPOA storage yard to alleviate localized drainage and flood problems.

See response to Comment 118-2 for further discussion of the TKPOA Corporation Yard and road
restoration. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter 134

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 environmental impact report (Report) do not adequately
address the following possible real impacts to me and my neighborhood:

1. Construction noise in Tahoe [sland 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 iis narrowest streets. California
Avenue is heavily used by residents. people walking their children and pets.
pedestrians, and bicyelists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 134-1
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 defies common sensc.,
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.

1~
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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. T 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

5. 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 compensale 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.

134-1

| believe these and other potential impacts to my neighborhood are excessive, t
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 from these features.

1. No use of the CTC lots designated as California Ave Staging lor 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 east side of the river to the
maximum extenl 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 Praject increases residential flood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

Respectfully submitted, ) O / B
Name: 7 <1(, )ff '__t/_l_‘if_i'“;.k‘l. B Date: ,;/, / —/ /

Address:
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Letter
134
Response

Rick Kniesec
April 7, 2013

134-1 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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California Tahoe Conservancy
ATTN: Scott Carroll

1061 Third Street

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Subject: Commenis 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. 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 noisc preventing my reasenable 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 commen sense for
significant residential impact, and the loeations 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 consider the noise impact analysis for this
neighborhood inadequate since it does not include any nearby locations.

2. 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 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 trafiic,
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
tratfic 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 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.

135-3
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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 1o be identified or analyzed in
the Report. 1 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 neighberhood children. Will a four year old neighborhood child not
be able ta play catch outside his or her home in the summer uniil he or she is 87
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, dwas net—
directly-netified-of the Report or public comment pesied. 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

N _ . inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site. 135-3
A d..d e Ceive nerificaricn by maik, b Aot g+ Meavd impecr Pl R L ot iy J
[ believe these and other potential impéacts to my neighborhood are excessive, a y

unnecessary, and unacceptable. Therefore, I respectfully request that the preferred A
alternative and final plans, include the features below. If this isn’t done, I respectfully f’
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 reguire disrupting this, or
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.

3. 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.

5"'

cont.

M

Respectfully submitted ‘ . )
Name: < i":-”l,'l D4 j{\.f_"'?(- (014 {(- Date: %/é // 3
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Letter
135
Response

Linda Kosciolek

April 7, 2013

135-1 The commenter has concerns about increases in mosguito-borne diseases and the plans to control
the mosquito population.
See response to Comment 14-4. 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.

135-2 The commenter’s concern about the impact of the project on residents on California Avenue and
State Street is noted.
See response to Comment Letter 18 for a discussion regarding these concerns.

135-3 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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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
he able 1o play catch ouiside his or her home in the summer until he or she is 87

5. Increased Floed 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 Lo property owners would be or whether the lead Agencies would be
responsible, and have the funds, to financially compensate the property ewners

6. Neighborhood notification in Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision: even though my
neighborhood is potentially highly impacted by Project construction, I was-net—
directly-netified of the Report or public comment periad. Even if agency outreach
and notification satisfied the letter of the law, it certainly did not satisfy the spirit

e 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

) E 4 adequate and meI'Fec.nve at Ie.ist near the potential C .ﬂlfomm Ave Stagmg site.
£ a2ive ek id ks beF not g +hd hea = A TP e a4
| believe these and other potential lmpacttz fo my nesghborhond are excusewe <k L:;it

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.

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.

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 food risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

(R
v

Respectfully qubmlm.d
Name: ,ﬁ, Tu i Ku
<~ b | e -LLL..

c.0le & Date: < / & yali >
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Letter
136
Response

Stan Kosciolek
April 6, 2013

136-1 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 137

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 [sland 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:

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 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, - =+

2. 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 137-1
other or turn around, or even for normal vehicles to navigate without evasive
mancuvers. 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,
[Midden 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. [ strongly object to use of the subject
CTC lots by the Project for this or other construction purposes.

AN =0
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4. Neighborhood safety in Tahoe [sland Park 4 subdivision: construction activ ity 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
he 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 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 netifying 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 137-1
inadequate and ineffective, at least near the potential California Ave Staging site. .o cont.

=l

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

3. No use of any strects 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

3

FE MA 100-year floodplain. + ¢~ _aoéaw 75 '—~f€'_t"< A T
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Letter
137
Response

Michael & Carol Ledesma

April 6, 2013

137-1

137-2

137-3

The commenters have 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 commenters state 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.

The commenters have concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise 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 commenters state that they were not notified of the proposed project.

The Project mailing list was developed by obtaining the most recent County Assessor’s
information as well as contact information provided through outreach over the life of the project.
The commenter’s address is on the list developed for noticing. For privacy purposes the address
has been withheld in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to Comment 18-6 for further
discussion of notification of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS to Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision residents.

UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA  4-187 Comments and Individual Responses



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS
Comments and Individual Responses 4-188 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA



Letter
138
Response

Kathy & Joe Link

April 8, 2013

138-1

138-2

The commenters’ concern about the loss of wildlife and plants and the increase in 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. Section 3.4, “Biological
Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes impacts of the project on plants and wildlife.
The Preferred Alternative would enhance wildlife habitat by reducing human disturbance.

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 commenters’ concern about the lack of restrooms is noted.

Given the sensitive nature of the marsh, restrooms were not considered as part of the project. 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 and no additional
recreation access on the marsh’s east side.
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Letter

139

Response

Barbara Marsden

April 7, 2013

139-1 The commenter’s support for recreation around the perimeter of the marsh and for unpaved trails

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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people can engage in the same recreational activities on public lands; thus, there is not a substantial unmet
demand for such recreational opportunities.”

As for the options presented in the four alternatives of the Truckee Meadows EIS/EIR, T am not in
agreement. In my opinion, the best proposal is the added restoration of the Truckee, or letting it go back
to the natural course. Maybe, something as simple as using more funding for enforcement could produce
the best results for the meadow, wildlife and the lake, as well as public use and education.

140-8

Please do not publish my address. If possible, I would like to have a written response to my comments
sent to me.

Thank you,

Lynne Mersereau
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Letter
140
Response

Lynne Mersereau
March 13, 2013

140-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and for public access and recreational
opportunities in Cove East 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.

140-2 The commenter’s concerns about increased public access and impacts on the east meadow in the
Al Tahoe area are 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 and no additional
recreation access on the marsh’s east side near the Al Tahoe neighborhood. Section 3.4,
“Biological Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes impacts of the project on plants
and wildlife. The Preferred Alternative would enhance wildlife habitat by reducing human
disturbance.

140-3 The commenter’s concern that it is difficult to estimate the increased amount of public use with
each alternative is noted.

As described in Section 3.13, “Recreation,” long-term effects on recreation resources and activities
would result from providing infrastructure that changes the spectrum of recreation settings from
dispersed to more developed and from altering accessibility throughout the site to varying degrees,
depending on the alternative, which may lead to an increase in visitors within the study area. As
described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the action alternatives were developed to balance
recreation and public access with ecosystem restoration and habitat protection. This balance would
be attained by providing well-designed public access and recreation facilities in nonsensitive areas
and habitat protective elements and environmental education to direct use away from sensitive
areas.

The evaluation of long-term effects of the alternatives considered how recreation use could increase
proportionally to the change in the amount and connectivity of public access— and recreation-related
infrastructure, because the proposed infrastructure would affect (increase) the accessibility of the
project study area to recreational users. A record of precise counts of visitors does not exist for the
study area, although the Conservancy has a comprehensive qualitative understanding of recreation
use from staff observations and the activities of a site steward during summer months. Without a
quantified inventory record of visitors, it is not feasible to develop precise quantitative estimates of
changes in recreation users for each alternative. However, qualitative assessment is feasible based
on the relative degree of proposed recreation and access infrastructure for each alternative. Based on
this qualitative assessment of the alternatives relative to each other, implementing Alternative 2
(minimal recreation infrastructure) is expected to result in the least increase in visitation.
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140-4

140-5

140-6

140-7

Implementing Alternative 1 (maximum recreation infrastructure) would result in the greatest
increase in visitation, and implementing Alternative 3 or 4 (moderate recreation infrastructure)
would result in an intermediate increase, between Alternatives 1 and 2 in magnitude, but negligibly
different between Alternatives 3 and 4. The potential increase in the number of visitors is not
considered to be substantial enough to create new or unmitigable impacts on recreation resources
for the following reasons:

(1) The recreation and public access elements of the alternatives are related to reducing the impacts
on natural resources of the existing use of the study area.

(2) The most popular recreational uses of the study area are dispersed outdoor recreation. The
Tahoe Basin has an abundance of locations where people can engage in the same recreation
activities on public lands; thus, there is not a substantial unmet demand for such recreational
opportunities.

(3) Even though the action alternatives would move recreational uses from dispersed toward
developed outdoor recreation (with Alternative 1 having the most change), the recreation uses
proposed are not categorically fully developed facilities (e.g., campgrounds, marinas), and the
increase in the number of visitors would not be similar to the increase associated with those
uses.

(4) Adjacent neighborhoods account for a substantial portion of visitors to the study area, and
implementing the project would not alter the number of residents in adjacent neighborhoods
or substantially alter access to the study area from adjacent neighborhoods.

Nonetheless, several aspects of the proposed public access infrastructure could increase the
number of visitors to the study area. The Preferred Alternative does not include any additional
recreation access features on the east side of the marsh, access features on the west side of the
marsh include a moderate level of infrastructure, similar to existing conditions, with improved
ADA access, therefore, increase in visitor use would not be expected beyond that under
Alternative 5, the No Project/No Action Alternative.

The commenter’s concerns about use of San Francisco Avenue instead of Tallac or Los Angeles
Avenue is noted.

See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final
EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to Comment AO2-7 for information on parking.

The commenter’s concern about long-term maintenance of the study area is noted.

As stated in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Conservancy has
been maintaining existing infrastructure as part of its management of land in the study area, and
implements management actions supporting public access, recreation, and habitat protection.
Under the Preferred Alternative, the Conversancy would continue to provide maintenance of
facilities. In addition, see Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.

The commenter’s concern about increase in fire risk is noted.
See response to Comment AO2-10 for information in fire risks associated with the project.

The commenter reiterates that there is not a substantial unmet demand for dispersed recreation in
the Tahoe Basin.
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This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.

140-8 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and increasing enforcement is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, 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 141

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. | 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 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,
pedesirians, and bicyclists. The street is too narrow for large vehicles to pass each 141-1
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, [ 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
traftic 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.

.IkJ
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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 ereates 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
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 in the
Report predict no increased residential flood risk as a result of the Project. If the
maodels 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.

th

141-1

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

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 (o 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 Mlood risk and the
FEMA 100-year floodplain.

%]

Respectfully submitted, G At 1) L
Name: 5 ﬁu 1Yl & M l ‘ C I ; Dulc:_iLtJ{ I."’ .
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Letter
141
Response

Gantt & Jayme Miller
April 8, 2013

141-1 The commenters have 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 commenters state 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 142 I

Comments on the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Projec
From Property Owners Gantt and Jayme Miller at 871 Michael Drive

April 5,2013
Scott.

My family and | live at 871 Michael Drive and our property backs directly to the meadow area of
the Upper Truckee watershed. | have two concerns about the proposed restoration project on the
Upper Truckee River Marsh area behind our house.

l. Don't run over our kids with your construction equipment. [ have two small children
ages 3 and |-1/2 years old and we live next to a conservancy lot, which according to your maps,
may be used as a “staging area” for construction. While my son would very excited by the
prospect of having dump trucks, front-end loaders, and other heavy equipment right next 16 our
house, my wife and I have some reservations about how prudent it would be to use a residential
lot surrounded by numerous families as a "stagingarea." They take a nap around noon for about 142-1
2 hours. They run all over the place. It's just not a very well thought-out approach plan when
there are current construction corridors for the TKPOA and directly off of highway 50, which do
not impact the numerous children and families in our area. The Tahoe Island neighborhood is
one of the few areas in Tahoe with majority year-round residents: it would be a crime Lo turn one
of the last bastions of community into a highway for heavy equipment.

2, Flooding is also a concern. We currently pay flood insurance on our home and have seen
high water impact the Tahoe Island neighborhood. As it appears that the goal of the project is to
essentially allow the Upper Truckee to flood with greater regularity thereby restoring a more
natural wetland habitat, my question is one of responsibility. Since the restoration project will
produce greater flooding. will the conservancy also take financial responsibility for any property
damage caused by that flooding? In the maps and altemmatives outlined in your vast project 142-2
documentation, nowhere were dykes or berms indicated to protect the residential neighborhood
from increased flooding. My only assumption then would be that the indirect goal of the
restoration is to use the Tahoe Istand neighborhood as an overflow area for the Upper

Truckee. ‘'Why not flood the Tahoe Keys instead? After all, it was that development that severely
altered the hydrology of the Upper Truckee Delta.

It would have been nice if we were notified about the plan earlier. Thankfully one of my
neighbors alerted me to the expiration of the public comment period, but no outreach was
conducted to our family even though we would be direetly impacted not only by the project’s
overall goals, but also by the construction process.

142-3

With all of the above being said, | do believe that it makes sense to do something to help restore
the Upper Truckee and am glad that this project exists. [ would just ask that in the
implementation of the project consideration is taken for the safety of the residential community 142-4
surrounding the work and consideration be given to the ultimate liability for property damage that
could result from the well-intentioned efforts of the conservancy.

Thank you. ’{%( N - )
C & A Gyl j
Gantt and Jayme Miller ,L’,}/ 3 t%{.’f:___ j { U
871 Michael Drive !

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
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Letter
142
Response

Gantt & Jayme Miller

April 5, 2013

142-1

142-2

142-3

142-4

The commenters’ concern regarding safety of staging areas in neighborhoods 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 on or in the vicinity of Tahoe
Island neighborhood. See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master
Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for additional discussion.

The commenters are concerned about increased flooding and increased flooding-related financial
burdens in the Tahoe Island neighborhood.

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.

The commenters’ concern about noticing and public outreach is noted.

The Project mailing list was developed by obtaining the most recent County Assessor’s
information as well as contact information provided through outreach over the life of the project.
The commenter’s address was incorrect with the County and has been updated. For privacy
purposes the address has been withheld in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. See responses to Comments
AO02-4 and 18-6 for a discussion of the project’s history, planning context, and public outreach.

The commenters’ support for restoration of the study area with consideration for neighborhood
safety and liability is noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 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 3.1.1, “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 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion
on safety. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.
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Letter
143
Response

Cindy Ochoa
April 1, 2013

143-1

The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 1 and support of Alternatives 2 and 4 are noted. The
commenter’s support for a boardwalk if the area can also be protected is also noted.

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred
Alternative does not include construction of a boardwalk. 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
144
Response

Peter O’'Hara
April 7, 2013

144-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and concern about increased public
access and associated crime 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 police protection services in the study area.
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Letter
145
Response

Gene & Ellen Palazzo
April 8, 2013

145-1 The commenters’ concern about neighborhood use of open space is noted.
Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13,
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to comment 140-3 for a discussion of
the methods and assumptions used to evaluate impacts on recreation and public access. The
Preferred Alternative would continue to provide public access on the west side of the marsh
consistent with the project goals and purpose of the property acquisition. The Conservancy would
continue to manage user-created trails (dispersed recreation access) on the east side of the marsh
similar to existing conditions.

145-2 The commenters’ concern about increased marsh habitat reducing access is noted.
Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13,
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative would continue to
provide public access on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing conditions.

145-3 The commenters’ concern about additional mosquito production is noted.

See response to Comment 14-4. 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.

145-4 The commenters’ concern about an increase in the coyote population is noted.
The proposed project would not affect coyote populations.
145-5 The commenters’ concern about the proposed project devaluing adjacent homes is noted.

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

145-6 The commenters’ concern about restrictions on dog use is noted.

See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS
for further discussion of animal control.

145-7 The commenters’ concern about neighborhood use instead of wildlife use is noted.
Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13,
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative would continue to
provide public access on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing conditions.

145-8 The commenters are concerned about potential increases in neighborhood flooding.

An updated discussion of existing and potential flood hazards is provided in Section 3.1.1,
“Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.
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145-9 The commenters’ concern about urbanization of Cove East is noted.
The Preferred Alternative would provide a “moderate” level of recreation infrastructure similar to
existing conditions and would include a modified Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-
accessible pedestrian trail to Cove East Beach, a viewpoint and observation point, a fishing
platform, and signage.

145-10 The commenters’ concern about designated haul routes is noted.

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

145-11 The commenters’ concern about restrictions on public access is noted.

The Preferred Alternative would continue to provide public access consistent with acquisition and
litigation settlement agreements as described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.
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