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Letter 
AOB8 

Response 

Kenyon-Yeates LLP 
Bill Yeates 
November 15, 2010 

 

AOB8-1 The commenter believes that a reasonable range of alternatives were not evaluated in the 
draft EIR/EIS/EIS because some would not be feasible due to State Parks objective to 
maintain adequate revenue or funding limitations. As discussed in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need,” and as required by NEPA and TRPA, 
each alternative (Alternatives 1–5) was considered at an equal level of detail. However, 
under CEQA, alternatives do not have to be analyzed at the same level of detail as the 
proposed project. Because the draft EIR/EIS/EIS is a joint document, it has been prepared 
using the more comprehensive, comparable-detail approach required by NEPA and 
TRPA. The alternatives analysis has also been used as a planning mechanism to support 
the development of alternatives and, ultimately, identification of the “proposed Preferred 
Alternative.” In this way, preparation of a CEQA document has been an evolving process 
in which the project description is modified in response to environmental and 
socioeconomic characteristics of the study area. In essence, the project description has 
developed largely in response to the results of the impact analysis. Such an approach can 
be particularly effective for projects located in or near wetlands, stream environment 
zone (SEZ) environments, or other sensitive resource areas. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the project’s 
purpose and need and its goals and objectives were used to develop screening criteria, 
which in turn were used to select the alternatives to evaluate in the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
primary purpose of the project is to restore natural geomorphic and ecological processes 
along this reach of the Upper Truckee River, and to reduce the river’s discharge of 
suspended sediment to Lake Tahoe while still providing access to recreation 
opportunities in Washoe Meadows SP and Lake Valley SRA. 

The alternatives development process was structured so that potential alternatives were 
systematically identified, then compared to the screening criteria to ascertain the ability 
of each alternative to meet the project purpose and need and project objectives. 
Alternatives that passed this screening review were carried forward into the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS for detailed evaluation of potential environmental impacts. These 
alternatives were developed by State Parks, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), TRPA, and their team of technical consultants. The agencies and 
consultants developed the alternatives after reviewing comments received on the notice 
of preparation (NOP) and notice of intent (NOI), provided at public scoping meetings, 
and received at an additional public workshop on recreation planning (See Appendix O 
for Recreation Workshop Summary Report). As a result of the public scoping comments 
in the fall of 2006, a fifth alternative, restoration and elimination of the golf course was 
added, the potential for off-site relocation of the golf course was evaluated, and the lead 
agencies decided not to select a preferred alternative/proposed project until the public 
draft document was released and public comments were received and evaluated.  

As stated in Section 15084(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency must 
consider all information and comments received. As indicated in the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the lead agency has discretion as to whether to include the information or 
comments in the draft EIR in whole or in part. Consistent with the State CEQA 
Guidelines, State Parks considered all scoping comments. 
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A range of reasonable alternatives was presented for public review during circulation of 
the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The identification of alternatives is to be governed by the rule of 
reason. Infeasible alternatives need not be discussed in detail. Section 15126.6(c) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines provides the following guidance in selecting a range of 
reasonable alternatives for the project: 

The range of potential alternatives for the project shall include those that could 
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project, and could avoid 
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should also 
identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were 
rejected during the planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency’s determination. 

Alternatives for river treatment were considered during conceptual planning and 
preliminary assessment of the project, before preparation of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS began 
(SH+G 2004a, 2004b). Also, alternative locations for the golf course have been evaluated 
in response to public comments. In both cases, early in the planning process, some of the 
alternatives considered were assessed and found to be infeasible in meeting most of the 
basic project objectives or in reducing a significant impact of the other alternatives; 
therefore, they were eliminated from detailed evaluation. The process fulfills 
requirements for developing alternatives for analysis in this draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

During the planning process, additional studies (e.g., the 2008 economic report) were 
completed in response to public requests. Data from these reports have assisted State 
Parks, TRPA, and Reclamation in determining a proposed Preferred Alternative. Data 
presented in the 2008 economic report (HEC 2008) and in the environmental analysis of 
the draft EIR/EIS/EIS concluded that Alternative 3 would likely not meet State Parks’ 
objective to maintain adequate revenue and Alternative 4 would not meet State Parks’ 
geomorphic restoration objective. It has not yet been determined if State Parks will 
receive construction funding for any of the action alternatives; however, State Parks 
believes it will be easier to obtain funding for a geomorphic restoration approach that 
meets more of the stated goals than it would be to obtain funding for a stabilization which 
would meet fewer of these goals. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives” of the 
draft EIR/EIS/EIS, because Alternative 4 could meet some of the goals, including some 
water quality and recreation goals, this alternative was considered feasible for evaluation 
in the EIR/EIS/EIS. 

AOB8-2 The commenter’s support for Alternative 4 and opposition to Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 
because of differences in short-term water quality impacts is noted. The commenter’s 
relative preference of Alternatives 3 and 4 over Alternative 2 in terms of TRPA 
thresholds and short-term water quality impacts is noted. For clarification, TRPA 
thresholds are related to long-term impacts and benefits (thresholds are evaluated on a 5-
year basis). See Chapter 4, “Other Required Sections,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS for a 
discussion of the effects on thresholds. 

AOB8-3 The commenter believes that the impact analysis related to fens, wetlands, SEZ, and 
uncommon plant communities is inadequate and inaccurate. See Master Response 
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, 
Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” Also refer to Chapter 5, “Corrections 
and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for text revisions related to potential impacts on 
biological resources. 



State Parks/Reclamation/TRPA Upper Truckee River Restoration and  
Comments and Individual Responses 4-118 Golf Course Reconfiguration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 

AOB8-4 The commenter states that the coverage verification is inaccurate and inconsistent with 
TRPA goals and policies relating to land coverage. The draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes the 
methods and assumptions for the coverage analysis on pages 3.6-22 and 3.6-23 and 
presents information about Chapter 20 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances on page 3.6-9. 
As described on page 3.6-9, Section 20.4 prohibits installing new land coverage in or 
otherwise permanently disturbing areas assigned to Land Capability District (LCD) 1, 2, 
or 3. Exceptions to these prohibitions exist for single-family dwellings that are subject to 
review under the individual parcel evaluation system, qualifying public outdoor 
recreation facilities, and other qualifying public facilities. (Some examples of other 
qualifying public facilities are water quality control facilities, including erosion control 
projects; and habitat restoration, wetland rehabilitation, and SEZ restoration projects.)  

Section 20.5 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances discusses the excess land coverage 
mitigation program. This program applies when the amount of land coverage that exists 
in the project area before project implementation exceeds the base land coverage for the 
project area. Section 20.5.C states that existing land coverage may be relocated from one 
portion of a SEZ to another portion if relocation would result in a net environmental 
benefit to the SEZ. Net environmental benefit to a SEZ is defined in Section 20.5.C as an 
improvement in the functioning of the SEZ and includes but is not limited to the 
following: 

(a) relocation of coverage from a less disturbed area to a more disturbed area or to an 
area further away from the stream channel; 

(b) retirement of land coverage in the affected SEZ in the amount of 1.5:1 of the 
amount of land coverage being relocated within a SEZ; or 

(c) for projects involving the relocation of more than 1,000 square feet (sq. ft.) of 
land coverage within a SEZ, a finding, based on a report prepared by a qualified 
professional, that the relocation will improve the functioning of the SEZ and will 
not negatively affect the quality of existing habitats. 

Under the latter criterion, land coverage relocation in the affected SEZ can be at a 1:1 
ratio (Gustafson, pers. comm., 2010). As discussed in Impact 3.6-3 (Alt. 2), the project 
would relocate land coverage at a 1:1 ratio. Relocating the coverage farther from the 
river, which would allow for a geomorphic restoration of the SEZ currently occupied by 
the golf course, would improve the function of the SEZ and would not negatively affect 
existing SEZ habitat. Banking of excess coverage is allowed by the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances and mitigation presented in this is analysis is consistent with TRPA 
regulations. 

The commenter states that the coverage calculations used in the evaluation of alternatives 
are incorrect and confusing. Based on minor project modifications, changes to coverage 
numbers are provided in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS.” The new numbers and all calculations were reviewed for this final 
EIR/EIS/EIS, and no inaccuracies are expected. However, coverage numbers have been 
estimated and may be modified based on final design. Such a modification would not 
affect the finding of a less-than-significant impact because, as shown in the analysis, 
excess (banked) coverage is available. Coverage changes will be filed with TRPA upon 
completion of the project. 

The coverage calculations are difficult to present because of their complexity. Some 
information that could have been useful for a complete review of the coverage 
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calculations was not readily visible in the analysis presented in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Examples include the total verified coverage within the study area, and the difference 
between total allowable coverage and proposed coverage (the excess coverage available 
after project implementation). These new categories have been added to Tables 3.6-4 
through 3.6-15 and should clear up confusion about potential coverage impacts. 

The comments about specific inaccuracies in coverage calculations appear to have been 
based on an erroneous interpretation of the data provided. The revised Tables 3.6-4 
through 3.6-15 provide a clear picture and accurate disclosure of the coverage changes 
that would take place under all possible alternatives. 

The commenter also requests that TRPA’s documentation of coverage verification be 
provided as an appendix. No appendix will be added to this final EIR/EIS/EIS; however, 
TRPA’s verification is in the public domain and can be requested from TRPA directly. 

AOB8-5 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would develop the golf course on sensitive soils, 
then quotes Goal 1, Policy 2 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances: “No new land coverage or 
other permanent disturbance shall be permitted in land capability districts 1–3 except for 
public outdoor recreation facilities…..” 

A golf course is a public outdoor recreation facility. Furthermore, the relocated golf 
course under Alternative 2 would include 356,715 sq. ft. and 60,999 sq. ft. of coverage in 
LCD 1b and LCD 1c, respectively. This represents a decrease in coverage from existing 
conditions of 59,637 sq. ft. in LCD 1b and 80,583 sq. ft. in LCD 1c. Alternative 2 would 
involve removing and relocating coverage associated primarily with golf course land uses 
and some trails within LCDs 1b and 1c to allow restoration of the floodplain, SEZ, the 
Upper Truckee River, and lower Angora Creek. As described in response to comment 
AOB8-4, above, Section 20.5.C of the TRPA Code of Ordinances states that existing land 
coverage may be relocated from one portion of a SEZ to another portion if relocation 
would result in a net environmental benefit to the SEZ. The environmental baseline is 
discussed in Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” As discussed in 
response to comment AOB8-4, specific comments on coverage calculations appear to be 
based on an incorrect interpretation of the data provided; updated and complete coverage 
calculations are included in Chapter 5 of this final EIR/EIS/EIS. 

AOB8-6 The commenter questions golf course relocation on restored quarry sites, asks whether it 
was intended as mitigation for another project, and requests funding. 

As described in Section 3.6, “Earth Resources,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the middle 
quarry was restored with fill material from the Lower Westside Project, not as mitigation 
but instead to decrease transportation and disposal costs for that project, which was 
funded by the California Tahoe Conservancy. Costs are unknown because the Lower 
Westside Project was another agency’s project. However, obtaining this clean fill 
material also provides a cost savings to the proposed golf course relocation because clean 
fill would be needed to complete this project. 

Furthermore, restoration of the middle quarry has served to protect park users from 
potential safety concerns related to having an open quarry pit. The quarry pit to the south 
has not been restored and currently contains previously dumped material including 
concrete, bricks, and other debris deposited there before State Parks assumed ownership. 
The quarry to the north will be located only partially within the proposed relocated golf 
course; the western portion which has formed a wetland-type environment because of 
groundwater seepage from the cut-slope wall will remain as can be seen today. The soil 
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stockpile in the north quarry was obtained by State Parks for roads and trails operations 
from construction of sediment retention basins after the Angora fire and various best 
management practice (BMP) projects in the Tahoe Basin. This material is used for 
ongoing management of trails and roads within Washoe Meadows SP. The commenter 
incorrectly states that “simply removing the fill or dirt would eliminate the disturbance.” 

AOB8-7 The proposed golf course reconfiguration would move much of the course into lands of 
higher capability, removing 5,532 linear feet of golf course currently adjacent to the 
Upper Truckee River (see Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2). West of the river, with the exception of 
850 linear feet that would be adjacent to the river for playability and river crossing 
access, the relocated golf course would have a minimum native-vegetation buffer of 
approximately 75 feet. Most of the golf course would be at least 100 feet from the river. 

Alternative 2 would reduce the amount of the golf course located within SEZ. It would 
not expand the area of golf course within SEZ. This is consistent with the policy quoted 
in the comment. Most areas between the river and golf course would be outside of the 
golf course footprint and Lake Valley SRA boundary and would be managed as part of 
Washoe Meadows SP. Vegetation would be similar to existing vegetation and would 
include native grasses, shrubs, and trees. 

Although the golf course design is conceptual at this time, which means the precise 
outline and features of the course may be refined as more detailed design is developed, 
the location of the golf course footprint will not be modified beyond the Lake Valley 
SRA boundary shown in Exhibits 2-1 and 2-3 of this final EIR/EIS/EIS. The impact 
analysis and mitigation measures were developed and evaluated based on potential 
locations of the golf course within this defined area. Exact locations of holes, tees, and 
greens may change during final design, but the acreage of the golf course footprint will 
not exceed the amount evaluated in the final EIR/EIS/EIS, and the proposed golf course 
location will not extend beyond the Lake Valley SRA boundary shown in Exhibit 2-3. 
The reconfigured golf course design concept is intended to make the best use of the site, 
provide recreation values, and maintain a proper relationship to the environment and 
adjacent land uses. Golf course infrastructure and holes would generally avoid the most 
sensitive areas adjacent to the river. This would allow the river room to function more 
naturally and provide a more continuous riparian habitat corridor. 

When possible areas for the reconfigured golf course were analyzed, major goals such as 
the following were considered: 

► Minimize connectivity of the golf course and river. 
► Minimize or avoid sensitive archaeological sites and sensitive ecological habitat. 
► Maximize use of higher capability lands and lands previously disturbed by the golf 

course. 
► Decrease the area of golf course within the floodplain, SEZ and adjacent to the river. 
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Source: California State Parks 2011 

 
Alternative 1 and 4 River Buffers Exhibit 4-1 
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Source: California State Parks 2011 

 
Proposed Preferred Alternative River Buffers Exhibit 4-2 
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As described above and in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, restoration of the Upper Truckee River 
and reconfiguration of the Lake Tahoe Golf Course under Alternative 2 is consistent with 
policies in the TRPA Regional Plan related to golf course retrofitting within SEZs and 
protection and management of SEZs for their natural value. 

Topographic and aerial exhibits that show subwatersheds within and surrounding the 
study area are presented in Exhibits 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-1 (Alt. 2), “Provide On-Site Storm Drainage Facilities and Accompanying 
Stormwater Drainage Plan to Prevent Damage from Increased Runoff Discharged to 
Creek or River Channels,” has been incorporated as mitigation planned as part of the 
proposed Preferred Alternative. The mitigation measure includes the following 
performance criteria to be included final detailed project design: 

► Stormwater facilities shall be installed in the subwatershed of each existing natural 
drainage (e.g., swales, seeps, creeks) that will experience project-related changes to 
topographic, soil, and/or vegetation cover. 

► Peak runoff discharge from the stormwater system to each of the existing natural 
drainage swales, creeks, or the Upper Truckee River shall be equal to or less than 
preproject conditions up to the 10-year event. 

► Nuisance perennial discharge of excess irrigation water shall be prevented. 

► Where rerouting of drainages or point discharges from the stormwater facilities are 
necessary, those discharges shall be designed to prevent streambed or streambank 
erosion in the receiving water body. 

Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 (Alt. 2), “Prevent Water Quality Degradation 
from Golf Course Operations,” includes performance criteria within the final stormwater 
system design to do all of the following: 

► Limit opportunities for irrigation water and stormwater that will be in contact with 
managed golf course landscaping to interact with unaltered run-on from upslope 
areas within Washoe Meadows SP. This can be accomplished by incorporating buffer 
strips along downslope sides of intensively managed turf; intercepting and routing 
flows around landscape areas if needed; allowing natural drainages to continue to 
convey water from upslope without adding golf course runoff to those drainages, by 
routing the golf course stormwater to other artificial drainages; or implementing 
similar measures. 

► Prevent irrigation and stormwater that will be in contact with managed golf course 
landscaping from interacting with shallow groundwater and/or surface water in the 
vicinity of natural seeps within Washoe Meadows SP. The measures required will be 
determined by site-specific analysis of the surface/groundwater interactions and 
could include installing sheet pile and/or other subsurface barriers. 

► Minimize potential percolation and/or surface overflow from any new detention 
and/or storage pond features that will have irrigation or stormwater runoff from the 
golf course landscaping by including adequate liners and appropriate sizing. 

State Parks and its concessionaire will also work with the Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to update the golf course’s chemical application and 
management plan as needed to update permit requirements for golf course operations. 
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See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality,” for additional details on proposed fertilizer practices. 

AOB8-8 As discussed in Table 3.2-1, TRPA has goals and policies related to various resource 
areas that are all considered during review of any project. Consistency with goals and 
policies is considered equally for all resource topics; consistency with one goal or policy 
(e.g., for open space) is not more highly valued than consistency with any other goal or 
policy (e.g., for recreation or water quality). See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land 
Use,” for additional discussions of land trade. 

AOB8-9 The commenter is concerned about impacts of golf course reconfiguration on cultural 
resources. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources,” for additional 
discussion of cultural sites and preservation measures. 

AOB8-10 The commenter is concerned that expanding the golf course (under Alternative 2) to the 
west side of the river would have unknown impacts on sediments, fertilizers, pesticides, 
and herbicides. The commenter states that an additional 1,500 linear feet of the river 
would be adjacent to the golf course (under Alternative 2) and desires certainty that 
nutrients would not migrate to the groundwater or river. The commenter acknowledges 
that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS includes a discussion of the potential impacts and identifies 
mitigation measures for the final stormwater system design of Alternative 2. The 
commenter feels that Alternative 2 exposes the river to greater water quality risks than 
Alternatives 3 and 5. 

The commenter’s preference for Alternatives 3 and 5 over Alternative 2 is noted; this is 
consistent with the impact significance conclusion and mitigation requirements for 
Impact 3.4-8 presented in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for additional discussion of 
fertilizer use. As shown in Table 2-1 and Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2, there will be a decrease in 
golf course adjacent to the river. 

AOB8-11 The commenter states that the project would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations and refers to comment letter AOB31. See Master Response 
Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of consistency with applicable plans, policies, 
and regulations; see responses to comment letter AOB31 for additional information. 

AOB8-12 The commenter states that siting criteria used to evaluate off-site alternatives were flawed 
and applied inconsistently. See response to comment AOB31-12 for a discussion of siting 
criteria used in the alternatives analysis. 

AOB8-13 The commenter states that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not adequately address land use 
changes and represent baseline conditions. The impacts of a project are evaluated based 
on the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment that 
may be caused by implementing the project (on both a project-specific basis and in a 
cumulative context), and the setting or environmental baseline provides the starting point 
for that analysis. In Section 3.1, “Land Use,” the current “baseline” conditions are a result 
of historical and existing activities within the project area. The characterization of the 
existing setting is drawn from literature searches and information obtained from analysis 
of existing land use and policy information, consultation with agencies, and additional 
information as appropriate. Here, the current baseline conditions have been described to 
provide a clear context for understanding and evaluating the potential project-related 
impacts on land use. Potential impacts on land uses in the study area are specifically 
discussed in Section 3.2, “Land Use,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS . Potential impacts on the 
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physical environment resulting from changes in land use were discussed in each 
respective resource section. Additional details regarding habitat value and consistency 
with policies and procedures is presented in Master Response Section, “3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB8-14 The commenter is concerned that impacts on shallow groundwater from the bridge and 
the restroom sewer connection proposed under Alternative 2 were not adequately 
addressed. The proposed restrooms under Alternative 2 would be located adjacent to 
existing sewer utilities. The restrooms could be connected to these sewer utilities under 
typical permit conditions without incurring any long-term effects on groundwater flows, 
levels, or quality. 

The proposed bridge under Alternative 2 would include footings that may interact with 
shallow groundwater locally. However, footings would have no effect on groundwater 
and several other bridges in the study area would be removed as a beneficial effect of this 
alternative. Alternative 2 would also result in benefits from improved river processes and 
overbank flooding for recharge of the shallow aquifer. The localized adverse effects that 
could occur during construction of the new bridge would be addressed adequately by 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (Alt. 2). The net long-term effect on groundwater from bridge 
footings in the study area would be beneficial under Alternative 2. 

AOB8-15 The commenter believes that scenic impacts were minimized and feels that grading 
should have been addressed. The golf course layout has been designed to minimize 
grading and provide buffers. See response to comment I6-3. 

AOB8-16 The commenter feels that baseline biological conditions are inaccurate. See Master 
Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB8-17 The commenter states that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS should have evaluated an alternative 
that would involve less intensive recreation opportunities and restore the river. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternative 5 
and Alternative 3 had less recreation opportunity and still carried out restoration goals. 

AOB8-18 The commenter disagrees with the methods and assumptions used in the economic 
analysis. See Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB8-19 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, under 
Alternative 2, drainage would be designed to collect runoff on the course, then run it 
through natural biofilter vegetation buffers to ensure that the runoff would not run 
directly into the river or the unnamed creek. Also, source reduction practices are in place 
within the management zones around ponds; thus, fertilizer and pesticide use is limited 
near water bodies. Implementing improved water conservation strategies would be an 
integral part of this alternative. The irrigation and drainage system around the existing 
holes would be replaced with new, more efficient computerized technology that would 
control the rate, amount, and timing of irrigation water application to minimize soil 
erosion, runoff, and movement of fertilizer and pesticides. See Master Response Section 
3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for additional 
discussion of fertilizer use. 

AOB8-20 The commenter believes that the evaluation of impacts on wildlife is inadequate. See 
Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB8-21 The commenter refers to letter AOB9. See responses to letter AOB9. 
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AOB8-22 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 or another alternative that meets the primary 
goal of the project to restore the river and save Washoe Meadows SP is noted. See Master 
Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of the statute and litigation settlement 
agreement. 
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Letter 
AOB9 

Response 

Live Oak Associates, Inc. 
Rick A. Hopkins, Ph.D., Principal and Senior Conservation Biologist 
November 12, 2010 

 

AOB9-1 The commenter’s summary of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS and belief that it is flawed and 
inadequate is noted. This comment summarizes comments addressed below.  

AOB9-2 The commenter states that the golf course design has been mischaracterized and 
inaccurately describes baseline conditions, including forest habitat and quarry areas. See 
Response to Comment AOB8-6 for a discussion of the quarry area and Master Response 
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of forest habitat and baseline 
conditions. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of California 
Wildlife Habitat Relationship analysis. 

  South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD) access roads are located primarily outside 
of the proposed golf course footprint but within an area to be exchanged into LVSRA and 
will continue to be maintained regularly as needed for use by STPUD and for recreation 
access. As described in Section 3.5, “Biological Resources,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
under existing conditions, trees were removed along the large meadow as part of the 
Riparian Hardwood Restoration Project because of meadow encroachment. This is 
consistent with ongoing State Parks’ management practices, 

AOB9-3 The commenter states that there are serious mapping errors. See Master Response Section 
3.3, “Biological Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, 
Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB9-4 The commenter states that impacts on fens and springs are not adequately addressed. See 
Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB9-5 The commenter states that impacts on wildlife movement are not adequately addressed. 
See Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB9-6 The commenter’s belief that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS provides a misleading comparative 
evaluation of the alternatives is noted. This comment summarizes comments addressed 
above. 
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Letter 

AOB10 
Response 

Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority 
Mike Frye, Sales and Events Manager 
October 26, 2010 

 

AOB10-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its economic, recreation, and 
environmental value is noted. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB11 
Response 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 
Lauri Kemper, P.E., Assistant Executive Officer 
November 15, 2010 

 

AOB11-1 The comment expresses the support of Lahontan RWQCB staff for Alternatives 2, 3, and 
5 as stream restoration actions similar to those identified by the Lake Tahoe TMDL 
report as a cost-effective measure to reduce pollutant loading to the lake. The comment 
expresses staff concerns that Alternatives 1 and 4 would not achieve all project goals and 
that Alternative 4 may not be successful in controlling streambed and bank erosion. 

AOB11-2 This comment was addressed in the following mitigation measures: 

► Mitigation Measure 3.4-7B (Alt. 2), “Adaptively Manage Potential Flood Damage in 
the Interim Period after Construction”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.16-10A, “Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—
Implement Alternative-Specific Measures to Minimize or Correct Temporary Water 
Quality Effects Following Construction”; and 

► Mitigation Measure 3.16-10B, “Cumulative Geomorphology and Water Quality—
Implement an Interim Adaptive Management Plan on the Upper Truckee River.” 

With implementation of project-level Mitigation Measure 3.4-7B (Alt. 2), State Parks 
will develop and implement an adaptive management plan for the project reach. This plan 
will focus on potential short-term degradation of water quality that could result if 
unexpectedly large flood flows were to occur within the first 5 years after construction. 
The plan will identify specific data collection and monitoring protocols, and describe 
decision-making processes and authorities for corrective actions or activities. The focus 
of the performance criteria for the corrective actions will be to prevent initial flood 
damage or turbidity effects from becoming a persistent, recurring, or chronic source. 

Cumulative Mitigation Measure 3.16-10A varies by project site/reach and alternative 
selected. Each project lead agency/sponsor will develop and implement these measures 
separately during detailed design development. The measures are alternative and site 
specific, and are designed to minimize or correct potential effects on water quality that 
could occur during a large flood (25-year recurrence or larger) within 5 years of 
construction. The performance criterion for the mitigation will be to minimize the risk of 
significant water quality impact(s) during the 5-year period after completion of 
construction. For example, some of the proposed alternatives will include longer 
revegetation/stabilization periods before reactivation of channel sections; other 
alternatives will include preproject removal of accumulated fines and organic matter in 
reactivated floodplains/channels; and some will involve monitoring and potentially 
replenishing coarse sediment to downstream reaches. 

For cumulative Mitigation Measure 3.16-10B, the project proponents for all the 
restoration project reaches on the Upper Truckee River (i.e., California Tahoe 
Conservancy, State Parks, the U.S. Forest Service [USFS], and the City of South Lake 
Tahoe) currently participate in the Upper Truckee River Watershed Advisory Group 
(UTRWAG). This advisory group is a forum that facilitates discussion of issues 
important to the planning, implementation, and monitoring of SEZ and river 
improvement, enhancement, and restoration projects in the watershed. These agencies 
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also participate in a subcommittee of the UTRWAG that focuses on coordinated adaptive 
management (activities necessary for resource management of the various Upper Truckee 
River improvement projects). The agencies collaborate regarding potential activities or 
actions to be implemented in response to resource degradation, revisions to objectives, or 
monitoring in the various Upper Truckee River project areas. Specifically, they share and 
evaluate monitoring data, determine the degree to which implementation and monitoring 
is effective, identify potential problems and sources, make suggestions, and provide 
mutual feedback.  

Because of the dynamic nature of river systems, it is not feasible to identify specific 
measures to address unexpected changes in project conditions. However, the project 
proponents will continue adaptive management, with a plan to prevent potential short-
term water quality degradation that may result if unexpectedly large flood flows occur 
within the first 5 years after construction of each project.  

The project proponent for each project reach will collect and evaluate monitoring data for 
its reach. The UTRWAG subcommittee will coordinate annual data review and field 
inspections for each project reach during the period of adjustment and initial flood 
vulnerability, and will develop recommendations for an adaptive management action. 
Potential actions could include changing objectives or monitoring; completing minor 
maintenance (e.g., additional revegetation or spot repairs); or taking corrective action to 
ameliorate a chronic or worsening trend, followed by continued monitoring to determine 
whether future action is needed. The adaptive management subcommittee will identify 
potential problems and determine the levels of monitoring or action needed to prevent the 
problems from becoming persistent, recurring, or chronic. This effort will make it easier 
to identify short-term degradation of surface water quality early on, and will foster 
remedial actions. Adaptive management will be in force for the interim period of channel 
adjustment and initial flood vulnerability (i.e., at least 5 years but no more than 10 years 
from the end of construction); this will be a period long enough to allow for expected 
natural channel adjustments. 

AOB11-3 The commenter requests that additional setting information about hydrology, 
geomorphology, and water quality in the study area west of the existing river be included 
in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter states that the most 
detailed setting descriptions of the numerous seeps, springs, and perennial flow paths 
west of the river are contained within other sections of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Finally, the 
commenter concludes that the impact assessments in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 are incomplete 
relative to assessments for the areas west of the river. 

The commenter is correct that some of the hydrologic features west of the river are 
described within the draft EIR/EIS/EIS chapters that evaluate them as biological 
resources. In addition, the setting within Section 3.3 includes maps that show the 
ephemeral drainages on the west side of the river, within Washoe Meadows SP (see 
Exhibit 3.3-13); the text indicates that there are seeps, springs, and ephemeral drainages. 
Although the information about these features in the setting is not extensive, data from all 
setting sections were considered during the impact analysis. Potential impacts on 
hydrology and flooding west of the river under Alternative 2 are included under several 
topics, and specific elements of proposed mitigation measures address areas west of the 
river, including the following: 

► Impact 3.3-1 (Alt. 2) indicates that stormwater runoff impacts could occur to 
drainages within the subwatershed(s) on the west side of the river within Washoe 
Meadows SP. Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 (Alt. 2) requires that specific performance 
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standards be met within each subwatershed, within each existing natural drainage. 
The area where these standards must be met include swales, seeps, and creeks 
throughout the entire potential project area, not only the areas east of the river or with 
perennial water courses. 

► Impact 3.3-2 (Alt. 2) indicates that increased peak flows could result within some 
subbasins on the site and considers the potential new stormwater pond on the west 
side of the river. 

► Impact 3.3-4 (Alt. 2) discloses potential increases in flooding area or frequencies 
west of the river.  

► Impact 3.3-5 (Alt. 2) discusses likely changes to groundwater recharge and/or levels 
west of the river resulting from a combination of modifying surface water features, 
vegetation, and irrigation and reconfiguring the elevation and location of the channel 
bed. 

The commenter is correct that the setting discussion in Section 3.4 of the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS presents little information specifically about geomorphology or water 
quality west of the river. However, little or no site-specific information is available about 
existing water quality conditions or channel geomorphology in this area. Despite the lack 
of quantitative information available about existing conditions, potential impacts on 
water quality west of the river under Alternative 2 are included under several topics. 
Specific elements of proposed mitigation measures address areas west of the river, 
including the following: 

► Impact 3.4-1 (Alt. 2) identifies potential impacts on stream channels. The impact 
discussion focuses on perennial channels of all sizes, ranging from the unnamed 
stream within the existing golf course to the Upper Truckee River, but does not 
include specific impacts on stream channels west of the river. The concerns about 
channel erosion under this impact are appropriately limited to perennial channels. 
The potential indirect effects of Alternative 2 on erosion along ephemeral channels 
west of the river are addressed directly in terms of the potential hydrology or 
stormwater changes under Impact 3.3-1 (Alt. 2). Appropriate mitigation for that 
impact has been identified to prevent the indirect water quality effects. 

► Impact 3.4-4 (Alt. 2) incorporates potential changes to geomorphic processes west of 
the river caused by overbank flooding as part of the total potential benefits of 
retaining fine sediment and nutrients. 

► Impact 3.4-6 (Alt. 2) considers the potential short-term risks to water quality during 
construction that could occur west of the river as a component of the total adverse 
impact. Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 (Alt. 2) specifically includes measures that require 
consideration of groundwater and surface water flows within areas west of the river. 

► Impact 3.4-8 (Alt. 2) specifies that portions of the long-term impact could occur on 
the west side of the river, within the existing Washoe Meadows SP. Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-8 (Alt. 2) requires particular features within the final stormwater system 
to protect natural drainages, surface water runoff, and shallow groundwater west of 
the river from golf course stormwater and associated pollutants. 

The level of detail in the setting sections of Sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
is general with respect to the surface and groundwater features west of the river; 
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however, it is not incomplete, merely limited to available information. Additionally, the 
impact analysis in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 does consider the presence, biologic functions, 
and potential erosion, sedimentation, flooding, and water quality effects of Alternative 2 
on the existing seeps, springs, and drainages west of the river. See Master Response 
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, 
Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for additional information related to the 
fens and springs. Refer to Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS for text revisions related to these topics. 

AOB11-4 The comment states that operational requirements for the relocated golf course imposed 
by the Lahontan RWQCB would be consistent with requirements for construction and 
operation of other golf courses that mandate extensive surface and groundwater 
monitoring, as well as detailed management of irrigation and fertilizer. This is consistent 
with statements in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS (pages 3.4-57 and 3.4-63) that updates to the 
waste discharge permit issued by the Lahontan RWQCB may be needed for Alternatives 
2 and 3 to strengthen requirements. 
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Letter 

AOB12 
Response 

Keep Tahoe Blue, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Nicole Gergans, Environmental Program Advocate 
October 6, 2010 

 

AOB12-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 and opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. The 
commenter lists impacts associated with Alternative 2 but does not acknowledge that 
most of these impacts are also associated with Alternative 3. Most of the impacts have 
been mitigated under both alternatives, including impacts on water quality, soils, 
vegetation, recreation, wildlife, and cultural resources. See the following master 
responses: 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use”; 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources”; 

► Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality”; 

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation”; and 

► Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 
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Letter 

AOB13 
Response 

Keep Tahoe Blue, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Nicole Gergans, Environmental Program Advocate 
October 26, 2010 

 

AOB13-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 and opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. The 
commenter lists impacts associated with Alternative 2 but does not acknowledge that 
most of these impacts are also associated with Alternative 3. Most of the impacts have 
been mitigated under both alternatives, including impacts on water quality, soils, 
vegetation, recreation, wildlife, and cultural resources. See the following master 
responses: 

 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use”; 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources”; 

► Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality”; 

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation”; and 

► Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 
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Letter 

AOB14 
Response 

Keep Tahoe Blue, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
Nicole Gergans, Environmental Program Advocate 
November 15, 2010 

 

AOB14-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 and opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. The 
commenter lists impacts associated with Alternative 2 but does not acknowledge that 
most of these impacts are also associated with Alternative 3. Most of the impacts have 
been mitigated under both alternatives, including impacts on water quality, soils, 
vegetation, recreation, wildlife, and cultural resources. See the following master 
responses: 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use”; 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources”; 

► Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality”; 

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation”; and 

► Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 
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Letter 

AOB15 
Response 

Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority, South Shore 
Patrick Ronan, Chair 
October 7, 2010 

 

AOB15-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its economic, recreation, and 
environmental value is noted. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB16 
Response 

Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority, South Shore 
Mindi Befu, Chair—Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority Marketing Committee 
October 29, 2010 

 

AOB16-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its economic, recreation, and 
environmental value is noted. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB17 
Response 

Meyers Community Roundtable Committee 
Sue Novasel, Chair 
October 6, 2010 

 

AOB17-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its economic, recreation, and 
environmental value is noted. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB18 
Response 

Midkiff and Associates, Inc. 
Gary D. Midkiff, Principal 
October 26, 2010 

 

AOB18-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its economic, recreation, and 
environmental value is noted. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB19 
Response 

State of California Native American Heritage Commission 
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst 
September 2, 2010 

 

AOB19-1 The commenter requests that State Parks contact the appropriate information center for a 
record search. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB19-2 The commenter requests that an archaeological survey report be prepared. See Master 
Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB19-3 The commenter requests that the Native American Heritage Commission be contacted. 
See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB19-4 The commenter states that lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources does not 
preclude their subsurface existence. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural 
Resources.” 
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Letter 
AOB20 

Response 

State of Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of 
Environmental Protection 
Jason Kuchnicki 
November 4, 2010 

 

AOB20-1 The commenter requests that the final EIR/EIS/EIS quantify estimates of nutrient loading 
related to fertilizer use on the golf course and relative changes in nutrient loads under 
each alternative. The commenter requests clarification about whether a fertilizer 
management plan would be prepared to minimize nutrient loading. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB20-2 The commenter requests that climate change implications regarding consumptive water 
use be incorporated in the final EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter incorrectly concludes that 
the mandatory evaluation of emissions was the only analysis of climate change impacts 
presented in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Anticipated region-specific climate change effects on 
hydrology were proactively included as part of the setting information (pages 3.3-10 to 
3.3-13) and considered in the evaluation of alternatives in Section 3.16, “Cumulative 
Impacts.” This consideration included potential direct and indirect effects of potential 
climate change on hydrology, runoff, and river response. 

The commenter is correct that conditions under climate change may increase water 
demand, reduce the availability of surface water, or both, thus adversely affecting the 
overall water supply. However, the effects would be consistent under all alternatives, 
including the baseline. Therefore, the quantification and comparison of water demand 
under each alternative in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS (and as clarified and expanded in Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality”) also 
represents the comparison of each alternative relative to climate change effects on water 
supply.  

AOB20-3 The commenter recommends a potential method of sophisticated fertilizer management 
(eliminating fertilizer that contains phosphorous) and a water reuse system as an 
approach to mitigation for alternatives that involve realigning the golf course (e.g., 
Alternatives 2 and 3). The referenced water reuse approach could be incorporated by 
State Parks in its implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 (Alt. 2), but would not be 
the only means to achieve the performance goal(s) of the measure or meet potential 
regulatory requirements to be imposed by the Lahontan RWQCB. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for additional 
discussion of water use. 




