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Letter 

AOB21 
Response 

Resource Renewal Institute 
David Katz, Project Manager 
November 12, 2010 

 

AOB21-1 The commenter is concerned that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not adequately identify water 
use and the impacts of diverting surface water and/or pumping groundwater, and that it 
did not propose effective mitigation. See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, 
Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

The commenter is concerned that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not adequately evaluate 
either the effects on fish of surface water diversions or other related aquatic impacts. As 
stated in Section 3.5, “Biological Resources,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, project 
construction activities could intermittently increase turbidity and downstream 
sedimentation and could release and expose construction-related contaminants. These 
potential effects would be short term and temporary. Such exposure could reduce or 
adversely affect aquatic habitat and populations, including salmonids and other native 
aquatic species. The alternatives include a suite of measures, including BMPs, that would 
minimize this potential effect.  

Construction would include dewatering activities that would result in the temporary loss 
of aquatic habitat. Fish and macroinvertebrates could become stranded during dewatering 
activities, and habitat could dry out or predation by birds or mammals could occur; or the 
organisms could be injured or killed by heavy equipment during site access, preparation, 
or construction activities. However, in the short term, implementing the alternatives could 
result in adverse effects on aquatic habitats. This impact would be significant. The 
following mitigation measures would be implemented: 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1A, “Prepare and Implement Effective Site Management 
Plans”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1B, “Implement Preconstruction Surveys for Western 
Pearlshell Mussels”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1C, “Develop and Implement Native-Fish and Mussel 
Capture and Translocation Plan”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1D, “Limit Potential Localized Channel Erosion in the Upper 
Truckee River and Tributary Creeks”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1E, “Provide Bed and Bank Stabilization Measures at and 
Immediately Upstream and Downstream of Bridge Removal Sites”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1F, “Ensure Bed and Bank Stability Downstream of the 
Treated Reaches”; 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1G, “Ensure Bed and Bank Stability in the Lower Reaches of 
the Two Tributary Creeks”; and 

► Mitigation Measure 3.5-1H, “Monitor and Supplement Coarse-Sediment Delivery 
Downstream and Monitor Instream Habitat Conditions.” 
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With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on fisheries and other aquatic 
resources would be less than significant. 

AOB21-2 The commenter disagrees with the conclusion in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS that Impact 3.3-6 
(Alt. 2) would be less than significant, even if demand for irrigation water under 
Alternative 2 would be similar to or less than demand under existing conditions. 
However, the commenter is incorrect in concluding that the impact conclusion cannot be 
made in comparison to existing conditions, which does establish the baseline for impact 
analysis (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15229 and 15125). 

 A primary purpose of an EIR/EIS/EIS is to inform decision-makers and the public about 
the potential environmental impacts of a project. A project’s impacts are evaluated based 
on the direct, and the reasonably foreseeable indirect, physical changes in the 
environment that the project may cause (either on a project-specific basis or in a 
cumulative context). The setting or environmental baseline provides the starting point for 
that analysis. The current “baseline” conditions are a reflection and culmination of both 
historical and existing and ongoing activities that affect a specific resource; the true 
baseline condition is often a dynamic range of conditions.  

For clarification of the quantities of water demand under existing conditions and each 
alternative, see Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, 
and Water Quality.” 

AOB21-3 The commenter is concerned about the effects of pumping groundwater on the shallow 
water table and interaction with surface water in the river. The commenter is correct that 
when the river’s water surface is low and surrounded by saturated soils and/or aquifers at 
higher elevations, groundwater would flow toward the river. The commenter is correct in 
noting that the existing, incised river channel would experience more groundwater 
discharge from saturated soils on the surrounding land than would a higher elevation 
(e.g., restored) riverbed, as under Alternative 2, 3, or 5. Therefore, these action 
alternatives would be beneficial relative to existing conditions or Alternatives 1 and 4. 

 The commenter is concerned that groundwater pumping for the golf course’s water 
supply would induce seepage from the river or add more groundwater to the river and 
Lake Tahoe. The commenter requests that the EIR/EIS/EIS quantify use of soluble 
fertilizer materials, provide additional discussion of the potential impact of nutrients 
entering the ecosystem, and mitigate the impact. For information on groundwater, 
fertilizer, and other chemical uses, see Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, 
Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 
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Letter 

AOB22 
Response 

South Lake Tahoe Lodging Association and Tourism Improvement District 
Jerry Bindel, Chairman 
October 29, 2010 

 

AOB22-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its environmental, economic, and 
recreation 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 

AOB23 
Response 

Sierra-at-Tahoe and Northstar-at-Tahoe Resorts 
Kirstin A. Cattell, Marketing and Communications Manager 
October 6, 2010 

 

AOB23-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 and its environmental, economic, and 
recreation value is noted. The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 5 is also noted. This 
comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 

AOB24 
Response 

Sierra Club, Tahoe Area and Mother Lode Chapter 
Bob Anderson, Executive Committee—Tahoe Area, Sierra Club, and Terry Davis, 
Conservation Program Coordinator—Mother Lode Chapter, Sierra Club 
November 15, 2010 

 

AOB24-1 The commenter requests that river restoration and golf be separated. State Parks has an 
obligation to manage all of its properties to balance both biological diversity and high-
quality outdoor recreation, consistent with its mission statement: 

The mission of the California Department of Parks and Recreation is to provide 
for the health, inspiration and education of the people of California helping to 
preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued 
natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor 
recreation. 

 The river restoration and golf relocation projects are directly related. The golf course 
currently occupies the meander belt and floodplain of the river. For many of the 
alternatives considered, there must be changes made to the existing golf course. 
Segmentation of the project  is not  allowable. (PRC section15378 – “whole of the 
action”). 

AOB24-2 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB24-3 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with TRPA thresholds. 
The commenter also reiterates the conclusion in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS that Alternative 5 
would be the environmentally superior alternative. Chapter 4, “Other Required Sections,” 
of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS evaluates the effects of each of the project alternatives on 
TRPA’s thresholds. 

AOB24-4 The commenter’s rationale for the superiority of Alternative 3 over Alternative 2 is 
noted. See the following master responses and responses to comments: 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of habitat 
impacts, wetlands, and fens; 

► response to comment I7-4 for a discussion of sand lilies; 

► Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics”; 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of the settlement 
agreement and statute; 

► Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality,” for a discussion of fen hydrology and fertilizer and other chemical use; 

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for a discussion of recreation access; and 

► response to comment I160-1 for a discussion of noise impacts. 
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AOB24-5 The commenter disagrees with the assumptions used in the economic analysis. See 
Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB24-6 The commenter is concerned about decreased access to the river under Alternative 2. See 
Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation.” 

AOB24-7 The commenter states the opinion that although golf course management has improved, 
golf results in unavoidable runoff of sediment, nutrients, and chemicals that would pose a 
threat to water quality and aquatic resources under Alternative 2. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB24-8 The commenter is concerned about impacts on forest habitat under Alternative 2. See 
Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB24-9 The commenter is concerned that Alternative 2 would be too close to the fens and would 
surround a wetland. See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, 
Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” and Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological 
Resources.” Refer to Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for 
text revisions related to these topics. 

AOB24-10 The commenter states that the areas of “disturbed lands” within Washoe Meadows SP 
that would be converted to golf course under Alternative 2 should not be considered an 
environmental benefit, but should be “reclaimed” if it is a source of sediment. See the 
following response to comment and master responses: 

► response to comment AOB8-6 for a discussion of quarry areas and soil piles. 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of the area proposed for 
golf course reconfiguration; and 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of sensitive 
habitat.  
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Letter 

AOB25 
Response 

South Tahoe Association of Realtors (STAR) 
Theresa Souers, 2010 President on behalf of STAR Board of Directors 
November 4, 2010 

 

AOB25-1 The commenter’s support for Alternatives 2 and 4 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 

AOB26 
Response 

Tahoe-Douglas Visitors Authority 
John Packer 
September 27, 2010 

 

AOB26-1 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 

AOB27 
Response 

Trout Unlimited 
David Lass, Northern California Field Director, Sportsman Conservation Project 
November 7, 2010 

 

AOB27-1 The commenter’s support for Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 is noted. The commenter requests 
that spawning habitat be considered during implementation of stream restoration. See 
response to comment AOB21-1. 
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Letter 

AOB28 
Response 

Washoe Meadows Community 
Lynne Paulson 
October 1, 2010 

 

AOB28-1 The commenter’s request for more specific GPS coordinates and an additional 30 days to 
review the document is noted. The comment period was not extended; however, State 
Parks stated that comments could still be submitted without a guarantee that they would 
receive a response. The comment period was extended from 75 days to 85 days, which is 
twice the statutorily required review period for an EIR under CEQA and 25 days more 
than required under NEPA. GPS coordinates were also provided. This comment does not 
raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB29 
Response 

Washoe Meadows Community 
Lynne Paulson 
October 8, 2010 

 

AOB29-1 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. The commenter is concerned that 
no general plan has been prepared for Washoe Meadows SP. See Master Response 
Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of consistency with applicable plans, policies, 
and regulations. 
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Letter 

AOB30 
Response 

Washoe Meadows Community 
Lynne Paulson 
October 13, 2010 

 

AOB30-1 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB30-2 The commenter is concerned about impacts on biological resources, including fens within 
Washoe Meadows SP, aesthetics, and recreation access. Section 3.7, “Scenic Resources,” 
of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS discusses potential impacts of the alternatives on scenic 
resources. See Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of 
impacts on biological resources, including fens. See Master Response Section 3.5, 
“Recreation,” for a discussion of recreation access within the study area. 

AOB30-3 The commenter has concerns about impacts on wildlife habitat. See Master Response 
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB30-4 The quality of the land proposed for exchange between Lake Valley SRA and Washoe 
Meadows SP was addressed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” and several impact 
discussions in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, including those in Section 3.3, “Hydrology and 
Flooding”; Section 3.4, “Geomorphology and Water Quality”; Section 3.5, “Biological 
Resources”; Section 3.6, “Earth Resources”; and Section 3.7, “Scenic Resources.” The 
commenter does not define “unequal quality of land”; however, Alternative 2 proposes to 
restore SEZ adjacent to the Upper Truckee River and relocate the golf course to an area 
farther from the river, much of which is within higher capability and previously disturbed 
lands. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for more detail on the quality of 
land proposed for exchange. In this master response, the comparative areas and resource 
qualities are discussed. 

AOB30-5 The commenter is concerned that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not address impacts of 
“complicated turf management practices” under Alternative 2 on sensitive land. See 
Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality.” 

AOB30-6 The commenter disagrees with the assumptions used for the economic analysis. See 
Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB30-7 The commenter’s request that information related to the draft EIR/EIS/EIS continue to be 
reviewed 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 

AOB31 
Response 

Washoe Meadows Community 
Lynne Paulson 
November 15, 2010 

 

AOB31-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 or another alternative that restores the river, 
retains Washoe Meadows SP in its entirety, and protects the environment is noted. This 
comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

AOB31-2 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-3 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-4 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-5 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-6 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-7 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-8 The commenter states that Alternative 2 would not be consistent with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.”  

AOB31-9 The commenter states that the project is not an appropriate use of Federal funds. 
Restoration of the Upper Truckee River is a primary purpose of Reclamation’s Tahoe 
Regional Wetland Development Program. As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS (page 1-4), the primary 
purpose and need for the project is related to the river restoration, with modifications of 
the golf course a required secondary action to accomplish an effective restoration 
approach. Consequently, the appropriateness of the use of Federal funds is related to 
achieving the river restoration goals of the project as determined by Reclamation. Federal 
funds were not and will not be used for golf course design or construction. 

AOB31-10 The commenter reiterates scoping comments and states that not all scoping comments 
provided were incorporated into the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to comment AOB8-1. 

AOB31-11 The commenter’s opinion of the public workshops held for the project is noted. See 
response to comment AOB8-1. 

AOB31-12 The commenter states that siting criteria used for the alternatives analysis in the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS are flawed and that the State should have used a real estate agent and looked 
at private parcels, because costs have gone down. As described in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Section 15126.6(f) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines states that the alternatives analysis should identify whether any of the 
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project’s potentially significant effects would be avoided or substantially lessened by 
putting the project in another feasible location. Section 15126.6(f) also states that if the 
lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must disclose the 
reasons for this conclusion. Among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of off-site alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, consistency with plans and policies, other regulatory 
limitations, and ability of the project proponents to reasonably acquire, control, or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site. In determining whether alternative locations 
for the project need to be considered in an EIR, Section 15126(f)(1) indicates that the 
proponent’s ability to reasonably acquire or control an alternative location can be taken 
into account. Recognizing the current state budget circumstances, it would not be feasible 
to set aside public funds for state acquisition of private property for alternative golf 
course locations, so available public parcels were considered. Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) of 
the State CEQA Guidelines states that only locations that would feasibly avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for 
inclusion in the EIR. Purchasing a large private parcel was not only infeasible but none 
that met most of the other siting criteria were known to be available at the time of the 
analysis.  

See Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics,” for a discussion of the scope of the 
economic analysis. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of 
consistency of the project with plans, policies, and regulations related to land uses within 
Washoe Meadows SP. As shown in Exhibit 2-2 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the area 
proposed for the reconfigured golf course under Alternative 2 is predominantly less than 
20% slopes.  

AOB31-13 The commenter’s opinion of the EIR/EIR/EIS analysis and process is noted. As described 
in Chapters 1 and 2 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, State Parks, Reclamation, and TRPA 
followed CEQA, NEPA, and TRPA requirements on full disclosure, transparency, and 
due process. Multiple outreach events were held by State Parks to provide information 
about the proposed alternatives beyond public scoping meetings and recreation 
workshops; however, no outreach events were private and all members of the public were 
welcome to attend each of these events. See response to comment AOB8-1 for a 
discussion of selection of a proposed Preferred Alternative. 

AOB31-14 The commenter states that reconfiguring the golf course would be inconsistent with a 
previous lawsuit related to the park units. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.”  

AOB31-15 The commenter states that the yardage of golf course would be increased under 
Alternative 2. As described in Section 2.5.1, “Project Features” the current Lake Tahoe 
Golf Course is an 18-hole regulation length, par 71 course with a total walking distance 
of 6,741 yards designed to host championship play. The current course has three sets of 
tees at 6,741; 6,327; and 5,703 yards. The course rating and slope for the three tees are, 
respectively, 70.8/126, 68.9/120, and 66.7/109. The conceptual design for the 
reconfigured course maintains its status as an 18-hole regulation course designed to be 
able to host championship play, with approximately the same slope, rating, length, par, 
and variety of holes as currently exist. In addition to the natural features of a site, the golf 
course layout incorporates design features, such as teeing areas, greens complexes, sand 
and grass bunkers, and water features to define the strategy of each hole and produce the 
desired visual quality, keeping in mind circulation, speed-of-play, and safety. AOB31-16
 The commenter states that land use maps are incorrect but lists information 
presented in habitat maps. See Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” and 
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Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality.”  

AOB31-17 The commenter states that campgrounds and golf course facilities were not adequately 
evaluated. Campgrounds within Washoe Meadows SP are not being considered at this 
time and are beyond the scope of the current project objectives. As described in Chapter 
2, “Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, if Alternative 5 were selected, State 
Parks would be able to embark on a new planning effort for the entire area at any time in 
the future when it wishes to consider developing permanent facilities. This effort could 
involve planning for Washoe Meadows SP and Lake Valley SRA together or separately. 
It could involve reclassifying land and considering a variety of actions related to outdoor 
recreation and resource management. Campgrounds are one type of recreation facility 
that could be considered in the future, but they are not proposed at this time and would 
require separate environmental review. Locations for golf course facilities were 
considered in depth. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of 
lands proposed for exchange. Also see Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS for a detailed evaluation of 
impacts of reconfiguring the Lake Tahoe Golf Course on each resource area. 

AOB31-18 The commenter states that promoting the golf course as “Audubon” certified in the public 
meeting is misleading and represents bias toward Alternative 2. The draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
simply presents factual information about the existing golf course, which includes its 
certification. As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, 
the Lake Tahoe Golf Course is a member of the Audubon Cooperative Sanctuary 
Program for Golf Courses (ACSP) and is a certified cooperative sanctuary under the 
ACSP. The ACSP is an award-winning education and certification program that helps 
golf courses protect the environment and preserve the heritage of the game of golf. Since 
its inception in 1992, the ACSP has assisted golf courses in integrating environmentally 
responsible maintenance practices into day-to-day course operations. The ACSP helps 
people to enhance valuable natural areas and wildlife habitats that golf courses provide, 
to improve efficiency, and to minimize potentially harmful impacts of golf operations 
(ACSP 2006). This information presented in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
characterizes existing conditions that would continue under Alternative 2; therefore, 
presentation of this information at the public meeting did not mislead the public. 

AOB31-19 The commenter states an opinion that Alternative 3 would establish a “better” 
geomorphically functioning channel. However, as described in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 would all follow the same 
approach to restoring the river. Alternative 3 would decrease the golf landscape adjacent to 
the Upper Truckee River; however, as described in response to comment AOB8-7, 
Alternative 2 would also decrease the golf course landscape adjacent to the river (as would 
Alternative 5). The commenter correctly states that low-density use would increase and the 
use of irrigation and fertilizer would decrease within Washoe Meadows SP; however, as 
described in Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and 
Water Quality,” the water used for irrigation is obtained under an existing water right and 
fertilizer use is limited. 

AOB31-20 The commenter is concerned about habitat fragmentation under Alternative 2. See Master 
Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB31-21 The commenter states that the buffer area around the golf course is not considered in the 
coverage impacts. This is correct; a buffer would not be considered coverage and would 
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not create a negative impact. The commenter is concerned about reduced recreation 
access through the study area. See Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation.” 

AOB31-22 The commenter states that resources cannot be committed without a general plan for 
Washoe Meadows SP. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use.” 

AOB31-23 The commenter states that impacts of a bridge and restrooms on groundwater were not 
addressed. See response to comment AOB8-14 and Master Response Section 3.3, 
“Biological Resources.” The commenter states that the EIR/EIS/EIS “mischaracterized” 
dry meadow but does not provide details about the location of this mischaracterized area. 
An updated vegetation map is presented in Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.” 

Potential impacts related to erosion are addressed in Impact 3.6-1 (Alt. 2), “Soil Erosion, 
Sedimentation, and Loss of Topsoil,” and Impact 3.4-6 (Alt. 2), Short-Term Risk of 
Surface Water or Groundwater Degradation during Construction.” Mitigation for these 
potential impacts during project construction and operation is provided in Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1A (Alt. 2) and 3.4-6 (Alt. 2), “Prepare and Implement Effective Site 
Management Plans,” and Mitigation Measure 3.6-1B (Alt. 2), “Provide On-Site Storm 
Drainage Facilities and Accompanying Stormwater Drainage Plan to Prevent Surface 
Erosion from Discharging to Creek or River Channels.” These mitigation measures 
require implementation of design measures and BMPs with performance requirements. 

A very strict water quality criterion (exceeding 10% above background for turbidity) was 
used to determine that an impact on water quality would be significant. Therefore, Impact 
3.4-6 (Alternatives 2 through 5) would be significant and unavoidable. However, this 
conclusion does not necessarily correlate with the same findings in Section 3.6, “Earth 
Resources.” For Impact 3.6-1 to be significant and unavoidable, the project would likely 
have to elevate turbidity levels by considerably more than 10% above background levels, 
in a larger area and for a longer duration than the limited area and brief period used for 
the water quality analysis. This topic was addressed in the “Methods and Assumptions” 
sections in Section 3.4, “Geomorphology and Water Quality,” and Section 3.6, “Earth 
Resources.” 

AOB31-24 The commenter is concerned about impacts of the project on scenic resources. See 
response to comment I6-3. 

AOB31-25 The commenter states that the fen and quarry pit are hydrologically connected and is 
concerned that although Alternative 2 would restore the quarry and avoid the fen, the 
surface or groundwater hydrology of the fen would be altered or degraded. The 
commenter is concerned that the golf course proposed under Alternative 2 would 
“surround” a sensitive wetland. See Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological 
Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, 
and Water Quality.” Refer to Chapter 5, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS for text revisions related to these topics.  

AOB31-26 The commenter is concerned about impacts of Alternative 2 on wildlife. See Master 
Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

AOB31-27 The commenter is concerned that any change in chemical uses in areas not now occupied 
by a golf course pose unnecessary risks to water quality, and that present water 
monitoring is inadequate and mitigation needs to include additional monitoring. The 
comment refers to a diesel spill that occurred in 2005. See response to comment AOB31-
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55 in regard to the diesel spill. See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, 
Geomorphology, and Water Quality” for a discussion of chemical use. 

AOB31-28 The commenter expresses support for Alternative 3 because of its lower water demand 
and reduced chemical use. The comment is noted. This comment does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

AOB31-29 The commenter notes that Alternative 3 would have less of an impact on biological 
resources. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

AOB31-30 The commenter suggests that an alternative that would implement the general plan should 
have been analyzed. Consistency with the general plan is discussed in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” and Section 3.1, “Land Use,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See Master 
Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for additional information. 

 The baseline used for the draft EIR/EIS/EIS is existing conditions at the start of the 
environmental review with some additional resource information since that time to 
update the understanding of current conditions relevant to the environmental analysis. 
These existing conditions have been influenced by a culmination of both historical and 
ongoing activities. Where appropriate and applicable, information about existing permits, 
concession contracting, and consistency with the Lake Valley SRA General Plan was 
presented in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, either in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” or in the 
discussion of existing conditions in specific resource sections. 

The commenter has concerns about existing and proposed impacts related to water use. 
See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality,” for a discussion of water use. 

AOB31-31 The commenter states that Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative and that Alternative 5 
is not evaluated at an equal level of detail. See response to comment AOB8-1 for a 
discussion of the alternatives evaluated for the project. 

AOB31-32 The commenter states that Alternative 3 is better than Alternative 2. The comment is noted. 
This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of 
the draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

AOB31-33 The commenter disagrees with the methodology used in the economic analysis for the 
project. See Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-34 The commenter disagrees with the scope used in the economic analysis for the project. 
See Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-35 The commenter correctly notes that the goal of the project is to maintain adequate 
revenue generation from Lake Valley SRA and/or Washoe Meadows SP. 

AOB31-36 The commenter disagrees with the survey methods used for recreation surveys. As 
described in Section 3.8, “Recreation,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the economic feasibility 
analysis indicated that the survey respondents were likely to have been biased about 
proposed changes to be made to the golf course; a reduced-play golf course would likely 
appeal to a different group of golfers (HEC 2008:30–31 [Appendix E]). The limitations 
of the surveys conducted for the project are acknowledged in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. In 
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addition to the surveys conducted at the golf course, data were obtained from the Lake 
Tahoe Golf Course concessionaire. 

AOB31-37 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. The 
commenter’s support for Alternative 3 and opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. See 
Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-38 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. See Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-39 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. See Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-40 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. See Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-41 The commenter disagrees with the scope of the economics analysis. See Master Response 
Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-42 The commenter disagrees with the scope of the economics analysis. See Master Response 
Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-43 The commenter questions the source of funding for the project. See Master Response 
Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-44 The commenter questions the loss of income during construction. State Parks plans to 
allow golfing to continue on 9 holes or potentially a modified 18-hole course throughout 
the construction period unless the contractor deems this infeasible. 

AOB31-45 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. See Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-46 The commenter disagrees with the conclusions of the economics analysis. See Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 

AOB31-47 The commenter is concerned about pesticide use on the golf course. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB31-48 The commenter is concerned about fertilizer use on the golf course. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB31-49 The commenter is concerned that Alternative 2 would not comply with the following 
statement in the Water Quality Appendix to the TRPA Threshold Evaluation: “All new 
development must be setback from the defined extent of the SEZs…” The TRPA 
Threshold Evaluation is not a compliance document, but an assessment document that 
has not been fully adopted. This project would reduce coverage and development in the 
SEZ and relocation of coverage is allowed by TRPA. See response to comment AOB8-4 
for additional information about the SEZ coverage evaluation. 

 The commenter states that Alternative 3 would be more consistent with TRPA goals to 
reduce/restrict fertilizer use in SEZs. The comment is noted. 
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 The commenter indicates that Alternative 3 would be more consistent than Alternative 2 
with TRPA criteria regarding land coverage in SEZs. The comment is noted. 

 The commenter states that Alternative 3 would be better than Alternative 2 at meeting 
TRPA’s restrictions from development in the 100-year floodplain. For clarification, golf 
course turf is not considered coverage. 

AOB31-50 The commenter expresses the opinion that Alternative 3 would more closely meet TRPA 
goals and policies regarding restoration of disturbed lands and setbacks from 
SEZ/floodplain than would Alternative 2. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would both reduce the area of golf course within SEZ (to 
approximately 96 and 85 acres, respectively). Both alternatives would reduce the distance 
along the Upper Truckee River that have adjacent golf course land use: Alternative 3 
would eliminate adjacent golf course land use along 6,382 linear feet (to zero) and 
Alternative 2 would eliminate adjacent golf course land use along 5,532 linear feet 
(reduced to 850 feet) (Table 2-1). Therefore, both alternatives would be consistent with 
the TRPA Goals and Policies regarding restoration of disturbed lands and setbacks from 
SEZ/floodplain. 

AOB31-51 The commenter states that Lake Tahoe’s designation as an “Outstanding National 
Resource” in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) 
requires additional protections from the golf course’s turf management practices. The 
commenter is correct in noting that Lake Tahoe is a designated “Outstanding National 
Resource Water.” This status is a key element of the control measures and waste 
discharge prohibitions for the protection and enhancement of Lake Tahoe contained 
within the Lahontan RWQCB’s Basin Plan and described in the regulatory framework of 
the draft EIR/EIS/EIS (pages 3.4-2 to 3.4-9). The water quality control programs to 
protect the lake are implemented jointly by the Lahontan RWQCB, TRPA, USFS, local 
governments, and other parties for the California portion of the Tahoe Basin; however, 
the California Water Boards are ultimately responsible for implementation. The impact 
analysis, conclusions, and mitigation measures identified within the draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
fully consider the water quality requirements pursuant to Lake Tahoe’s status, which are 
explicitly addressed by the Basin Plan. 

AOB31-52  The commenter is concerned that Alternative 2 would conflict with elements of the Basin 
Plan requiring special control measures for golf courses, and prohibitions against chemical 
uses within SEZs, while Alternative 3 would eliminate this conflict. The Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board would make permit decisions regarding any special 
control measures for any golf course features that would remain within the SEZ under any 
of the action alternatives. The permit conditions would be consistent with, not in conflict 
with the Basin Plan requirements. For additional discussion of chemical management under 
Alternatives 2 and 3, see Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, 
Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB31-53 The commenter is concerned about the water quality monitoring proposed. See Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

AOB31-54 The commenter is concerned that indirect effects of flooding on water quality impacts were 
not adequately described in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. However, the water quality impact 
discussion within Section 3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS does consider the risks of flooding 
on golf course facilities and operations as part of potential water quality effects under the 
analysis of Impact 3.4-8 for each alternative. The types of risks and potential magnitude 
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of risk for each action alternative include consideration of the area of golf course within 
the floodplain (see Table 2-1) and the proposed condition of the course improvements 
under each alternative. For clarification, the acreage of golf course within the 100-year 
floodplain (56 acres) would not change under Alternatives 1 and 4. The acreage of golf 
course facilities within the 100-year floodplain would be reduced under Alternative 2 (36 
acres), Alternative 3 (10 acres), and Alternative 5 (0 acres). Therefore, indirect potential 
flooding effects on water quality due to flood interaction with golf course features would 
be beneficial in all of the action alternatives on the basis of acreage alone. The 
commenter’s note that Alternative 3 reduces the risk more than Alternative 2 is noted. No 
change to the text of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS is required.  

AOB31-55 The commenter states that risks such as the 1999 diesel spill by the on-site snowmobile 
concessionaire were not disclosed in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. However, the water quality 
impact discussion within Section 3.4 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS does consider the risks of 
accidental spills over the operational life of the project as part of potential water quality 
effects under the analysis of impact 3.4-8 for each alternative. The impact analysis notes 
that the Lahontan RWQCB would update the waste discharge permit for any of the action 
alternatives, likely updating and strengthening the monitoring and reporting 
requirements. State Parks and its concessionaires will work with the Lahontan RWQCB 
to update and implement any new waste discharge permit requirements.  

AOB31-56 The commenter cites past scientific studies that indicate that golf courses contribute to 
the eutrophication of Lake Tahoe as a reason to prefer Alternative 3 over Alternative 2. 
Recent basinwide technical studies for the Lake Tahoe TMDL (California Water Boards 
and NDEP 2007) indicate that golf courses are one of many specific land uses that may 
include fertilizer uses that affect surface and/or groundwater quality.  

The USACE (2003) groundwater evaluation indicates that fertilized golf course area (3.9 
square kilometers [sq. km]) composes 20.5% of the total fertilized area (19 sq. km) 
within the Lake Tahoe Basin and their application loads that range from 3.9 to 37.1% of 
the total basin phosphorus and from 17.6 to 36.2% of the total for nitrogen (see page 4-19 
of the TMDL tech study). The fertilized golf course areas have nitrogen and phosphorus 
application loads that are not dissimilar to other basin land uses with turf (e.g., residential 
landscaping; institutions and commercial areas). 

 See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality.” 

AOB31-57 The commenter is concerned about impacts on wildlife and consistency with TRPA 
thresholds. See Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 
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Letter 
AOB32 

Response 

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, Cultural Resources Office/Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office 
Darrel Cruz 
September 14, 2010 

 

AOB32-1 The commenter disagrees with the No Adverse Effect conclusion for cultural resources. 
See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-2 The commenter is concerned about losing the connection with cultural resources within 
Washoe Meadows SP. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-3 The commenter states that the project is subject to the Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-4 The commenter is concerned about impacts on cultural resources pursuant to the National 
Historic Preservation Act. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-5 The commenter is concerned about losing the connection with cultural resources within 
Washoe Meadows SP. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-6 The commenter is concerned about impacts on cultural resources. See Master Response 
Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB32-7 The commenter’s support for Alternatives 3 and 4 is noted. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

AOB32-8 The commenter notes that Alternative 2 would have impacts on the ecosystem and 
cultural resources. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, 
or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

AOB32-9 The commenter is concerned about increases in use of fertilizers under Alternative 2. See 
Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality.” 

AOB32-10 The commenter states the mission of the Office of Historic Preservation and State 
Historical Resources Commission. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 

AOB33 
Response 

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 
Waldo W. Walker, Chairman 
November 11, 2010 

 

AOB33-1 The commenter states that the draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not address all impacts on cultural 
resources. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB33-2 The commenter states that mitigation proposed for impacts of Alternative 2 on cultural 
resources is inadequate. See Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB33-3 The commenter states that the discussion of cumulative impacts on cultural resources is 
inadequate. As described in Section 3.16, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, even with protective regulations, cultural resources are still degraded or 
destroyed as cumulative development proceeds in the Tahoe Basin. This statement 
acknowledges the existing significant cumulative effect on cultural resources in the basin; 
however, with implementation of mitigation, the project would not make a considerable 
contribution to that significant cumulative effect. See Master Response Section 3.6, 
“Cultural Resources,” for a discussion of proposed mitigation measures. 

AOB33-4 The commenter is concerned about monitoring proposed in cultural mitigation. See 
Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 

AOB33-5 The commenter is concerned about proposed cultural mitigation. See Master Response 
Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources.” 
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Letter 

I1 
Response 

 
John Adamski 
November 15, 2010 

 

I1-1 The commenter has concerns about impacts of fertilizer use. See Master Response Section 
3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

I1-2 The commenter has concerns about recreation access and funding. The commenter 
recommends more monitoring and minor improvements to the golf course. The 
suggestions are noted. See Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” and Master 
Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 
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Letter 

I2 
Response 

 
Eric Adema 
November 15, 2010 

 

I2-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 5 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 

I3 
Response 

 
Daniel Albanese 
November 14, 2010 

 

I3-1 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 2 and support for Alternative 4 is noted. The 
commenter has concerns about the baseline conditions used for analysis of wildlife 
habitat and about effects on the region’s economy. See Master Response Section 3.3, 
“Biological Resources,” and Master Response Section 3.7, “Economics.” 
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Letter 

I4 
Response 

 
Jenny Albanese 
November 14, 2010 

 

I4-1 The commenter has concerns about the proposed golf course reconfiguration and impacts 
on water quality, wildlife habitat, recreation access, and cultural resources. See the 
following response to comment and master responses: 

► response to comment AOB4-5 and Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological 
Resources,” for discussion on golf course reconfiguration and wildlife habitat; 

► Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water 
Quality,” for discussion on water quality and erosion; 

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation” (the commenter does not state the 
recreation impact); and 

► Master Response Section 3.6, “Cultural Resources” (the commenter does not state the 
cultural resources impact). 

I4-2 The commenter is concerned that the golf course’s chemical use and infrastructure (e.g., 
cart paths) pose potential water quality problems in relation to river flooding processes. 
See response to comment AOB31-54.  

I4-3 The commenter has concerns about impacts related to herbicides, fertilizers, pesticides, 
and flooding. See Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, 
and Water Quality,” for a discussion on herbicides, fertilizers, pesticides, and flooding. 
Commenter states the golf course along the river would double. This project would 
reduce the amount of the golf course directly adjacent to the river from 6,382 linear feet 
to 850 linear feet and reduce the area of the golf course in the floodplain and in SEZ.  

I4-4 The commenter suggests testing the soil. The suggestion is noted. State Parks and its 
concessionaire will work with the Lahontan RWQCB to update the golf course’s 
chemical application and management plan as needed to update permit requirements for 
golf course operations.  

I4-5 The commenter is concerned that Lake Tahoe’s designation as an Outstanding National 
Resource Water and its reduced clarity require special protection from golf course turf 
management. See response to comment AOB31-51. 

I4-6 The commenter has concerns about the water quality monitoring program. See Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

I4-7 The commenter has concerns about the water quality monitoring program. See Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 

I4-8 The commenter has concerns about the water quality monitoring program. See Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality.” 
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I4-9 The commenter has concerns about impacts related to the existing well. See Master 
Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for 
discussion of the existing well. 

I4-10 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 2 and support for Alternative 3 is noted. The 
commenter summarizes comments addressed in letter I4 above. 
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Letter 

I5 
Response 

 
Rick Alexander 
October 27, 2010 

 

I5-1 See responses to letter I6. The letter was attached to letter I6. 
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Letter 

I6 
Response 

 
Rick Alexander 
November 14, 2010 

 

I6-1 The commenter has concerns about trading land between Washoe Meadows SP and Lake 
Valley SRA. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of the 
settlement agreement that followed the 1984 litigation and of provisions in the California 
Public Resources Code related to land trades. 

I6-2 The commenter has concerns about wildlife habitat and recreation access related to the 
proposed golf course reconfiguration. See the following master responses and response to 
comment: 

 

► Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion on land exchange; 

► Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for discussions on wildlife 
habitat;  

► Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for a discussion on recreation access; 
and 

► response to comment AOB4-5 for a discussion of the proposed location of the 
reconfigured golf course. 

I6-3 The commenter suggests revising the golf course proposed under Alternative 2 to improve 
and preserve recreation and scenic resources. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, and in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this 
final EIR/EIS/EIS, the golf course was designed as a link- or target-style course with 
narrower fairways, minimal traditional turf, and more native areas than the existing golf 
course. Natural topography will be used to minimize grading for the layout. Tree removal 
would be minimized, with trees greater than 30 inches in diameter at breast height (dbh) 
avoided. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 (Alt. 2), “Prepare and Implement a Landscaping and 
Forest Management Plan,” would be developed and implemented to maximize visual 
screening of the golf course, while balancing vegetation management with other resource 
objectives, including habitat quality and fire fuel management. A buffer landscape would 
also be managed to maintain a minimum depth of 200 feet between residential properties 
and the golf course. The forest vegetation in the buffer would be managed to maintain an 
effective visual screen, appropriate fire fuel control, and wildlife habitat qualities. The plan 
would be prepared in conjunction with detailed golf course design so that precise areas of 
disturbance are known and the landscaping and forest management process can be 
coordinated with golf course construction. The buffer and vegetative screening are not 
meant to fully block views of all golf course activities, but to help screen views of the 
course, reduce the visibility of the course to neighbors, and retain the overall forest 
landscape character outside of the golf course, while allowing proper vegetation 
management for defensible space.  

I6-4 The commenter states that holes 6 and 14 are incompatible with restoration goals and 
should be moved. For connectivity and playability of the golf course, holes 6 and 14 need 
to be placed adjacent to the Upper Truckee River. However, as discussed in Chapter 2, 
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“Project Alternatives,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, minimally managed landscape 
(unfertilized native vegetation) buffers have been included as part of the golf course’s 
design to protect water quality of the Upper Truckee River. Furthermore, as discussed in 
response to comment AOB8-7, the design under Alternative 2 decreases the amount of 
golf course adjacent to the Upper Truckee River from 6,382 linear feet under existing 
conditions to 850 linear feet. 

I6-5 The commenter suggests maintaining a buffer of native vegetation and trail 
improvements. To protect park resources, holes 7–13 cannot be moved closer together; 
however, as shown in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this final EIR/EIS/EIS, the 
conceptual golf course design has been modified slightly based on public comments on 
the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The trail to the “old barn” is outside of the project area and would 
not be modified as part of the project. The only changes to the trail would be farther east 
within the project area to provide connectivity to this existing user-created trail.  

I6-6 The commenter suggests separating cart paths from recreation trails. A separate 
recreation trail bridge is not proposed as part of this project; however, State Parks could 
assess the need for an additional bridge as part of future, separate planning efforts. Trails 
are designed to diverge from the cart path quickly on both sides of the bridge. See Master 
Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for a discussion of trail safety. 

I6-7 The commenter suggests constructing a separate bridge for park recreationists. The 
request is noted. No additional bridges are proposed for this project. State Parks could 
assess the need for an additional bridge as part of future, separate planning efforts. See 
Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for discussion of trail safety. 

I6-8 The commenter suggests moving the new trail closer to the river and farther from the golf 
course. The request is noted. Trails were located in their proposed location to minimize 
impacts on other resources. See Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for discussion 
of trail safety. 

I6-9 The commenter requests horseback riding within Washoe Meadows SP. Horseback riding 
is currently allowed and would continue to be an allowed use within Washoe Meadows SP 
with implementation of the project. 

I6-10 The commenter has concerns about revenue loss relating to closing the golf course during 
construction. State Parks plans to allow 9 holes of golf to continue during the entire 
construction period unless the contractor deems it infeasible, and will keep 18 holes open 
most years, although they may be shortened or modified temporarily.  

I6-11 The commenter has concerns that the approach to the alternatives analysis was skewed. 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. Where impacts were the same or similar, a reference to a previous impact 
discussion was used to minimize repetitive language and avoid a lengthier document.  

I6-12 The commenter provides suggestions for improving Alternative 4. The project proponents 
appreciate suggestions for Alternative 4; however, as discussed in previous studies and in 
Section 2.2.2, “River Alternatives,” of Chapter 2 of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the alternatives 
were developed by a diverse team of technical experts that included a geomorphologist, 
hydrologist, engineers, biologist, and other professionals who considered numerous 
possibilities for potential design opportunities and constraints. Many of the historic 
meanders mentioned have either been incorporated or considered in the design for 
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restoration. These other options were eliminated from detailed evaluation for various 
reasons, such as limited ecosystem benefits, high costs, and environmental risks versus 
potential benefits.  

I6-13 The commenter provides suggestions for improving Alternative 4. The project proponent 
appreciates trail suggestions for Alternative 4. Although not a part of the proposed 
Alternative 4, improvements to trail and access roads throughout Washoe Meadows SP 
are ongoing under existing conditions and would continue under Alternative 4. 
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Letter 

I7 
Response 

 
David and Lori Allessio 
October 23, 2010 

 

I7-1 The commenters state that a land exchange between Washoe Meadows SP and Lake 
Valley SRA is illegal. See Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for discussion of 
the settlement agreement from the 1984 litigation, the 1984 statute, and a general plan 
amendment. 

I7-2 The commenters have concerns about access through Chilicothe Street through National 
Forest System lands purchased with Santini-Burton Sensitive Land Acquisition Act 
funds. Access through this sewer maintenance easement has historically occurred and is 
an acknowledged use, and pre-dates USFS acquisition. As necessary, State Parks has 
improved the roads to provide access through this area. State Parks and STPUD have 
been coordinating with USFS to obtain a special use permit for access through this parcel. 
If additional disturbance is necessary to widen the access road for construction purposes, 
these areas will be restored consistent with current conditions to allow for continued 
access into the future.  

If Chilicothe Street cannot be used to access the project site, then construction traffic 
would be diverted to the Sawmill Road entrance. This would add approximately 1,670 
inbound and outbound trips for an estimated total of 2,051 trips at Sawmill Road (36% of 
total project construction trips) under Alternative 2, and less under Alternatives 3, 4, and 
5. The Sawmill Road/U.S. Highway 50 (U.S. 50) intersection currently operates at Level 
of Service (LOS) A overall in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. LOS at Sawmill Road was 
not calculated for existing plus project conditions with trips diverted from Chilicothe 
Street; however, if the LOS were to drop from LOS A overall to LOS E or LOS F overall, 
the impact would be less than significant. The impact of reduced traffic levels would be 
less than significant because the impact would be short term and would occur only during 
construction. Project operations would not affect LOS at the Chilicothe Street/Sawmill 
Road intersection because the level of use would not change. Any possible construction-
related effects on circulation and safety associated with the project would be addressed 
and mitigated through implementation of the construction traffic management plan 
described under Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 in Section 3.10, “Transportation, Parking, 
and Circulation,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I7-3 The commenters have concerns about permanent needs for golf course maintenance 
access from Chilicothe Street. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” of the 
draft EIR/EIS/EIS and in “Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this final EIR/EIS/EIS, the 
golf course restroom proposed would be accessed only by cart path and would not require 
access from the property boundary at Chilicothe Street. Also as discussed in Chapter 2, if 
required, State Parks and/or its golf course concessionaire would prepare an updated 
operation and maintenance plan in collaboration with the Lahontan RWQCB as part of 
updated permit requirements. An operation and maintenance plan for Washoe Meadows 
SP would not be needed, because areas affected would be part of the Lake Valley SRA 
and included in the plan for the golf course. The existing bridges are currently used for 
golf course vehicle access when necessary. The proposed bridge under the proposed 
Preferred Alternative would continue to allow access for State Parks and their 
concessionaire. 
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I7-4 The commenters have concerns about impacts on sand lily habitat. The sand lily, or 
common starlily (Leucocrinum montanum), is a member of the lily family (Liliaceae). It is 
found in California and in other western states. The sand lily occurs at Washoe Meadows 
SP in a seasonally wet meadow north of the quarry and south of the STPUD sewer access 
road. This area is not proposed for habitat alteration under any of the project alternatives. 
Other locations of this plant have not been positively identified. If this species were to 
occur in other wet meadow locations, mitigation measures proposed in the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS for the protection of sensitive habitats would protect this species. No specific 
mitigation measures or surveys are required for this species because it has no formal 
special-status designations by regulatory agencies. L. montanum is not recorded for El 
Dorado County on the CalFlora database Web site as of March 15, 2011. At this time, L. 
montanum does not have any Federal, State, or California Native Plant Society status 
(CNPS 2011). 

I7-5 The commenters have concerns about impacts on dry meadow plant communities. See 
Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.”  

I7-6 The commenters have concerns about impacts on SEZ, fens, and wetlands. See Master 
Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” 

I7-7 The commenters have concerns about impacts on Washoe Meadows SP relating to the 
buffer area adjacent to golf course holes 9, 10, and 11. This area would be managed as part 
of Washoe Meadows SP to protect park resources. Fens are not located within this area. See 
Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of fens. 

I7-8 The commenters have concerns about impacts on fens. See Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” and Master Response Section 
3.3, “Biological Resources,” for discussion of fens. 

I7-9 The commenters have concerns about impacts related to tree removal. The draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS concludes that tree removal would be a significant impact under Alternative 2 
as defined by TRPA regulations. Mitigation Measure 3.5-6 (Alt. 2) would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level as per TRPA regulations. This measure was 
developed in accordance with Chapter 71, Section 71.3.B, and Chapters 30 and 77 of the 
TRPA Code of Ordinances. The mitigation measure requires preparation of a tree removal 
and management plan and a tree replacement plan by a qualified environmental 
professional. The significance of this impact with and without mitigation proposed was 
determined based on the regulatory significance criteria described in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Furthermore, the proposed Preferred Alternative will avoid and minimize removal of 30” 
dbh trees. See Master Response Section 3.1, “Land Use” for a discussion of habitat value.  

I7-10 The commenters have concerns about golf course turf becoming invasive and spreading 
outside of the managed golf course area. While turf grasses are known to be among the 
most invasive plant species, in a highly regulated environment such as a golf course, no 
spread of turf grass into surrounding is expected due to active management including 
mowing (which would prevent the grass going to seed), and limiting irrigation to the areas 
where turf grasses are desired for the golf course. Furthermore, native vegetation buffers 
are included within the golf course footprint to provide additional protection measures.  

I7-11 The commenters have concerns about impacts caused by fragmentation and elimination of 
upland forest habitat and data used for existing conditions. Raptors such as the Northern 
Goshawk and Long-eared owl have been documented utilizing the study area for foraging 
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but are not known to nest within the study area. See Master Response Section 3.3, 
“Biological Resources,” for a discussion of baseline conditions and wildlife habitat. 

I7-12 The commenters have concerns about impacts on the wildlife corridor. See Master 
Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for discussion of wildlife habitat. 
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Letter 

I8 
Response 

 
Richard Anderson 
November 7, 2010 

 

I8-1 The commenter’s support for Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 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 

I9 
Response 

 
Harold Anino 
September 19, 2010 

 

I9-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 is noted. This comment does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS. State Parks 
will attempt to have new holes available for play before restoration of existing holes. See 
Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this final EIR/EIS/EIS for an updated construction 
schedule. 
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Letter 

I10 
Response 

 
Patricia Ardavany 
September 27, 2010 

 

I10-1 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 2 is noted. See Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for discussions related to 
fertilizer use.  

I10-2 The commenter states that Alternative 2 conflicts with State Parks’ mission statement. See 
Master Response Section 3.2, “Land Use,” for a discussion of consistency with State 
Parks’ mission statement. 

I10-3 The commenter is correct in noting that rivers naturally change their course over time and 
that human disturbances make it difficult to reconstruct or predict river migration. 
However, the draft EIR/EIS/EIS included analysis of historic meander patterns and 
science-based modeling of the dynamics of the Upper Truckee River channel, performed 
as part of the technical studies for the Lake Tahoe TMDL. The modeling was validated 
with historic data and used to simulate future conditions that were presented in the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS (pages 3.4-34 to 3.4-36) to represent the anticipated channel status under the 
No Project/No Action Alternative.  

The commenter is concerned that moving and reconstructing portions of the channel 
would increase sediment runoff relative to the baseline. However, the results from 
technical studies for the Lake Tahoe TMDL that were included in the draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
(pages 3.4-42 to 3.4-43), which used science-based predictions of future erosion of the 
Upper Truckee River’s stream channel, support the conclusion that Alternative 2, 3, or 5 
would result in a substantial long-term reduction in sedimentation. Quantitative and 
relative comparisons of water quality benefits, in terms of the reduction of pollutant 
sources from channel erosion and sedimentation, is provided for all alternatives (see 
Impact 3.4-1 and Table 3.4-11). The draft EIR/EIS/EIS fully considers potential short- 
and long-term impacts of river channel dynamics on sediment pollution associated with 
all of the alternatives. Short-term changes in transport of coarse sediment and delivery 
downstream (Impact 3.4-5) would be mitigated to a less-than significant level by 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 (Alt. 2). Short-term impacts on water quality impacts caused by 
natural channel adjustments and/or a large flood during the first few years after 
construction (Impact 3.4-7) would be minimized by Mitigation Measures 3.4-7A and 3.4-
7B. However, the strict narrative or numerical water quality standards in the Basin Plan 
could still be exceeded, at least for short periods of time, and the residual impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

I10-4 The commenter has concerns about water use and wildlife habitat. See Master Response 
Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for a discussion 
of water use; see Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” for a discussion of 
wildlife habitat. 

I10-5 The commenter’s support for Alternative 5 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 

I11 
Response 

 
Patrick Atherton 
November 7, 2010 

 

I11-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 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 

I12 
Response 

 
Rob Ayers 
October 19, 2010 

 

I12-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 2 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 

I13 
Response 

 
Robert J. Baiocchi 
November 15, 2010 

 

I13-1 The commenter requests information on water right applications and permit approvals for 
Alternative 2. State Parks will pursue modifications (if needed) to its existing water rights 
as part of permitting (and final design if necessary based on permitting requirements) after 
the final EIR/EIS/EIS is certified, because the status of water rights and possible changes 
are important legal issues, but would not affect the physical environment, because 
Alternative 2 would not use more water than historical use that was allowed under the 
existing water right. The irrigation demand is not increased as turf area is actually reduced. 
Furthermore, if any change to surface water right was needed the deep groundwater well 
could provide water needs instead of river without creating negative impacts to the river 
and surrounding habitat. Water rights information is included in Section 3.3, “Hydrology 
and Flooding,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS (page 3.3-34). See Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for discussion of water use.  

I13-2 The commenter requests information on the existing statement of diversion and use. 
Existing statement of diversion and use information was provided by State Parks. See 
Master Response Section 3.4, “Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” 
for a discussion of water use under Alternative 2. 

I13-3 The commenter requests a written analysis demonstrating evidence that there is sufficient 
water in the Upper Truckee River to divert more water during critically low and dry 
water years. Diversion of more water is not proposed. See Master Response Section 3.4, 
“Hydrology, Flooding, Geomorphology, and Water Quality,” for a discussion of water 
use under Alternative 2. 

I13-4 The commenter requests fisheries and aquatic studies and information on 
macroinvertebrates. A summary of results from the fisheries and aquatic studies, 
including results of macroinvertebrate studies, is included in Section 3.5, “Biological 
Resources.” In addition, the fisheries report is presented in Appendix Gof the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I13-5 The commenter requests consultation letters between State Parks and USFWS and DFG. 
As discussed in Section 3.5, “Biological Resources,” and Chapter 5, “Environmental 
Laws,” of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, impacts on fish and wildlife would be less than 
significant, or would be mitigated with measures such as conducting preconstruction 
surveys to avoid the loss of individuals, nests, or roost sites; developing and 
implementing a native fish and mussel capture and translocation plan; implementing 
vegetation protection measures and revegetation of disturbed areas; minimizing tree 
removal; and developing a tree removal and management plan. USFWS has been sent a 
copy of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS for review and comment to facilitate consultation on fish 
and wildlife issues. USFWS has determined that no formal consultation is necessary for 
the project (Karuzas, pers. comm., 2011).  

As stated in Section 3.5, “Biological Resources,” evaluations have been conducted for 
State-listed endangered and threatened species, and have determined that the project 
would not likely affect any State-listed species. Therefore, a take permit is not needed for 
the project. Because surveys have been conducted and effects on listed species would be 
avoided, the project would comply with the California Endangered Species Act. Section 
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1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires that a streambed alteration 
agreement be granted before any action that may divert or obstruct the natural channel 
flow; substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake 
designated by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG); or use any material 
from the streambed of a DFG-designated waterway. Implementation of the project would 
require a streambed alteration agreement from DFG for work on the bed and banks of the 
Upper Truckee River. State Parks will obtain the streambed alteration agreement from 
DFG and implement all terms required for permit compliance. Therefore, the project 
would be in compliance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

I13-6 The commenter requests a statement that California licensed anglers can access and fish 
the Upper Truckee River within the high-water mark on the State lands through the 
existing and proposed golf course. See Master Response Section 3.5, “Recreation,” for a 
discussion of river access. 

I13-7 The commenter requests information about current and proposed compliance with the 
American With Disabilities Act. It is State Parks policy to provide accessible 
environments in which all visitors are given the opportunity to understand, appreciate, 
and participate in the state’s cultural, historical, and natural heritage. Concessionaires 
must ensure that the services they offer are accessible to and usable by persons with 
disabilities; as a general rule, they must perform facility upgrades to meet that mandate. 
Under new construction under any of the alternatives, renovation or area improvements 
commencing on State Park property shall be subject to compliance with the requirements 
of the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-336; Title 42, Section 
12101 et seq. of the U.S. Code [and including Titles I, II, and III of that law]); the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and all related regulations, guidelines, and amendments to 
both laws. Such renovation or area improvements must also comply with Section 4450 et 
seq. of the California Government Code (“Access to Public Buildings by Physically 
Handicapped Persons”), Government Code Section 7250 et seq. (Facilities for 
Handicapped Persons), and any other applicable laws. The outcome of all site 
improvements must include seamless integration of accessible features to the greatest 
extent possible. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

I13-8 The commenter requests information on Canada geese. See “Impact Analysis for Wildlife 
and Wildlife Movement Corridors” in Master Response Section 3.3, “Biological 
Resources,” for a discussion of impacts on common wildlife species. 

I13-9 The commenter requests funding information. See Master Response Section 3.7, 
“Economics,” for a discussion of funding. 

I13-10 The commenter requests contact information for fisheries and water right experts 
involved in the analysis of the project. Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” of the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS provided information on parties involved in preparing the draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I13-11 The commenter requests a copy of the draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which State Parks provided. 

I13-12 The commenter requests an additional 30 days for comments. The comment period was 
not extended; however, State Parks stated that comments could still be submitted without 
a guarantee that they would receive a response. The comment period was extended from 
75 days to 85 days, which is twice the statutorily required review period for an EIR under 
CEQA and 25 days more than required under NEPA.  




