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Letter
AO10
Response

South Tahoe Public Utility District

Ivo Bergsohn, P.G., C.Hg., Hydrogeologist
Paul Sciuto, P.E., Assistant General Manager
April 8, 2013

A010-1

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

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

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

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

From: Rusty Jardine [rusty@tcid.org]

sent: Monday, March 04, 2013 7:41 AM

To: Carroll, Scott@Tahoe

e "Ernest C. Schank'

Subject: Draft EIR/EIS Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration

Project, E1 Dorado County california

Scott,

Good morn'inﬂ! wWe see notice of the above-captioned matter in the Federal
Register. what is the scope of_this project? what, if any, impact may this
project have on river flows below Tahoe Dam?

Rusty Jardine, Esq.
District Manager, Truckee-Carson Irrigation DIstrict

AO11-1
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Letter Truckee-Carson Irrigation District

AO11 Rusty Jardine, Esq., District Manager
Response March 4, 2013
AO011-1 The commenter requests information about any potential effects on Truckee River flows below
the dam.

Neither the action alternatives analyzed in the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS nor the Preferred
Alternative would modify the annual volume of water discharged to Lake Tahoe via surface
runoff or groundwater discharge, or modify the stream hydrograph or lake level in a manner or of
a magnitude that could affect operations of the Lake Tahoe dam or release of flows below the
dam.
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Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California]_Letter A012
Cultural Resources Department/Tribal Historic Preservation Office

Protect, Preserve and Promote Washae Heritage and Culture

April 24, 2013

Scott Carroll, Associate Environmental Planner
California Tahoe Conservancy
South Lake Tahoe. CA. 96150

Subject: Draft EIR for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project

Dear Mr. Carroll,

Thank you for consulting with the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California on the proposed
undertaking and Draft EIR for the Upper Truckee River and Marsh Restoration Project.

The project area of potential effect is within the ancestral territory of the Washoe Tribe, The tribe
his occupied this area since time began as our stories tell us: The marsh and surrounding
landscape was a very important place {or the Washoe. The lake and associated landscapes are
still important to the Washoe.

AO12-1
We dre supportive of a project that restores the natural ecosystem balance. This project has many
benefits for the flora and fauna and improving water quality and lake elarity, We prefer the
alternative which best captures and restores the marsh to a condition before manmade
interferences disrupted the natural balance and ecosystem.

After review of the document we have several comments to add. (listed below):

3.3.7. Suggest change to this:

Unlike Native Americans in many other regions of California, even into the 20th century. the Washoe
were not completely displaced from their traditional lands. In 1917, the Washoe Tribe began reacquiring a
small part ol their traditional lands (Nevers 1976:90-91). The Washoe remain a tribe recognized by the
LLS. government and have mdintained an ¢stablished land base. Its 1,600 tribal members are governed by
a tribal council llml[fu'e elected by tribal members who (ivée in one of the 4 communities [Waodfords,
Dresslerville, Stewar, and Carsan_)jns well as by members from nonreservation areas, The contemporary
Washoe have developed a u.\mpuﬂi{'nsi\«c land use plan (Washoe Tribal Council 1994) that identifies the
goals of reestablishing a presence in the Tahoe region and revitalizing Washoe heritage and cultural
knowledge. including the harvest and care of traditional plant resources and the protection of traditional
properties in the cultural landscape (Rucks 1996:3).

AO12-2

919 Highway 395 South, Gardnerville, Nevada 89410
Work (775) 888-0936 - Cell (775) 546-3421 « FAX (775) 888-0937
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Impact 3.3-1 (Alt 1): ifthere is any grading in an archeological site. we ask that a Washoe Site
Meonitor be present during any grading. Of course we prefer no grading in an archeological site.

Impaet 3.3-2 (Alt 1): Ifthere is any grading in an archeological site. we ask that a Washoe Site
Monitor be present during any grading. Of course we prefer no grading in'an archeological site.

Impact 3.3-4 (Alt]) we are in concurrence with this measure and assurdance

The Washoe Tribe is requesting to consult with during the development of the Cuitural
Resources Protection Plans (CRSP) for each of the alternatives where a CRSP is proposed. In

addition the Washoe Tribe is requesting consultation when any of the prehistoric resources may

be affeeted by the proposed undertaking.

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

Thank you please call me if you have any questions at (775) 546-3421. Please note this is my
cell phone number as 1 in the middle of relocating my office.

Respecttully.

(‘T“w C:U-

> Qs

Darrel Cruz. CRD/THPO

AO12-3

AO12-4

AO12-5
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Letter
AO12
Response

Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
Darrel Cruz, CRD/THPO
April 24, 2013

AO012-1

AO12-2

A012-3

AO12-4

AO012-5

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

See response to Comment AO7-1.

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

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