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Letter 
I1 

Response 

 
Mike Alexander 
March 14, 2013 

I1-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted. The commenter 
has concerns that construction of the Barton Beach boardwalk and bridge would diminish the 
project’s ability to meet Objectives 1–5.  

 See response to Comment AO5-6.  

I1-2 The commenter’s support for Alternative 3 is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing 
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Letter 
I2 

Response 

 
Ryan D. Anderson 
March 29, 2013 

I2-1 The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing 
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative.  
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Letter 
I3 

Response 

 
John & Nancy Ball, Amy Tyler Busch, Royce Dunlap 
April 5, 2013 

I3-1 The commenters state their concern about security and trespassing and support for any measures 
that would curtail access to their property.  

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

I3-2 The commenters favor any solution that promotes flooding to the east of the river rather than to 
the west.  

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

I3-3 The commenters’ opposition to Alternatives 1–3 and support for Alternative 4 is noted.  

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

I3-4 The commenters’ request that public meeting notices be sent to addressees listed in the comment 
letter is noted.  

 Addresses provided in the comment letter have been placed on the project mailing list.  

I3-5 The commenters inquired whether the Conservancy would use eminent domain.  

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

I3-6 The commenters request details regarding access points and staging areas on Washington Avenue 
or Colorado Avenue.  

 See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of construction-related traffic.  
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Letter 
I4 

Response 

 
Gregory W. Bergner 
April 1, 2013 

I4-1 The commenter’s concern about maximizing recreation is noted.  

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

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

I4-2 The commenter’s support for trails, walkways, and observation areas on the periphery of the 
meadow is noted.  

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

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

I4-3 The commenter is concerned about allowing bikes within the marsh and recommends that bike 
racks be installed at the entrances.  

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

I4-4 The commenter’s support for selecting an alternative that addresses sediment, wildlife habitat, 
and mosquito hazards is noted. 

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

 The primary objective of all four alternatives considered is to decrease channel capacity and 
reestablish the connection between the channel and its floodplain so that moderate flows (and the 
sediment and nutrients conveyed by the flow) would overbank more frequently. As discussed in 
Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and Water Quality,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (page 3.9-16), 
previous studies have found that sediment delivery and retention in the study area is a function of 
water depths and floodplain connectivity, with sediment delivery and retention increasing at 
greater water depths and increased frequency of connectivity (Stubblefield et al. 2006). The 
greatest sediment retention was found to occur in areas where flow velocities were reduced or 
dissipated, such as through the lagoon or backwater areas. The increased frequency and area of 
inundation during moderate flows would promote sediment deposition and retention of fine-
grained sediment in portions of the floodplain that are currently not inundated. In addition to 
increasing the frequency of overbanking flows onto the floodplain, other design elements are also 
likely to reduce sediment inputs into Lake Tahoe, including reactivation of the existing secondary 
channel during moderate overbanking events.  
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 In addition, the Preferred Alternative includes engineered restoration elements to address local 
sources of sediment from streambank erosion. Specifically, bank protection elements including 
rock and large wood are planned to stabilize about 1,300 feet of bank downstream of the U.S. 
Highway 50 Bridge and on about 2,600 feet of lower Trout Creek. Reactivating the secondary 
channel and lowering the floodplain on the left bank would also reduce hydraulic stress on the 
main channel banks during high flows.  

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

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

I4-5 The commenter’s support for kiosks if they are maintained and updated is noted.  

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

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

I4-6 The commenter’s preference for parking is noted.  

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

I4-7 The commenter’s concern about management of activities in the study area is noted.  

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for discussions related to management of the study area. 
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I4-8 The commenter’s concern about management of activities in the study area is noted.  

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

Response 

 
Jean Bergner 
April 8, 2013 

I5-1 The commenter’s support for reducing sediment flowing into Lake Tahoe is noted.  

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

I5-2 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 1 is noted. The commenter’s concern about off-leash 
dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted.  

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

I5-3 The commenter believes that the existing public services provided for the marsh are inadequate.  

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

I5-4 The commenter disagrees that the demand for parking would be similar to existing demands and 
suggests additional parking in Conservancy lots to the east.  

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

I5-5 The commenter’s opinion of the user-created trails east of the marsh is noted.  

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

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

I5-6 The commenter’s support of Alternative 3 recreation components is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing 
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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I5-7 The commenter recommends hiring enforcement personnel in the study area.  

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

I5-8 The commenter suggests additional parking in Conservancy lots to the east.  

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

I5-9 The commenter’s opposition to allowing off-leash dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh and 
suggestion for additional trash pickup in the study area is noted.  

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for a discussion of trash pickup and animal control services in the study area.  
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Letter 
I6 

Response 

 
Jim Carlson 
April 8, 2013 

I6-1 The commenter’s opposition to allowing off-leash dogs in the Upper Truckee Marsh is noted.  

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for a discussion of animal control services in the study area. 
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Letter 
I7 

Response 

 
Leslynn Catlett 
April 7, 2013 

I7-1 The commenter’s opposition to installing kiosks and additional infrastructure is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate infrastructure on the west side of the marsh and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. In addition, the Conservancy would continue to 
manage and reduce the impacts of recreational use. See response to Comment IO4-5 on kiosks. 
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Letter 
I8 

Response 

 
Jesse Chamberlain 
April 7, 2013 

I8-1 The commenter has concerns about construction noise associated with the use of California 
Avenue for staging and access.  

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

I8-2 The commenter’s concern about construction traffic is noted.  

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

I8-3 The commenter’s concern about aesthetic impacts associated with construction staging proposed on 
Conservancy lots on California Avenue is noted.  

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

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

I8-4 The commenter’s concern about construction-related traffic safety is noted.  

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

I8-5 The commenter’s concerns about financial liability associated with flooding are noted.  

 See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
analysis of the proposed project is consistent with CEQA, NEPA and TRPA requirements 
because the project would not change the existing flood hazards of the surrounding properties. 
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See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood damages is not an issue relating to effects on the 
environment that requires an analysis under CEQA.I8-6  The commenter’s concerns about the 
notification process are noted.  

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

I8-7 The commenter requests changes to proposed construction access and staging, and financial 
compensation for potential damages and/or loss of property value resulting from flooding.  

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

 See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for 
further discussion of construction-related traffic.  
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Letter 
I9 

Response 

Sarah Chisholm 
April 7, 2013 
 

I9-1 The commenter’s concern about off-leash dogs along trails in the Upper Truckee River Marsh is 
noted.  

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for a discussion of animal control services in the study area. 
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Letter 
I10 

Response 

 
Richard Cromwell 
April 15, 2013 

I10-1 The commenter discusses historic channel erosion and identifies his support for actions to address 
erosion, including a riparian wall. 

 As discussed in Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and Water Quality,” of the 2013 Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek have been affected by watershed-scale 
changes in land use, hydrology, and sediment loads that have degraded the watershed’s fluvial 
geomorphic and ecologic functions. As listed in Section 1.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, two 
primary objectives of the project are to “restore natural and self-sustaining river and floodplain 
processes and functions” and “protect, enhance, and restore naturally functioning habitats.” The 
Preferred Alternative includes an approach to improve physical processes and ecologic function 
through both active and passive restoration means. The Preferred Alternative also includes 
various measures to address areas with actively eroding streambanks (e.g., streambank 
stabilization techniques), as well as to reduce hydraulic stress along the banks during high flows 
(e.g., reconnecting secondary high-flow channels and lowering floodplains to allow floodplain 
activation at lower flows).  
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Letter 
I11 

Response 

 
Richard DeVries 
March 19, 2013 

I11-1 The commenter’s support for the Alternative 3 eastside access is noted.  

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

I11-2 The commenter’s support for a bike trail from Al Tahoe to Venice Drive is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative does not include construction of new bicycle trails. See Chapter 2, 
“Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of the alternative selection 
process.  




