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Letter 
I37 

Response 

 
Michael & Carol Ledesma 
April 6, 2013 

I37-1 The commenters have concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic, 
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in 
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenters state that individual residents in the Tahoe 
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.  

 See response to Comment Letter I8 for a discussion regarding these concerns. 

I37-2 The commenters have concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise on 
California Avenue.  

 See Section 3.1.3, “Construction Noise,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of construction-related noise.  

I37-3 The commenters state that they were not notified of the proposed project.  

 The Project mailing list was developed by obtaining the most recent County Assessor’s 
information as well as contact information provided through outreach over the life of the project. 
The commenter’s address is on the list developed for noticing. For privacy purposes the address 
has been withheld in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to Comment I8-6 for further 
discussion of notification of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS to Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision residents.  
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Letter 
I38 

Response 

 
Kathy & Joe Link 
April 8, 2013 

I38-1 The commenters’ concern about the loss of wildlife and plants and the increase in dogs in the 
Upper Truckee Marsh is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing 
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Section 3.4, “Biological 
Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes impacts of the project on plants and wildlife. 
The Preferred Alternative would enhance wildlife habitat by reducing human disturbance.  

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

I38-2 The commenters’ concern about the lack of restrooms is noted. 

 Given the sensitive nature of the marsh, restrooms were not considered as part of the project. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side.  
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Letter 
I39 

Response 

 
Barbara Marsden 
April 7, 2013 

I39-1 The commenter’s support for recreation around the perimeter of the marsh and for unpaved trails 
is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing 
conditions, and no additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 
I40 

Response 

 
Lynne Mersereau 
March 13, 2013 

I40-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and for public access and recreational 
opportunities in Cove East is noted.  

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

I40-2 The commenter’s concerns about increased public access and impacts on the east meadow in the 
Al Tahoe area are noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative is proposing moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side near the Al Tahoe neighborhood. Section 3.4, 
“Biological Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes impacts of the project on plants 
and wildlife. The Preferred Alternative would enhance wildlife habitat by reducing human 
disturbance.  

I40-3 The commenter’s concern that it is difficult to estimate the increased amount of public use with 
each alternative is noted.  

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

The evaluation of long-term effects of the alternatives considered how recreation use could increase 
proportionally to the change in the amount and connectivity of public access– and recreation-related 
infrastructure, because the proposed infrastructure would affect (increase) the accessibility of the 
project study area to recreational users. A record of precise counts of visitors does not exist for the 
study area, although the Conservancy has a comprehensive qualitative understanding of recreation 
use from staff observations and the activities of a site steward during summer months. Without a 
quantified inventory record of visitors, it is not feasible to develop precise quantitative estimates of 
changes in recreation users for each alternative. However, qualitative assessment is feasible based 
on the relative degree of proposed recreation and access infrastructure for each alternative. Based on 
this qualitative assessment of the alternatives relative to each other, implementing Alternative 2 
(minimal recreation infrastructure) is expected to result in the least increase in visitation. 
Implementing Alternative 1 (maximum recreation infrastructure) would result in the greatest 
increase in visitation, and implementing Alternative 3 or 4 (moderate recreation infrastructure) 
would result in an intermediate increase, between Alternatives 1 and 2 in magnitude, but negligibly 
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different between Alternatives 3 and 4. The potential increase in the number of visitors is not 
considered to be substantial enough to create new or unmitigable impacts on recreation resources 
for the following reasons: 

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

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

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

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

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

I40-4 The commenter’s concerns about use of San Francisco Avenue instead of Tallac or Los Angeles 
Avenue is noted.  

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

I40-5 The commenter’s concern about long-term maintenance of the study area is noted.  

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

I40-6 The commenter’s concern about increase in fire risk is noted.  

 See response to Comment AO2-10 for information in fire risks associated with the project. 

I40-7 The commenter reiterates that there is not a substantial unmet demand for dispersed recreation in 
the Tahoe Basin.  

 This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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I40-8 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and increasing enforcement is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise 
issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 
I41 

Response 

 
Gantt & Jayme Miller 
April 8, 2013 

I41-1 The commenters have concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic, 
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in 
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenters state that individual residents in the Tahoe 
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.  

 See response to Comment Letter I8 for a discussion regarding these concerns.  
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Letter 
I42 

Response 

 
Gantt & Jayme Miller 
April 5, 2013 

I42-1 The commenters’ concern regarding safety of staging areas in neighborhoods is noted.  

 As shown in Exhibit 2-2 in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the 
Preferred Alternative does not propose construction staging areas on or in the vicinity of Tahoe 
Island neighborhood. See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master 
Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for additional discussion. 

I42-2 The commenters are concerned about increased flooding and increased flooding-related financial 
burdens in the Tahoe Island neighborhood.  

 See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for 
further discussion on flooding. The analysis of the proposed project is consistent with CEQA, 
NEPA and TRPA requirements because the project would not change the existing flood hazards 
of the surrounding properties. See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master 
Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood damages is 
not an issue relating to effects on the environment that requires an analysis under CEQA. 

I42-3 The commenters’ concern about noticing and public outreach is noted.  

 The Project mailing list was developed by obtaining the most recent County Assessor’s 
information as well as contact information provided through outreach over the life of the project. 
The commenter’s address was incorrect with the County and has been updated. For privacy 
purposes the address has been withheld in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. See responses to Comments 
AO2-4 and I8-6 for a discussion of the project’s history, planning context, and public outreach.  

I42-4 The commenters’ support for restoration of the study area with consideration for neighborhood 
safety and liability is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS Alternative 3 is the 
recommended restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a 
Preferred Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting 
recreation and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. See Section 3.1.1, “Flooding 
and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion on flooding. 
The analysis of the proposed project is consistent with CEQA, NEPA and TRPA requirements 
because the project would not change the existing flood hazards of the surrounding properties. 
See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Furthermore, financial responsibility for flood damages is not an issue relating to effects on the 
environment that requires an analysis under CEQA. 

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion 
on safety. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-197 Comments and Individual Responses 

 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-198 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

Letter 
I43 

Response 

 
Cindy Ochoa 
April 1, 2013 

I43-1 The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 1 and support of Alternatives 2 and 4 are noted. The 
commenter’s support for a boardwalk if the area can also be protected is also noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative does not include construction of a boardwalk. The Preferred Alternative is proposing 
moderate recreation on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing conditions, and no 
additional recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Alternative 3 is the recommended 
restoration approach under the Preferred Alternative. See Section 2.1, “Selecting a Preferred 
Alternative,” of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of the approach to selecting recreation 
and restoration components of the Preferred Alternative. This comment does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Letter 
I44 

Response 

 
Peter O’Hara 
April 7, 2013 

I44-1 The commenter’s support for restoration of the study area and concern about increased public 
access and associated crime is noted.  

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

 See Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for a discussion of police protection services in the study area. 
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Letter 
I45 

Response 

 
Gene & Ellen Palazzo 
April 8, 2013 

I45-1 The commenters’ concern about neighborhood use of open space is noted.  

 Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13, 
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See response to comment I40-3 for a discussion of 
the methods and assumptions used to evaluate impacts on recreation and public access. The 
Preferred Alternative would continue to provide public access on the west side of the marsh 
consistent with the project goals and purpose of the property acquisition. The Conservancy would 
continue to manage user-created trails (dispersed recreation access) on the east side of the marsh 
similar to existing conditions.  

I45-2 The commenters’ concern about increased marsh habitat reducing access is noted.  

 Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13, 
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative would continue to 
provide public access on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing conditions. 

I45-3 The commenters’ concern about additional mosquito production is noted.  

 See response to Comment I4-4. In addition, see Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, 
“Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of mosquito control. 

I45-4 The commenters’ concern about an increase in the coyote population is noted.  

 The proposed project would not affect coyote populations. 

I45-5 The commenters’ concern about the proposed project devaluing adjacent homes is noted.  

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

I45-6 The commenters’ concern about restrictions on dog use is noted.  

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

I45-7 The commenters’ concern about neighborhood use instead of wildlife use is noted.  

 Potential impacts related to public access and recreation are discussed in Section 3.13, 
“Recreation,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Preferred Alternative would continue to 
provide public access on the west side of the marsh, similar to existing conditions. 

I45-8 The commenters are concerned about potential increases in neighborhood flooding.  

 An updated discussion of existing and potential flood hazards is provided in Section 3.1.1, 
“Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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I45-9 The commenters’ concern about urbanization of Cove East is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative would provide a “moderate” level of recreation infrastructure similar to 
existing conditions and would include a modified Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)–
accessible pedestrian trail to Cove East Beach, a viewpoint and observation point, a fishing 
platform, and signage.  

I45-10 The commenters’ concern about designated haul routes is noted.  

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

I45-11 The commenters’ concern about restrictions on public access is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative would continue to provide public access consistent with acquisition and 
litigation settlement agreements as described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 
I46 

Response 

 
Gene & Ellen Palazzo 
April 7, 2013 

I46-1 The commenters have concerns about construction activities resulting in increased noise, traffic, 
disruption of established neighborhood values, neighborhood safety, and increased flood risk in 
the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision. The commenters state that individual residents in the Tahoe 
Island Park 4 subdivision were not directly notified of public outreach.  

 See response to Comment Letter I8 for a discussion regarding these concerns.  
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Letter 
I47  

Response 

 
Mark A. Pevarnic 
April 8, 2013 

I47-1 The commenter’s support for a trail around the perimeter of the marsh and restoration of the 
Upper Truckee River 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.  



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-209 Comments and Individual Responses 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-210 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-211 Comments and Individual Responses 

Letter 
I48 

Response 

 
Greg Poseley 
April 26, 2013 

I48-1 The commenter’s support of making restoration a priority over recreation 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.  

I48-2 The commenter’s request for additional information on the cost of the alternatives is noted.  

 See response to Comment AO8-7. 

I48-3 The commenter’s concern regarding the long-term stability of proposed restoration features required 
under any of the action alternatives is noted.  

 High flows have the potential to damage or erode restoration features or recreation infrastructure 
required in channels or on floodplains. As noted by the commenter and discussed in Section 3.8, 
“Hydrology and Flooding,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, high unregulated flows periodically occur 
through the project area, particularly associated with rain-on-snow events and localized high-intensity 
summer thunderstorm events. The restoration elements included in all the alternatives would emulate 
natural riverine processes and functions, including allowing for some channel erosion and movement 
that is typical for sinuous channels through meadows. It is possible that extreme events may cause 
erosion of channel banks and shifts in channel position, as would be expected under natural 
conditions. The commenter is correct in noting that some engineered features and/or structures 
necessary to relocate or redirect flows, support certain stream bed or bank locations, and/or protect 
vital infrastructure must be designed to remain stable and static. The concept-level Preferred 
Alternative presented in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS (see schematic diagrams in Appendix A) would be 
further refined through the final design process. Any constructed features would meet specific 
parameters for stability under the design flows, including the 100-year event for permanent structures 
that must remain in place to support the restored channel position and/or protect infrastructure.  

I48-4 The commenter’s concern regarding potential impacts of recreation components of the project along 
the east side of the marsh on Trout Creek is noted.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the Preferred Alternative 
does not propose additional recreation infrastructure on the east side of the marsh. This comment does 
not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I48-5 The commenter’s concern about off-leash dogs and public safety 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 police protection and other public services in the study area. Furthermore, 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.  




