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Letter 
I49 

Response 

 
Jim & Barbara Randolph 
April 8, 2013 

I49-1 The commenters’ concern about access points 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 access points on or in the vicinity of California Avenue. 

I49-2 The commenters acknowledge that they are located in a floodplain and are concerned that 
accessing the site through their street will make flooding worse.  

 Temporary use of a street or native ground surface for construction access would not result in any 
permanent modifications to the topography and/or flooding. Additionally, as discussed in 
response to Comment I49-1, adjustments to the access points and routes that eliminate California 
Avenue have been made for the Preferred Alternative.  

I49-3 The commenters’ request to consider the comment letter as a legal notice is noted.  

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

I49-4 The commenters’ concern about noticing 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.  
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Letter 
I50 

Response 

 
Catherine Rosenberg 
April 6, 2013 

I50-1 The commenter’s support for the most cost effective restoration alternative (Alternative 3 and 
“light recreation” additions) 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. 

I50-2 The commenter’s opposition to additional recreation facilities 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 east side of the marsh. This comment does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I50-3 The commenter’s concern regarding funding for long-term maintenance of recreation 
infrastructure is noted.  

 The Conservancy would continue to maintain new recreation infrastructure similar to existing 
conditions. In addition, see Section 3.1.4, “Management,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of 
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I50-4 The commenter’s concerns regarding potential impacts on migratory birds are noted.  

 As discussed in Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-8A and 3.4-8B address construction-related impacts on wildlife and would be 
implemented during construction. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program prepared for 
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS would ensure the enforcement of these mitigation measures. See 
Appendix C of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  

I50-5 The commenter’s concern about haul routes and staging areas 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 on or in the vicinity of 
California Avenue. See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” and Section 3.1.3, 
“Construction Noise,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further 
discussion of construction-related noise and traffic. 

I50-6 The commenter is concerned about a potential increase in flood risk, including potential flooding 
during construction.  

 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. The 
probability of a large flood event occurring during active construction would be very low because 



UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS   
California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 4-219 Comments and Individual Responses 

major floods are typically associated with late-fall and winter rain-on-snow events, but the 
potential for flood peaks during construction is addressed in Section 3.9, “Geomorphology and 
Water Quality,” because flood peaks could result in water quality impacts. The Conservancy 
would implement Environmental Commitments 5 and 6, which would include management of the 
site and construction activities, including staging and storage of materials to avoid flood-prone 
areas and adjustment of the construction schedule and location in the unlikely event of a 
construction-season flood event.  

I50-7 The commenter’s concern about voles and mice coming into neighborhoods because of flooding 
is noted.  

 Voles and mice would be expected to use the marsh as under existing conditions. Conservancy 
management activities to not include mowing of marsh grasslands that can typically cause rodents 
to flee an area, and the proposed project would not change 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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Letter 
I51 

Response 

 
John T. & Catherine M. Rosenberg 
April 8, 2013 

I51-1 The commenters’ support of the project purpose and objectives is noted. The commenters state 
that the comments are constructive suggestions to help achieve the stated purpose and objectives.  

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

I51-2 The commenters’ concern about the disruption of established neighborhood values in the Tahoe 
Island Park 4 subdivision during construction is noted. The Preferred Alternative would use main 
arterials to access the study area, such as U.S. Highway 50 (Lake Tahoe Boulevard), Venice 
Drive, and Tahoe Keys Boulevard. Some activities would require the use of Silver Dollar 
Avenue, Silverwood Circle, Rubicon Trail, and Springwood Drive, as well as Lakeview Avenue 
and Lily Avenue to access the eastern lakeshore area. Staging and the majority of hauling would 
occur within the study 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 and staging on Conservancy parcels in the neighboring 
communities has been removed to avoid conflicts of use. Haul routes have been selected to occur 
immediately adjacent to construction areas and access points, and staging areas have been 
identified, in part, to minimize construction activities and hauling within sensitive habitats. 

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

I51-3 The commenters’ concern about construction-related traffic in the Tahoe Island Park 4 
subdivision during construction is noted. As stated above, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include haul routes in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision; therefore, there would be no conflicts 
related to traffic 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. 

I51-4 The commenters’ concern about construction-related noise in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision 
during construction is noted. As described above and in Section 3.11, “Noise,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, traffic typically must double to create a perceptible increase in overall traffic noise. 
Project construction would not contribute to a doubling of traffic on U.S. Highway 50 or Tahoe 
Keys Boulevard, and therefore would not generate a perceptible increase in overall traffic noise 
levels. General construction activities would generate perceptible increases in noise levels above 
ambient conditions that would exceed applicable noise thresholds (50 and 55 A-weighted 
decibels) within 2,500 feet for the Preferred Alternative. However, as described in Section 3.11, 
noise from construction activity is exempt from the provisions of the applicable TRPA 
regulations and applicable El Dorado County regulations if conducted within the allowable hours. 
Therefore, consistent with the action alternatives presented in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the impact 
under the Preferred Alternative would be less than significant. 

 The State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR describe any feasible measures that could 
minimize significant adverse impacts, and the measures are to be fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.4[a]). Mitigation measures are not required for impacts that are found to be less than 
significant. NEPA requires that an EIS identify relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that are 
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not already included in the project alternatives that could avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, 
eliminate, or compensate for the project’s adverse environmental effects (40 CFR 1502.14, 
1502.16, 1508.8). The analysis of the proposed project is consistent with these requirements. 

 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. 

I51-5 The commenters’ concern about the use of parcels on or near California Avenue as an access 
point, staging area, and haul routes creating a safety hazard in the Tahoe Island Park 4 
subdivision during construction is noted. As stated above, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include haul routes, staging areas, or access in the Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision; therefore, 
there would be no safety hazards associated with construction on California Avenue. 

I51-6 The commenters’ concern about haul routes and staging areas on California Avenue is noted.  

 See responses to Comments I8-1 and I51-2, as well as Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and 
Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion. 

I51-7 The commenters’ concern that notification was not provided to Tahoe Island Park 4 subdivision 
residents 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 on the list developed for noticing. 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. 

I51-8 The commenters’ concern about staging sites on California Avenue is noted.  

 See responses to Comments I8-3 and I51-2, as well as Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and 
Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion.  

I51-9 The commenters’ concern about the use of California Avenue as a haul road is noted. As stated 
above, the Preferred Alternative does not include haul routes on California Avenue.  

 See responses to Comments I8-3 and I51-2, as well as Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and 
Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion. 

I51-10 The commenters suggest that no staging or hauling roads be located on or in the vicinity of 
California Avenue and Michael Avenue. As stated above, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include haul routes on California Avenue. In addition, Michael Avenue would not be used as a 
haul route.  

 See responses to Comments I8-3 and I51-2, as well as Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and 
Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion. 

I51-11 The commenters are concerned about potential increased flood risk to the Tahoe Island Park 4 
subdivision, lack of certainty in flood modeling, and lack of assessment of flood damages and 
financial liability for potential damages.  

 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 



 UTR and Marsh Restoration Project Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
Comments and Individual Responses 4-230 California Tahoe Conservancy/DGS, Reclamation, and TRPA 

of the surrounding properties. See “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master 
Responses,” 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. 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. 

I51-12 The commenters inquire about whether the lead agencies would take financial responsibility for 
flood damages if the models are incorrect. 

 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. 

I51-13 The commenters’ concern about fire risk is noted. See response to Comment AO2-10 for 
information about fire risks associated with the project. 

I51-14 The commenters’ concern about impacts on nonendangered wildlife species is noted. Section 3.4, 
“Biological Resources,” of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS/EIS acknowledges that construction activities 
would affect both common and special-status wildlife species by the same mechanisms: (1) 
human disturbance (i.e., the sounds and motions of construction workers and machinery) that 
disrupts foraging, nesting attempts, or other wildlife use of the study area and concurrently causes 
physiological stress, energetic costs, and increased risk of predation; and (2) damage and removal 
of vegetation by clearing and grubbing, stockpiling of materials and soil, off-road operation of 
vehicles and other machinery, and earthwork that destroys nests or roost sites or harms or kills 
wildlife. However, as stated in chapter 5, Compliance, Coordination, and Consultation the project 
will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MTBA) and complete pre-construction bird 
surveys in order to avoid direct loss of birds, nests, and eggs. The current list of species protected 
by the MBTA includes several hundred species, which essentially includes all native birds. 
Furthermore, construction activities would be temporary, restricted daily from 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 
p.m. Monday–Friday, and restricted seasonally to May 1–October 15 (or a more limited period if 
a limited operation period is necessary to avoid effects to sensitive wildlife). 

 The increased area and improved ecosystem functions of SEZ, floodplain, and riparian and 
wetland communities along the Upper Truckee River under the Preferred Alternative would 
benefit wildlife communities. This long-term effect would be beneficial. 

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

I51-15 The commenters’ request to avoid the lodgepole pine and protect the area near River Station (RS) 
1700 is noted.  

 Environmental Commitment 5, “Prepare and Implement Effective Construction Site Management 
Plans to Minimize Risks of Water Quality Degradation and Impacts to Vegetation,” includes tree 
protection measures. 

I51-16 The commenters support diverting the present low-water channel at RS 1700.  
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 This comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

I51-17 The commenters’ 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 
I52 

Response 

 
John T. & Catherine M. Rosenberg  
April 24, 2013 

I52-1 The commenters state that the letter provides additional comments to the previous letters 
submitted on April 8, 2013.  

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

I52-2 The commenters’ concern about boat launches, increases in boaters, and the ability of the 
Conservancy to enforce ordinances 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. 

 The Preferred Alternative includes posting of signs educating users regarding trail etiquette and 
trespass issues; increased monitoring to reduce litter, trespass, or other problems associated with 
trail access parking; and increased use of fencing to better direct users to access points. Also, the 
Conservancy funds the Tahoe Resource Conservation District to contract with the Clean Tahoe 
Program for trash removal services, including weekly inspection and maintenance of 12 garbage 
cans located throughout the property. In addition, the Preferred Alternative would include 
installation of additional signage in appropriate locations throughout the site and near sensitive 
habitats to discourage disturbance of those areas by people and pets. 

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

I52-3 The commenters’ concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not evaluate impacts on individual 
residents during construction is noted. See Section 3.1.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” and 
Section 3.1.3, “Construction Noise,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for further discussion of construction-related impacts. 

I52-4 The commenters are concerned that the effects of seismically generated waves are not adequately 
addressed relative to the surrounding residences or other personal or public improvements.  

 As discussed in Section 3.8.1 in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Flooding,” of the 2013 Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, recent investigations of tectonic and seismic conditions in the Lake Tahoe region 
indicate the potential for earthquakes from three active normal faults of the magnitude that could 
produce waves on Lake Tahoe on the order of 10–30 feet. Earthquakes in the Lake Tahoe region 
shift fault blocks vertically, causing shoreline subsidence and subsequent inundation (Ichinose et 
al. 2000; Seitz 2014). The likelihood of such an event has been estimated to be between 10 and 12 
percent (NESC 2007). None of the action alternatives would change the likelihood of a seismic 
event occurring or probability of tsunami or seiche waves resulting.  

 As discussed in Section 3.8, certain action alternatives include recreation infrastructure and/or 
restoration features that could be damaged by wave action or overrun. The Preferred Alternative 
does not include vulnerable recreation infrastructure along and parallel to the shoreline as in 
Alternative 1. Final design of any structural elements of the Preferred Alternative (e.g., grade 
control structures, lagoon bulkhead) would meet standard engineering criteria for seismic 
stability. The recreational infrastructure under the Preferred Alternative would be concentrated in 
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a portion of the study area that already has urban development and similar recreational facilities, 
including residential housing and a marina, and would not introduce new influences on the 
potential risk of seismically generated waves or their pathways. The project would not modify the 
topography of the floodplain or channels in ways that could substantially modify the probability, 
magnitude, or routing of a seismically generated wave from the lake relative to the neighborhoods 
surrounding the project boundary.  

I52-5 The commenters’ opinion that small paths should be preserved 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 and no additional 
recreation access on the marsh’s east side. Public access to the east side of the marsh would 
continue to be afforded through the current informal user-created trail system. 

I52-6 The commenters’ opposition to large paths is noted.  

 See response to Comment I52-5 above. 

I52-7  The commenters’ statement that the description of the project alternatives is vague is noted. The 
commenters state that because features and elements in an alternative may be interchanged 
among alternatives in selecting the preferred alternative, the preferred alternative will have a very 
different impact than any of the alternatives as described and analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

 The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS adequately describes and analyzes the Project Alternatives, providing the 
public an informed opportunity to comment on the proposed improvements. By presenting and 
evaluating all of the possible actions within the environmental documents, we have fully 
disclosed the impacts that could occur if all actions were taken. There would not be additional 
adverse effects relative to baseline if some or all of the features on private land did not occur. The 
nature and severity of the impacts analyzed in the environmental document adequately encompass 
potential impacts of the recommended alternative. See response to Comment AO8-2 for a 
discussion of the selection of the Preferred Alternative, and Appendix D of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
for additiona responses to this comment. 

I52-8 The commenters support a modified Alternative 3. Specifically, the commenters would prefer that 
the existing low-water channel be partially filled, not entirely filled, and that a new shallow-
connection channel be created from RS 3100 that would link to the new pilot channel.  

 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.  

 The restoration element of the Preferred Alternative (described in Chapter 2 and illustrated in the 
schematic plans in Appendix A) is based on Alternative 3; however, modified to place the pilot 
channel on State-owned lands (near RS 32+00). The partial backfill of the existing oversized 
channel has been iteratively determined using the 2D hydraulic model to optimize for restoration 
of a functional floodplain swale surface while preventing any adverse changes to flooding. (See 
Section 3.1.1, “Flooding and Flood Hazards,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” for further 
discussion of the modeling.) 

I52-9 The commenters’ suggestions about relocating haul roads and staging areas is noted. The 
Preferred Alternative would use main arterials to access the study area, such as U.S. Highway 50 
(Lake Tahoe Boulevard), Venice Drive, and Tahoe Keys Boulevard. Some activities would 
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require the use of Silver Dollar Avenue, Silverwood Circle, Rubicon Trail, and Springwood 
Drive, as well as Lakeview Avenue and Lily Avenue to access the eastern lakeshore area. Staging 
and the majority of hauling would occur within the study 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 and staging on Conservancy 
parcels in the neighboring communities has been removed to avoid conflicts of use. Haul routes 
have been selected to occur immediately adjacent to construction areas and access points, and 
staging areas have been identified, in part, to minimize construction activities and hauling within 
sensitive habitats. 

 See Section 3.3.2, “Traffic, Access, and Staging,” in Chapter 3, “Master Responses,” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS for further discussion of staging areas and access to the study area. 

I52-10 The commenters’ suggestion for a small or informal bike trail segment connecting Hidden Woods 
to Al Tahoe is noted.  

 The Preferred Alternative does not include additional recreation access 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. 

I52-11 The commenter’s support for a modified version of 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.  




